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ROYAL ASSENT
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 28 February 2012
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 2.03 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 14 February
to:
City of Greater Geelong Amendment Act 2012
Planning and Environment Amendment
(Schools) Act 2012
Public Prosecutions Amendment Act 2012.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Planning: Phillip Island rezoning
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question is
to the Minister for Planning. I ask: has the minister
spoken to the Premier and briefed him on the minister’s
initial decision to rezone farmland at Ventnor or his
subsequent reversal of that decision?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I think I
have stated in the house before that there is a legal
matter in process on this, and I will be making
comment on that when it is over. Until then I will not
be making any comment.
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, the
minister said it was a legal matter and that therefore he
could not comment on it. I seek your guidance. He is
correct as to criminal matters, but as to civil matters —
and in particular civil matters for which no date has
been set for trial — there is a clear precedent in this
place that ministers do respond. Several Presidents have
made that ruling. I seek your advice on the minister’s
response because, as I understand it, it is a civil matter,
it has not been listed and therefore there is no precedent
for a minister claiming sub judice when he has been
invited to answer a question on transparency in
government.
Mr Tee — On the point of order, President, the
other issue is that the legal proceedings do not in any
way relate to the Premier or any discussions between
the minister and the Premier, so any answers in relation
to that question could not prejudice the outcome of
those proceedings.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the minister
whether a date has been set for these proceedings.
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Hon. M. J. GUY — I could not tell you.
Mr Tee — My office contacted the Supreme Court
this morning, and we have been advised that no date
has been set.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In respect of the point
of order, the Legislative Council has certainly taken a
more lenient position, if you like, in terms of court
proceedings in more recent years. To some extent that
is because of the nature of those proceedings in that
some do not actually eventuate. Litigants withdraw
proceedings, or there are other things that might
impinge upon the proceedings outside of this place. I
would certainly be more concerned if a date had been
set and the matter was therefore imminent. I am also
mindful that they are civil proceedings rather than
criminal proceedings, and in that sense I do not believe
sub judice is a problem for the Council in terms of the
minister’s response to this question.
I am also mindful of Mr Tee’s extension to the point of
order, and I concur with him in that I do not think the
question he framed was a matter that was likely to go
directly to the proceedings that might be before the
court at a future time. I uphold the point of order on
both those points, and I ask the minister if he might
make some comment in respect of the question. Would
the minister like to hear the question again?
Hon. M. J. GUY — No, thank you, President. I will
take the question on notice and give the member a
written answer.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — These are very
serious issues. Why will the minister not take this
opportunity today to assure the community and the
Parliament that he has spoken to and briefed the
Premier?
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is not really a
question; it is commentary.
Mr TEE — The minister obviously knows whether
or not he has spoken to the Premier. My question is:
why does the minister not want to answer that question
today?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — Mr Tee
just got up and advised us that his substantive question
was not in relation to a court case, and now he gets up
and says these are very serious matters. I am not sure I
know what Mr Tee is asking. I have said I will take the
substantive question on notice, and I will.
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Nurses: enterprise bargaining
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question without notice is directed to the Minister
for Health, who is also the Minister for Ageing, and I
ask: will the minister update the house on the current
EBA (enterprise bargaining agreement) negotiations
with the Australian Nursing Federation union and the
ANF union’s threats to patient safety?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I thank
the member for her question and her concern. As I have
said before, whilst I will not answer questions about
every minute detail of negotiations that may have gone
on through an EBA process, I am prepared to update
the house and the community on a number of aspects
about the current EBA negotiations between the ANF
union and the Victorian Hospital Industrial Association,
which is acting for 86 health services in that process.
Most people in this chamber would be concerned about
the decision of the ANF on Friday to persist with
unprotected action that was declared under a
section 418 statement to be illegal action if it continued.
The Fair Work Act 2009, an act introduced by the
Labor-Greens government in Canberra, lays out a
system for industrial arrangements in our country, and
we operate under that act. The Fair Work Australia
hearing held on Friday ordered the ANF to desist from
its unprotected action. My concern is — —
Hon. M. P. Pakula interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Pakula!
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — This is a very serious matter.
A union that has been ordered to return to work and
desist from unprotected action is directly thumbing its
nose at the lawful tribunals responsible for managing
this issue, and it is doing so in a way that is harming
patients and is putting patients at risk. I can inform the
house that 65 elective surgeries were cancelled due to
ANF industrial action, with 14 of them being
category 1 surgeries, and that is quite concerning. Two
of those category 1 surgeries were at Dandenong
Hospital and 12 were at Royal Melbourne Hospital. I
want the chamber and the community to understand the
targeted action undertaken by the ANF union, which is
designed to put pressure on patients and to impact most
severely on the most vulnerable patients.
I will put on the record some examples. Professor
Trevor Jones from Western Health spoke publicly
yesterday in response to ANF claims. He made clear
points about the impact on patients at Footscray
hospital and how patients were made to suffer, how
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patients were disadvantaged and how patients were put
at risk. Some on the opposition side might not think it is
serious, but yesterday in Bendigo a man suffering from
a serious cancer had been prepped for a 3½ hour
operation, only to have that operation cancelled at the
last minute with no notice. That was the direct fault of
the ANF. The ANF union decided to pull staff out at
the last minute in a cruel and heartless action designed
to impact most severely on patients. I think the
community is very angry with them.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! This is a very serious
issue. The protracted negotiations between the
government and the ANF are a matter of concern to all
members of this house. However, it is a process that
deserves the respect of members of this house and not a
shouting match. The minister to continue.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — In 2007, when similar illegal
action was being undertaken by the ANF union, the
then Victorian Minister for Health, Daniel Andrews,
said that you cannot have a situation where the
decisions that go your way are fine and proper, but that
you thumb your nose at the decisions that do not go
your way. This is why I am very concerned — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Manufacturing: government policy
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade, the Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva.
I refer the minister to his decision to scrap local content
targets from state government procurement tenders and
instead focus on maximising — and I quote from the
minister’s manufacturing statement — ‘local content
through greater access and awareness of local
suppliers’, and I ask the minister: just how will the
notion of access and awareness alone assist Victorian
manufacturers to compete with overseas companies?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I thank the
member for his question. Obviously I am very pleased
that he raised the issue about our manufacturing
strategy, because in fact we were the only state in
Australia that undertook a rigorous review of where
manufacturing should be in the future. While federal
government members continually argue and fight with
each other, we are actually doing the hard yards; we are
actually doing what is necessary to support the
manufacturing sector.
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If you look at where manufacturing was under the
previous government, you see it was a mishmash of
policy announcements, confusion and 32 programs that
were all over the place. In our policy announcement we
said that we would have five clear policy directions.
Those five clear policy directions related to ensuring
that we were supporting the medium size manufacturers
through our world-class specialist manufacturing
service — and that is on page 15. We are looking at
productivity and innovation networks — and that is on
page 16.
If Mr Somyurek went to the next page, page 17, he
would find that we are looking at transformative
changes and investing in technology. If he went to the
next page, Mr Somyurek would find that we are talking
about support for small manufacturers, which his
government ignored. Then we went to looking after
niche and specialist skills, again an area which his
government let down.
We also made a policy commitment about ensuring that
we supported local content. Throughout the policy
document before the election, during the election, after
the election and in this statement that I am reading from
today, we said that we would be providing more
opportunities for local small and medium enterprises to
compete for government contracts and a strengthened
Victorian industry participation program. We have
already started in terms of piloting options for a
simplified and streamlined e-procurement process.
Through the new business engagement model, as I just
said, we are about supporting small to medium size
enterprises to be more closely aligned to major projects
so that they have a greater opportunity of being
engaged in the procurement process. Mr Somyurek’s
government’s process for procurement was to import
trains from Poland. That was its procurement policy.
Our procurement policy is to ensure, in black and
white, that we will be providing opportunities for local
manufacturers. We will not stand away from that, and
we will be supporting local manufacturers into the
future.
Supplementary question
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Mr Dalla-Riva during his answer talked about his
pre-election policy document. Now, that is stretching it
a bit, but anyway let us call it a policy document. It set
a local content target of more than 50 per cent for the
purchase of new trains. Can the minister assure the
house that he will uphold his pre-election commitment
of providing a target of more than 50 per cent local
content in the purchase of new trains?
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I again thank the
member for his question. Unlike the former
government, we have made a commitment to
procurement of local content.
I will give an example of a government not being
focused on local procurement. In relation to Thales in
Bendigo, we on this side of the house fought hard for
the retention of the Bushmaster, but we saw the federal
government allow 2700 vehicles to be purchased
overseas. What did we hear from those opposite?
Nothing!
Mr Somyurek — On a point of order, President —
and I was very generous in not raising a point of order
when Mr Dalla-Riva was answering my first
question — this question is clearly about whether
Mr Dalla-Riva will stick to his commitment of 50-plus
per cent of local content in relation to the purchase of
new trains. My point of order is clearly about relevance.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I concur. The minister
gave an example involving Bushmaster, but I am not
aware of Bushmaster making trains. Therefore I ask the
minister to come back to the question.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — On the point of
order, President, the issue in the substantive question
related to local content. I answered on that basis. I was
responding to the issue about local content and giving a
comparison about a strong Victorian company which
missed out because local content was not a
consideration.
The PRESIDENT — Order! What is
Mr Dalla-Riva’s point of order?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — The issue is about
local content and not about trains.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The supplementary
question was quite specific. In Mr Dalla-Riva’s original
answer he referred to the policy documents he took to
the election as well as other documents. Therefore the
supplementary question is responsive to his answer.
Mr Dalla-Riva is to respond to the question.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Yes.

India: trade delegation
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade, Richard Dalla-Riva. I ask the
minister to outline to the house what initiatives the
Baillieu government has taken to strengthen ties with
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India and to build enduring partnerships in trade and
investment?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I thank the
member for his question, because I was very pleased to
join the Premier and my ministerial colleagues
Ms Asher, the Minister for Innovation, Services and
Small Business, and Mr Rich-Phillips, the Assistant
Treasurer, on Victoria’s largest ever trade mission to
India. We believe this was not only the largest trade
mission to India by any Australian state government but
the second largest trade delegation to arrive on Indian
shores, behind only the delegation from China.
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are advanced by strong personal connections. We know
that in Victoria we have a large Indian community, with
more than 200 000 people of Indian descent or birth
now calling Victoria home. As an example, in New
Delhi we had a long discussion with Vaaman Sehgal,
the very youthful CEO of Motherson Sumi, one of the
world’s most accomplished and fastest growing tier 1
automotive component suppliers. In fact Mr Sehgal
finished his secondary schooling here at Wesley
College in Glen Waverley and then went on to
complete a master of business administration at
Columbia. He remains passionate about the skills and
talents on offer in Victoria. It is his sort of connection
on which successful relationships can be built.

This mission was a chance for the Victorian
government and the businesses and education
community to create new opportunities in high-growth
markets such as India. As the Premier has said, this
super trade mission is key to the coalition government’s
economic strategy, which has a strong focus on trade
engagement and expansion into new markets to
generate future jobs and investment growth. This trade
mission showcased Victorian capabilities in
cutting-edge innovation and technology to a range of
potential partners across 10 key sectors of strategic
importance. Importantly, more than 220 companies
attended.

I am confident that the goodwill generated by this
mission will generate further activity, providing new
and exciting opportunities for Victorian companies as
well as increasing the flow of two-way investment
between Victoria and India. This mission lays the
framework for building enduring relationships between
business leaders in Victoria and India. This government
recognises the great importance of stronger commercial
and cultural ties between India and Victoria and that the
time to take relations to a new level is long overdue.

What we witnessed in terms of India’s economic
transformation was truly breathtaking. I will put that
into context. India 20 years ago had a backward
economy on the verge of bankruptcy. That would sound
familiar to the members on the other side of the
chamber, the previous Labor government. That shock
to the system forced a fundamental reappraisal, and
India opened up much more of its economy to the
world. What a spectacular outcome! Today, according
to the International Monetary Fund, India’s foreign
reserves are at or near $300 billion, which is about
double that of the United States.

Manufacturing: government policy

It is not only in IT that it is growing. India is building
enormous capabilities in the automotive, aerospace and
energy industries — in fact, you name it. In terms of its
growth trajectory, only China is comparable, which is
why we see India and China referred to as the emerging
global powerhouses of Asia.
In Victoria we recognise that if our state’s industries are
to continue to compete well globally, then we need to
build strategic links with high-growth economies like
India through joint ventures, research and development
cooperation and creating synergies between our two
economies. The Victorian government recognises that
the most productive investments in trade relationships

Ordered that answer be considered next day on
motion of Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria).

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade, Mr Dalla-Riva. I refer the minister
to his decision to cull the 32 manufacturing support
programs that were in place when the Brumby
government left office. Can the minister name the
industries and enterprises that will lose their
manufacturing support programs?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — At the risk of
saying it again, Mr Somyurek’s ears must be painted
on. As I have said before, there were 32 programs that
were an unwieldy maze that not even the business
community understood. This is what I find fascinating.
If you actually went out and listened to them, you
would hear them say that there were so many programs
created by this dysfunctional former government that
they actually did not know what they meant. There
were names going everywhere. There were funds going
everywhere. Nothing was coordinated. There was no
coherent strategy.
As I have said before, what we did — and we were the
only government to do it — was to undertake the most
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rigorous and comprehensive review of manufacturing
anywhere in Australia. As a result of that, we found that
one of the areas of high criticism — and it was
expressed in the press release, expressed in the
Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission
(VCEC) inquiry and expressed in our policy
document — was that there was an overwhelming
number of programs that were confusing, that did not
make sense and that did not interrelate.

supporting productivity. If members turn to page 17
they will see that in terms of manufacturing, capital
expenditure per worker had fallen miserably under the
former government and indeed nationally.

As I said in my previous answer to Mr Somyurek, we
created five separate, clear and distinct policy
objectives in terms of where we are going. I will remind
members opposite of these. The first was to look after
the medium size manufacturers in terms of how we
engage with them, so that they understand. For
example, if you go to page 15, you see things like
‘systematic continuous improvement’ or ‘strategic
planning’ or ‘management and workforce’. I will tell
you what, it would be worthwhile for the Prime
Minister and the former Prime Minister to actually read
through this, because then they would understand that
what is important for the future of business and
direction is getting the facts right and getting your
strategy right rather than worrying about internal
factional gains. That is what we were focused on. We
were focused on medium size manufacturers.

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Will the minister guarantee that these five nebulous
new policy initiatives will be funded to the same level
as the previous government’s manufacturing support
programs? And would Mr Dalla-Riva please answer the
question this time?

Another thing that was mentioned was the productivity
and innovation networks. This was clearly outlined by
VCEC. The former government had very pillared
approaches to the way sectors ran and there were no
cross-sector relationships. There was no understanding
in the automotive industry of what was happening in,
say — and dare I say it — the rail industry or an
understanding of the automotive industry in, let us say,
the defence sector. There was this lack of understanding
of how that would work. Our policy document makes it
clear that we see the innovation networks to be an
important part of that program. That is the second one.
We are very clear about what we are doing. When
businesses pick this up they will say, ‘We know what
the government is on about.’
The third one is about investing in technology. The
former government’s approach was that if you needed
new plant and equipment, you just replaced it. What we
are saying is that if you want to replace plant and
equipment, it has to be transformational. It needs to
actually improve productivity — that word those
opposite do not understand. They do not understand
productivity.
The programs of those opposite, the previous programs,
were not about productivity improvements for the
manufacturing sector. If anything, they were about not

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

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I thank the
member for his question. He fails to understand that this
government had a very clear policy commitment to
manufacturing. We had a very clear commitment to
ensuring we would deliver on our election
commitment. We have delivered on our election
commitment, and we will be ensuring that there will be
suitable allocation of funds to the right areas as directed
and as needed, unlike before, when money was thrown
left, right and centre, and when, in relation to outcomes,
we had no idea what was being achieved. In fact we
know the outcomes were not being achieved, because
businesses themselves were saying that. This new
strategy is about ensuring we have a relevant,
forward-looking strategy into the future that meets the
needs of manufacturers, not the needs of the Labor
Party.

Wodonga: urban renewal
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — My
question is for the Minister for Planning. I ask: can the
minister inform the house what action the Baillieu
government has taken to advance inner city urban
renewal for central Wodonga?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I thank
my colleague Mrs Petrovich for her important question
about inner city urban renewal and urban renewal in
regional Victoria. This government supports regional
Victoria. It puts effort into regional Victoria. In relation
to Australia’s largest regional urban development
opportunity — in central Wodonga — we are doing the
work to ensure that the opportunities are not missed and
that the people of Wodonga and north-eastern Victoria
get a great urban renewal outcome that will see the
redevelopment of that part of the city and that will be a
lasting lifelong legacy for north-eastern Victoria.
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I was recently in Wodonga — in fact on Friday — and
I have the pleasure to inform the house how the
member for Benambra in the Assembly and I, together
with the Wodonga council, its mayor, Mark Byatt, and
Places Victoria staff, launched two phases. One is
bringing people back to the urban renewal precinct in
central Wodonga. That is actually bringing people
through. There will be new pop-up cinemas on the site
until construction begins. We also announced the
commencement of tenders for the removal of rail
infrastructure from that site.
Victoria is not alone. In the last month or so even the
South Australian Labor government has followed the
lead of the Victorian government in establishing an
urban development authority. Even across the border,
other governments around Australia are seeing the
importance of urban renewal and the importance of
ensuring that regional cities as well as metropolitan
areas grow and grow sustainably and with a new heart
to them. That is what the Baillieu government is doing
for central Wodonga.
It is a shame that other people in this chamber treat
urban renewal with such disdain. It is astounding that
other people in this chamber sought to talk down Places
Victoria, talk down growth in Fishermans Bend, talk
down growth like they do the manufacturing sector, talk
down the success of Victoria and talk down the success
of Wodonga — and why would they not when all they
are focused on is the magical number of 102? Why
would members opposite not be focused on that, when
they focus on their own internal spats? We are focused
on urban renewal for Wodonga. We are focused on
getting this state going, on manufacturing policy and on
building Wodonga going forward. The people opposite
are focused on looking in the mirror. These narcissistic
Labor members have nothing to do but compare
themselves to Superman — or General Zod, if you are
Mr Lenders — and they do not realise that the real
game is about getting jobs in regional Victoria, which is
what the Baillieu government is doing.

Manufacturing: job losses
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade, Richard Dalla-Riva. I refer the
minister to the loss of 350 jobs at Toyota earlier this
year and ask: what steps has the minister taken to
ensure that component manufacturers supplying Toyota
throughout the state will not close or sack employees as
a result of Toyota’s actions?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I thank the
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member for his question. Of course this was a
devastating announcement by Toyota. We have said
many times before that the automotive sector is under
enormous pressure from the high dollar and tough
overseas competition. We note in terms of Toyota — I
will get to the other part of the question — that the
CEO, Mr Max Yasuda, on 2 February said to the
Australian Financial Review that the Gillard federal
government’s Fair Work Act 2009 did not give him the
flexibility to respond to changing business conditions.
Then he said that the current industrial relations system
impeded his ability to create a globally competitive
manufacturing operation. Clearly this major employer
in Victoria is stating its concerns about poor and
inefficient workplace practices that are hampering the
ability of its Australian operations to compete
successfully and profitably in a very tough global
automotive market.
As we know, the horrific earthquake and tsunami in
Japan last year had a severe impact on Toyota’s
operations globally. It also resulted in a cut in
production at the Altona plant due to a shortage of
parts. This is important in the response to
Mr Somyurek’s question, because even during that
tragic event, Toyota Australia did not lay off staff. It
was disappointing in that context to see this disaster
followed soon after by a costly and damaging industrial
dispute at Altona, which caused significant disruption
to Toyota’s local production.
Despite Toyota reporting that it was losing $8 million a
day, Fair Work Australia determined that under federal
Labor’s legislation this dispute did not constitute
significant economic harm. That is why we called for,
and have finally received, the capacity to have the Fair
Work Act 2009 reviewed. We called for greater
productivity and greater flexibility. At the time of a
high dollar and intense global competition Mr Yasuda
was right to stress the vital importance of flexible work
practices to ensure the manufacturing sector remains
strong and successful.
What I am saying to Mr Somyurek is that he should be
getting on the phone to his federal colleagues saying,
‘At this particular point in time, you need to bring in
flexibility and the ability to be more productive so
manufacturing can compete’. It might be a revelation to
Mr Somyurek, but if you have a strong OEM (original
equipment manufacturer), you then generate a strong
tier 1 and tier 2 supplier base.
Mr Somyurek has asked me what we are doing about
the suppliers at tier 1 and tier 2. I have just given him
the answer. If you have a strong OEM, if you have a
strong Ford, if you have a strong Holden and if you
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have a strong Toyota, you by default have a strong
tier 1 or tier 2 supplier. Mr Somyurek does not
understand that. He wants to put everything into a box
and see how it works without seeing it in its entirety.
The entirety relates to not only being competitive on the
world market but also having flexibility and the
opportunity to have at a difficult time an act and an
industrial relations system that meets the needs of the
future.
Supplementary question
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Will the government formulate a plan for the car
industry or will it continue to act in an ad hoc manner in
its dealings with the industry?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am a little concerned
about that question because I think as a supplementary
question it goes a lot further than the original question.
The minister might take that into account.
Hon. R. A. Dalla-Riva — Can he repeat the
question?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Somyurek can
repeat the question. Apparently the minister did not
hear it.
Mr SOMYUREK — I will repeat the question as I
asked it. Will the government formulate a plan for the
car industry or will it continue to act in an ad hoc
manner in its dealings with the industry?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — The opposition
wants to continually talk down the industry. It wants to
see the industry collapse. We are trying to talk the
economy up. I will give the house an example. I will
talk about the outlook for jobs in this state. Melbourne
University’s Professor Mark Wooden was quoted in the
Australian as having said:
The talking down of the economy isn’t helping … But at the
end of the day, we have … good reason to be pretty happy
about where we are.
…
In Australia, there is this view that you protect employment
and jobs by putting a wall around it … I wonder about how
many jobs would be created by a bit more flexibility and a bit
more (of) a market-focused approach.

Guess what? It is a market-based approach. The
opposition does not understand it. The opposition does
not get it.
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Housing: Delacombe
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Housing, who is also the Minister
for Children and Early Childhood Development, the
Honourable Wendy Lovell. I ask: can the minister
inform the house of recent funding to enhance public
housing infrastructure and improve youth engagement
in the Delacombe community in Ballarat?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) — I
was delighted to be down in Delacombe last week to
announce $380 000 funding for new initiatives that will
improve youth engagement in the Delacombe
community and also provide employment opportunities
and possibilities for people to train for employment. I
thank Mr Ramsay for his question and his ongoing
interest in the Delacombe community and in Ballarat.
I was very happy to make the announcement of
$380 000 funding for three projects. The first of those
projects is $140 000 for a children’s play space at Doug
Dean Reserve. This is a unique play space that includes
two areas: an all-abilities play space for 3-year-olds to
12-year-olds; and a youth activities space, which will
have a hard court for basketball and other ball games as
well as seating areas. The children from the two local
primary schools who were involved in the planning
showed me the plans for their play space. They had
been given a budget and had chosen the play equipment
they wanted to have in that space. It truly will be their
playground when it is built, and I look forward to going
back when it is opened to see them play on that
playground.
The local council has a master plan for the Doug Dean
Reserve and has put in $620 000 to develop a wetland
area, plant mature trees and construct walking paths,
seating, a new barbecue and picnic areas. Doug Dean
Reserve will get a complete overhaul and will be a
fantastic facility for the Delacombe community.
I was also pleased to announce funding of $220 000 for
the Finding Futures initiative, which will improve the
amenity of 35 public housing properties. This initiative
will employ local residents in the Delacombe
community to improve the amenity of the public
housing properties, including new fences. I went out
and met with a group of residents who were working on
the initiative and installing the new fences, and I also
met with some of the people who were getting the new
fences. It was a great opportunity to meet with those
people. The local residents who were employed on this
project spoke very highly of it. Through this initiative
they will gain skills that will enable them to go on and
get full-time employment.
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We also announced $20 000 funding for the Verbal
Mojo project, which is being delivered in conjunction
with Mojo Consulting and Recruitment and
Enterprising Communities. This will support 16 at-risk
young people to gain the confidence and skills they
need to engage with employers and find employment.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — This is what they
want: they want to have something defined so they can
sit there and say, ‘Got you!’.

These are wonderful projects that are fundamental to
the government’s focus on economic participation and
assisting communities to overcome disadvantage.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — No, productivity is a
broad spectrum, as you would know if you understood
it, but you do not, because the pedigree you come from
is not about productivity. The pedigree members
opposite come from is not about productivity
improvements.

Manufacturing: productivity
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is directed to the Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade. The minister today
indicated that the answer to everything in
manufacturing is productivity, and he gave us a lecture
on productivity. The word is mentioned 50 times
throughout the manufacturing statement. What is the
minister’s definition of the word ‘productivity’? Is it
about comparing quantities or values?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing and Exports and Trade) — Throughout
the time I have been Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations and Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade I have tried to explain the
importance of productivity. I will go to employment
and industrial relations, for example. I have spoken
about the need for flexibility in the workplace and
improving productivity output so that we have capacity
for improvements.
An honourable member — Define it. What’s your
definition of it?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Remember I said
before that what we have is an opposition that wants to
put government into boxes. It wants to say, ‘We’ve got
a box that says “productivity”, and therefore that’s what
it means’.
Hon. M. P. Pakula — So what does it mean?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — They do not
understand what flexibility in the workplace is. They
fail to understand it. What we have is an inflexible
workplace. What we have in manufacturing is
productivity lower than the national average. What we
have — —
Hon. M. P. Pakula — But what does it mean?
Define it.

Mr Somyurek — Are you comparing quantities?
Are you comparing values, prices? What is it?

An honourable member — The dictionary is just
down there.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — It is about saying,
‘Let us create, say, 32 inane programs that mean
nothing, go nowhere and deliver little’. What we are
doing is establishing a clear, coherent strategy in
manufacturing. What we are doing is establishing a
clear position in employment and industrial relations.
And here we have Mr Pakula, who wants to bring the
books out. I do not think I need to be subjected — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I trust that Mr Pakula
obtained that book for his own use and not as a prop to
try to ridicule the minister. Because if that were the
case, I would take a very dim view of it. I trust that I
will see the member exploring that book in the next few
minutes, as Mr Dalla-Riva completes his answer. Open
your book, Mr Pakula.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Thank you,
President. If I can just remind members again, the
VCEC (Victorian Competition and Efficiency
Commission) inquiry, the most comprehensive inquiry
into manufacturing, recognised that there needed to be a
stronger focus on productivity.
The definition of productivity by this government can
be a whole range of things, and I have given the house
two examples in terms of where my portfolio is. In
terms of employment and industrial relations, it is about
flexibility in the workplace. Flexibility in the workplace
is about productivity improvements. It is about small
and medium size manufacturers having the capacity to
improve their productivity through systems changes, by
bringing in Kaizen and by bringing in other forms of
lean manufacturing. It is about productivity
improvements.
Those opposite do not get it. They just do not
understand that productivity is a measurement that is
not defined, given the circumstances that may occur.
There is a whole range of areas where productivity
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improvements can be made; we have done that through
the manufacturing strategy. VCEC said there was a
need for productivity improvement. It said productivity
improvement needs to be delivered by establishing this
strategy. And that is what it is about — our productivity
plan is about this document, which sets out clearly the
agenda of the government’s forward thinking — —
Mr Somyurek — On a point of order, President, I
am actually trying to help Mr Dalla-Riva now. Apart
from ‘productivity means productivity’, I really have
not had the question answered. I repeat the question to
Mr Dalla-Riva. It is a matter of relevance. Would
Mr Richard Dalla-Riva please give his definition of the
word ‘productivity’?
The PRESIDENT — Order! That was a cute way
of doing it. There is no point of order. I am at a bit of a
loss myself as to the meaning of productivity; perhaps
Mr Pakula will inform me later from his readings. Does
Mr Dalla-Riva wish to continue?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — I need to continue,
because those opposite fail to understand what the
definition of productivity is in the context of this
government’s agenda — its economic agenda and its
forward-looking agenda. The problem is they do not get
it, and I understand that.
Supplementary question
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Can the Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and Trade
inform the house what tangible steps the government is
taking to assist the drivers of productivity growth in
Victorian manufacturing?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — Obviously
removing the red tape that the former government
created is a start.
I will give you one example of productivity,
Mr Somyurek, so you can understand it. Let us say a
medium size manufacturer said, ‘I want to see what
government programs are available. There are 32. I am
now going to have to spend five days looking through
32 incoherent, disjointed programs from the
government’. Then we come to our government. He
finds it only takes one day — in fact half a day — to go
through the five programs that this government has. All
of a sudden we have a productivity improvement of
four and a half days.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Members opposite
just do not get it!
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Kangan Institute: automotive centre of
excellence
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister responsible for the Teaching
Profession, the Honourable Peter Hall. Can the minister
explain to the house how the Baillieu government is
assisting in meeting the demand for vocational
education services in Melbourne’s north?
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister responsible for Higher
Education and Skills) — I thank Mr Ondarchie for his
question, which I might add I will answer in my
capacity as the Minister for Higher Education and
Skills rather than as Minister responsible for the
Teaching Profession. It is also an answer that I think
Mr Somyurek might be very interested in, given the
range of his questions today, which have covered the
automotive industry. Indeed that is the nature and
subject of the question asked of me by Mr Ondarchie.
It was last Thursday, 22 February, that I had the
opportunity to visit the Kangan Institute’s campus at
Docklands here in Melbourne for the official opening
of stage 2 of the automotive centre of excellence. If any
members have not been to that facility, then they should
make it their business to visit it, because the automotive
centre of excellence is a project of which Victoria
stands absolutely proud.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Stage 1 was completed under
the previous government, yes; I am happy to admit that.
Stage 2 has been completed now and opened this year.
It is a state-of-the-art automotive training centre, the
biggest and the best in the Southern Hemisphere. We
will see over 500 students per day walk through that
door for training in an automotive-related trade. We
will see over 3500 apprentices each year training in that
excellent facility. By all accounts this stands the
automotive industry in Victoria in good stead for the
future.
My colleague Mr Dalla-Riva has been speaking about
the manufacturing strategy today in his answers to the
questions put to him. One of the key planks was to
identify skills development and training opportunities in
this industry. The Kangan facility down there at
Docklands provides exactly that. I am really pleased
that the government is able to support that. It is an
$84 million facility down there, the biggest TAFE
capital project in Victoria, and the Victorian
government has contributed $64 million to it.
The automotive industry has come a long, long way
since my dad started his automotive apprenticeship the
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best part of 70 years ago. It is a highly sophisticated and
skilled industry today. A look at the research facilities
that are part of that centre of excellence simply
strengthens the argument that this is a highly skilled
industry where we need state-of-the-art facilities to train
people to meet the needs of Victorians in the future. We
have 4.2 million motor vehicles registered in Victoria,
and we will be reliant on a very skilled industry to
maintain and enhance those vehicles in terms of
technological ability.
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on the seven other occasions when Labor ministers
were in the same situation.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Puffing Billy: funding
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:

This centre is a great step forward. I want to
congratulate the Kangan Institute of TAFE on its
development at Docklands, but I also congratulate the
automotive industry generally, because it is the industry
that is supporting training and the links between the
two. That integration between industry needs and
training providers is absolutely vital to get a
fit-for-purpose training system that delivers people with
the relevant skills for the industry. We have a
wonderful example of that with the automotive centre
of excellence at Kangan Institute of TAFE’s campus at
Docklands. I congratulate the institute on it and
encourage members to visit it.

This petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council the need for an
additional $15 million funding to support the Puffing Billy
historic rail line.
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The petitioners therefore request that the state government
immediately commit the $15 million needed to ensure the rail
line’s survival.

Answers
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 222, 674,
731, 733, 2777, 4062, 4582, 5496–591, 7032–127,
7320–415, 7800–95, 8089, 8140, 8208.

In particular, we note:
1.

It is a popular and iconic tourist attraction, carrying more
than 250 000 people each year.

2.

The rail line enjoys huge community support with
hundreds of volunteers offering their time to support the
rail line.

3.

Puffing Billy supports hundreds of local jobs, many
local businesses and delivers a regional economic
benefit of $23 million per year.

By Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria)
(1491 signatures).
Laid on table.

Kindergartens: funding
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
President, I seek your guidance as to whether I am able
to raise this in debate, but last sitting week I asked the
Minister for Planning, Mr Guy, a question without
notice which he took on notice and to which he
undertook to provide a written response. I am
wondering whether I am able to raise that today, and if I
am, I would seek the minister’s response as to whether
that answer is to be provided today.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Is Mr Guy able to
provide any assistance with that question?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I will
go back and have a look at it again to make sure it is on
its way to Mr Pakula. But I suspect that with the answer
he is seeking the case is no different from what it was

To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
This petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council:
1.

Victoria’s current baby boom and the COAG agreement
to increase kinder hours for all four-year-olds from 10 to
15 hours will mean that many more kindergarten places
will be required; and

2.

the Baillieu government’s commitment of only
$15 million over four years will be unable to provide the
necessary expansion of kindergarten facilities.

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council of
Victoria urgently call on the Baillieu government to address this
funding shortfall and significantly increase the level of funding
available to expand Victoria’s kindergartens.

By Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan)
(26 signatures).
Laid on table.

PROTECTING VICTORIA’S VULNERABLE CHILDREN INQUIRY
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

PROTECTING VICTORIA’S VULNERABLE
CHILDREN INQUIRY
Report
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development), by leave, presented
report.
Laid on table.
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Campaspe Planning Scheme — Amendment C89.
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Amendment C153.
Casey Planning Scheme — Amendment C117.
Colac Otway Planning Scheme — Amendments C54
and C58.
Frankston Planning Scheme — Amendments C55 and
C75.
Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme — Amendments
C116 and C142.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 2

Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — Amendments
C216, C230 and C252.
Kingston Planning Scheme — Amendment C114.
Knox Planning Scheme — Amendment C62.

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) presented
Alert Digest No. 2 of 2012, including appendices.

Latrobe Planning Scheme — Amendment C39 (Part 2).
Maribyrnong Planning Scheme — Amendment C110.

Laid on table.

Mildura Planning Scheme — Amendment C72.

Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS

Mitchell Planning Scheme — Amendment C84.
Moira Planning Scheme — Amendment C64.
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme — Amendment C113.

Laid on table by Clerk:
Education and Care Services National Law Act 2010 —
Education and Care Services National Regulations pursuant
to section 303.

Moorabool Planning Scheme — Amendments C6 Part 1
and C39.
Moreland Planning Scheme — Amendment C140.

Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board — Report for
the year ended 31 October 2011.

Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendments C72 and
C74.

Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notice pursuant to
section 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule Nos. 146,
153 and 154/2011.

Port Phillip Planning Scheme — Amendment C92.

Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board —
Minister’s report of receipt of report for year ended
31 October 2011.
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management
Board — Report for the year ended 31 October 2011.
Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board — Report
for the year ended 31 October 2011.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes:
Ballarat Planning Scheme — Amendment C147.
Banyule Planning Scheme — Amendment C76.
Bass Coast Planning Scheme — Amendment C78
Part 1.
Baw Baw Planning Scheme — Amendment C87.
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendments C132,
C136 and C144.

Pyrenees Planning Scheme — Amendment C26.
Stonnington Planning Scheme — Amendments C143
and C147.
Surf Coast Planning Scheme — Amendments C71
(Part 1) and C77.
Wodonga Planning Scheme — Amendments C91 and
C92.
Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — Amendment C99.
Yarriambiack Planning Scheme — Amendment C17.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Infringements Act 2006 — No. 3/2012.
Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 — No. 5/2012.
Local Government Act 1989 — No. 4/2012.
Pollution of Waters by Oil and Noxious Substances Act
1986 — No. 7/2012.
Subdivision Act 1988 — No. 111/2011.
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Victorian Energy Efficiency Target Act 2007 —
No. 6/2012.

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule
Nos. 152, 161 and 162/2011, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 9/2012.
Legislative Instruments and related documents under
section 16B in respect of —
Ministerial Order made under the Docklands Act
1991.
Victorian Central Monitoring and Control System
Requirements under Gambling Regulation Act
2003.

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing
operative dates in respect of the following acts:
Liquor Control Reform Further Amendment Act 2011 —
remaining provisions — 20 February 2012 (Gazette No. S26,
7 February 2012).
Serious Sex Offenders (Detention and Supervision)
Amendment Act 2011 — 1 March 2012 (Gazette No. S45,
21 February 2012).

NOTICES OF MOTION
Notice of motion given.
Mr TEE having given notice of motion:
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will endeavour to
establish for my own benefit the substance of the civil
proceedings involved with this matter. I will give
consideration to that in respect of whether or not there
would be an impingement upon those proceedings by
this select committee. Based on my advice I will make
my opinion available to the chamber tomorrow. I think
it will be okay. I understand the member has probably
talked to the clerks in drafting this motion.
Mr TEE — I have spoken to them, yes.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Were they aware of
the proceedings?
Mr TEE — I am not sure. I would not be able to
vouch for that.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I suspect that the
matters contained in the motion will not have a material
effect on those proceedings, but nevertheless I would
like to be confident of that.
Further notices of motion given.
Mr BARBER having given notice of motion:
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The PRESIDENT — Order! For the edification of
the house, the motion proposed by Mr Barber seeks to
extend a bill that will come before the house in a
second-reading debate. The process to be adopted is
that we will vote on the second reading of that bill and
then put Mr Barber’s proposition to the test before
going into committee.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
General business
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move:
That precedence be given to the following general business
on Wednesday, 29 February 2012:
(1) notice of motion given this day by Mr Tee to revoke
amendment C140 to the Moreland planning scheme;
(2) order of the day 21, resumption of debate on the second
reading of the Road Safety Amendment (Car Doors) Bill
2012;
(3) notice of motion given this day by Mr Tee relating to the
establishment of a select committee into planning
decisions in relation to the rezoning of farming land in
Ventnor;
(4) notice of motion given this day by Mr Barber relating to
the referral of a matter to the Privileges Committee;
(5) order of the day 20, resumption of debate on motion
relating to government maladministration; and
(6) notice of motion 254, standing in the name of
Ms Pennicuik, to take note of documents relating to the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation.

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — Ovarian
Cancer Awareness Month is a fantastic initiative of
Ovarian Cancer Australia to help inform Australian
women about the symptoms and risks of ovarian
cancer. In Victoria each year around 340 women are
diagnosed and 230 women will lose their lives to
ovarian cancer. Ovarian cancer is undetectable using
normal diagnostic procedures. This makes the
awareness campaign critically important for those
women who may not otherwise be aware of the
difficulty of detecting the disease. If ovarian cancer is
detected in its early stages, then the likelihood of a full
recovery is quite high. Every 11 hours a life is lost to
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ovarian cancer. Three women are diagnosed every day.
I encourage all members to wear a teal ribbon on Teal
Ribbon Day tomorrow in support of the campaign to
tackle ovarian cancer.

Mark Arbib
Ms PULFORD — On another matter, I would like
to pay tribute to Senator Mark Arbib, the federal
Minister for Small Business, Minister for Sport and
Assistant Treasurer in the Gillard government, on the
announcement of his retirement from politics.
Senator Arbib is to be commended for two decades of
tireless service to the Labor Party and his three and a
half years in the commonwealth Parliament. His
achievements in homelessness, indigenous
employment, promoting apprenticeships and in sport
are many. Mark is passionate about overcoming
disadvantage and through his work changed many lives
for the better. As Australia braced for the impact of the
global financial crisis Mark worked with colleagues,
travelling the length and breadth of the country, in his
own words, ‘to turn every school in the country into a
building site’ to keep Australians in jobs. I wish Mark
and his family the very best in their post-politics life.

Brauerander Park, Warrnambool: aquifer
storage and recovery scheme
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — It was with
great pleasure that last Friday I accompanied the
Minister for Ports, Denis Napthine, the member for
South-West Coast in the Assembly, to Brauerander
Park in Warrnambool to witness the commissioning of
the Brauerander Park Aquifer Storage and Recovery
scheme. This scheme is simple in concept but uses
challenging technology, and congratulations must go to
the Victorian Water Trust and Warrnambool City
Council, which were the principal investors in this
project.
It is a simple and exciting project which collects
stormwater from the roofs and paved areas of Brauer
Secondary College to provide for irrigation in the park.
The outstanding characteristic of this scheme is the
ability to store up to 15 million litres of stormwater
annually in underground aquifers below the park and
then recover the water as needed to provide for
year-round watering of the park. As well as the
recycling concept, the carbon footprint is five times
lower than using mains water, and it uses a
sophisticated pollutant trap and filtering device that
holds water in storage tanks before it is fed into the
aquifer.
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The Minister for Ports and the Minister for Water, Peter
Walsh, have both been extremely supportive of many
stormwater recycling projects in Western Victoria
Region. Rather ironically, the south coast, considered
by many to have well-secured water supplies, is leading
the charge in water recycling technologies. What is
special about this project is that it has been conducted
in the schoolgrounds of the college and the students of
Brauer Secondary College have been involved in the
success of the project.

Nurses and midwives: hardship fund
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — Today
I am going to ask members of Parliament who support
nurses to put their money where their mouths are.
Nurses are having their pay docked and are putting their
job security on the line to try to prevent patients’ lives
being put at risk by the actions of this reckless
government. Today I made a donation to the Victorian
nurses and midwives hardship fund. I urge all members
of Parliament who care about nurses to join me. All
donations will go towards the urgent financial needs of
nurses and midwives in their hour of need. There is a
link where people may make a donation at the top
right-hand corner of the Australian Nursing Federation
Victorian branch website. Right in the middle of the
web page are shown the number of hospital beds this
government has closed, the number of beds it promised
and the number it will have to deliver to keep its
election promises. As always, the nurses are putting
patients front and centre.
My colleague Adam Bandt, federal member for
Melbourne, has introduced a private members bill
which, if passed, will help the nurses. It will give Fair
Work Australia the power to help resolve the nurses’
dispute and prevent the Victorian government from
using this dispute as a tool to alter nurse-patient ratios,
which would put patients’ lives at risk.

Australia Day: Northern Metropolitan Region
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — On
26 January I was pleased to attend a number of
Australia Day citizenship ceremonies in the cities of
Hume, Darebin and Whittlesea. As part of the
ceremony each council honoured local residents and
community groups for their outstanding contributions,
and I was particularly pleased to see many familiar
faces. Darebin resident Brian Cox received a special
commendation for his work in the Darebin community.
As a recovering alcoholic himself, Brian has made his
home available as a shelter for recovering alcoholics for
the past 17 years, and I commend his efforts.
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The Greek Women’s Elderly and Friendly Club was
also recognised as Darebin 2012 Community Group of
the Year for its longstanding commitment assisting
elderly women to be independent and organising social
activities. I take this opportunity to congratulate the
committee and in particular its president, Penny
Zacharias. I also congratulate John Nicolaou, president
of the Reservoir Greek Elderly Citizens Group, on his
nomination. Ann Anderson was made Darebin citizen
of the year for her 15 years of service as a volunteer for
the Love in the Name of Christ Church in the northern
suburbs. Joint winners Holly Pereira and Alex Smart
were awarded Darebin young citizen of the year for
their participation and commitment to helping organise
drug and alcohol-free music events for all ages in the
City of Darebin’s FReeZA program.
A number of people involved in the Labor movement
were awarded Order of Australia medals, including
Mr Joe Caputo for his outstanding contribution to
multiculturalism in serving the Italian community, the
Victorian Multicultural Commission, local government
and the Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria, which
he currently chairs. Former Labor minister Caroline
Hogg was honoured with a Public Service Medal for
her outstanding service to the public. I congratulate all
award recipients on their wonderful efforts and
continual advocacy in our community.

Carnegie Caulfield Cycling Club
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Carnegie Caulfield Cycling Club has a proud history of
being the home of world, Olympic, national and state
champions. Yesterday I had the great pleasure of
attending the Packer Park Velodrome in Carnegie,
together with the member for Bentleigh in the other
place, Elizabeth Miller, and the mayor of Glen Eira,
Jamie Hyams, to hear the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, Hugh Delahunty, make a funding
announcement of $80 000 that is to be made available
through the community facility funding program to
assist with funding new lights for the facility, which
will enable cyclists to train both day and night. A
number of cycling enthusiasts were also present to hear
the announcement.
The Carnegie Caulfield Cycling Club has close to
700 members who range from the ages of 8 to 80. The
club boasts amongst its members Olympic champion
Michael Gallagher and current world champions Shane
Perkins and Jack Cummings. Jack, an 18-year-old who
has been riding since the age of 13, and his father were
in attendance, demonstrating the enthusiasm and pride
they have for their sport. The Packer Park Velodrome
enables people of all ages and all abilities from the
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surrounding areas of Oakleigh, Bentleigh, Caulfield and
indeed other parts of Melbourne to participate in this
ever increasingly popular sport. The Baillieu
government recognises the value of local sports
facilities, the participation in sport by people of all ages
and the enormous benefits such sports facilities bring to
their local and surrounding communities.
On a final note, I would like to wish Jack Cummings
well in his international endeavours over the coming
months, and I look forward to many more cycling
champions calling the Carnegie Caulfield Cycling Club
their home club.

Police: Geelong and Surf Coast regions
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — Police in the
Geelong region do a marvellous job, but they can do
only so much. In 2011 just over half of all offences
committed in Geelong and the Surf Coast were
committed by young members of our community. More
than 80 per cent of thefts from motor cars in Geelong
were committed by young members of our community,
which is a figure significantly higher than the state
average. More than 60 per cent of residential burglaries
were committed by people under 24, again well above
the state average. These statistics are very much out of
kilter with the rest of the state, where the percentage of
youth offences is a little over 40 per cent, compared to
50 per cent in the Geelong and Surf Coast regions.
These statistics speak for themselves.
The City of Greater Geelong council recently passed a
motion to lobby the government on police numbers,
and the Geelong Advertiser, through articles and
editorials, constantly seeks an explanation from the
government on this issue. Earlier this month the people
of Geelong spoke loud and clear in a Geelong
Advertiser reader survey, indicating that 27.6 per cent
of locals feel less safe than they did 12 months ago and
92.5 per cent firmly believe that we need more police.
Yet this government continues to remain silent and has
not come in any way close to its election commitment
of 70 new police for our region. The people of Geelong
and the Surf Coast need to know what needs to be done
to get this government to listen and act on police
numbers and community policing.

Geelong: Davis Cup
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — Along with more
than 10 000 supporters, I enjoyed being present at
Geelong’s recent successful hosting of the Davis Cup
tie between Australia and China. It is the first time
Tennis Australia has awarded this three-day
international tennis tournament to Geelong, and it was a
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great tourism winner for the region, directly injecting
well over $1 million into the local economy. The rights
to host major sporting events like the Davis Cup are
keenly sought by cities around Australia. The Geelong
Lawn Tennis Club won the right to be the host venue
after edging out bids from capital cities Perth and
Adelaide and regional Victorian centres
Albury-Wodonga and Shepparton. Australia’s Davis
Cup captain, Pat Rafter, led the winning teams
featuring Lleyton Hewitt and Bernard Tomic along
with Chris Guccione and Matthew Ebden.
Geelong’s success at hosting world-class sport such as
the UCI Road World Championships in 2010 played a
major part in the city winning the right to host this leg
of the most prestigious team event for world tennis.
Major support from the Baillieu government and the
City of Greater Geelong’s major events committee
meant that the Davis Cup tie was a big economic boost
to the Geelong region, with local businesses benefiting
from visitors using accommodation and restaurants and
enjoying all that the region has to offer. Congratulations
to club president Bob Spurling, all those involved at the
Geelong Lawn Tennis Club and the many volunteers
who contributed to making this such a successful event
for Geelong and Tennis Australia.

Victorian Indigenous Honour Roll:
establishment
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I commend
the publication of the first Victorian Indigenous Honour
Roll, which contains tributes to 20 Aboriginal
Victorians who have made outstanding contributions to
their own communities as well as to Victoria as a
whole. It is always important and enriching for a
community to take time to recognise and celebrate the
achievements and struggles, the sufferings and
successes of community leaders past and present.
Victorians have a responsibility to more completely
understand the role that non-indigenous settlers played
in the conquest of Aboriginal people in Victoria since
1835 and the effect this has on Aboriginal people today.
The SBS TV documentary series First Australians, as
well as the book and the website, has for the first time
made the images and voices of Aboriginal Australians
past and present available to many people right across
the country and has lifted our general understanding.
The facts that we, as settlers and settler descendants,
need to confront are disturbing. In his recent book
1835, historian James Boyce says that within 30 years
of the founding of Melbourne only about
200 Aboriginal people of the Kulin nation remained
and the Aboriginal population across the state fell by at
least 80 per cent. For those of us whose prosperity
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ultimately derives from this injustice, everything should
be done to atone for this. Remembering and honouring
William Barak, William Cooper, Doug Nicholls,
Geraldine Briggs and Archie Roach, for example, is an
essential part of this atonement for settler communities
and hopefully is a source of pride and celebration for all
of us, Aboriginal and settler alike. I think the
establishment of the honour roll is a good initiative.

Carbon tax: economic impact
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — After recent
blood-letting in the Labor carcass in Canberra, we have
been assured that the interests of Australians will now
be put before those of the Australian Labor Party. We
can only say, ‘About time, too’. If the Prime Minister is
serious about promoting what is best for Australians,
she will introduce into the commonwealth Parliament
legislation to repeal her carbon tax. The Gillard-Brown
carbon tax does not begin until July but already we are
seeing signs of what is to come. Already jobs are being
lost as business prepares for this big new tax on
everything that will achieve absolutely nothing.
Already the working families of Melbourne’s west,
once so loved by our Prime Minister, are becoming
unemployed families. They are already feeling the
impact of a tax they did not even know about until after
the last election.
If the Prime Minister wants to show the new Julia — or
is that mark 2 or perhaps even mark 3? — she should
take into consideration the human misery that her
government is about to spread across this nation with
her carbon dioxide tax. The Prime Minister has been
given a second chance. She should now do the same for
Australia and scrap this despicable carbon tax. The last
thing that Australia needs is another disaster from an
already disastrous Labor government. This carbon tax
should be turfed in the same direction as Mark Arbib.

Mildura Base Hospital: future
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — The Premier
and members of his Liberal-Nationals government need
to come clean with the people of Mildura and
surrounding districts about the government’s intentions
for the future of Mildura Base Hospital. Uncertainty
surrounding the future of the hospital is causing a great
deal of concern for staff and patients and the hospital
operator, and the community is fast losing faith in the
hospital and the services it provides. The people of
Mildura deserve straight answers about how they will
be provided with public health services into the future,
as is their right.
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Mildura Base Hospital is unique in Victoria because
when the former Liberal-National coalition
government, led by Mr Kennett, established the
contracts for the new hospital in 1999 it contracted with
the Motor Trades Association of Australia’s super fund,
which holds a 99-year lease over the site, to build, own
and operate the hospital. As a result public health
services are provided to the people of Mildura only via
a service agreement between the government and the
owner, and this agreement is soon to expire, putting a
question mark over the private operator and the
provision of quality public health services to Mildura
and surrounding districts.

Bendigo Health: pathology services
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I want to make
the house aware that yesterday there was an
announcement by the Bendigo Health that for the next
five years pathology services for the new hospital will
be privately sourced through the Healthscope group.
This is something that has been on the books since the
Labor Party was in government. A review of pathology
services started under the previous government’s watch.
The first stage of the review took place under the
previous government; the last two review stages have
taken place under our government. Over the last few
months, and prior to the announcement being made, the
Labor Party ran a heavy campaign. Jacinta Allan, the
member for Bendigo East in the Assembly, started it,
and then Maree Edwards, the member for Bendigo
West in the Assembly, came along. They said they
knew nothing about the review process that took place
when the Labor Party was in government. However,
they said that the process had to be stopped. We could
not afford the job losses, we could not afford the loss of
services and we could not afford the diminished
services that were to be provided to the people of
Bendigo with pathology services being outsourced to
private providers.
However, we now have a system that will simply save
tens of millions of dollars. We are going to see a system
that will have quality assurances that will mean no job
losses in Bendigo. Maree Edwards is still complaining.
An opposition member is still complaining for the sake
of complaining. I think it is time she realised that we in
the coalition cannot simply throw money away.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Time!
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Swan Hill Region Food and Wine Festival
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I alert
members to the Swan Hill Region Food and Wine
Festival that will be held over the weekend from
Friday, 2 March, to Sunday, 4 March. We will be
celebrating its second year. It is scheduled to coincide
with the Melbourne Food and Wine Festival.
The Swan Hill festival is designed to showcase fine
local food and wine products from some 20 exhibitors.
It is three days of events, festivities, tastings and food
and wine focused happenings all over the town of Swan
Hill. The 2012 program includes the official opening of
the festival on Friday with a Murray River evening
cruise. On Saturday visitors can enjoy food and wine
stalls along with music and entertainment at the
historical Pioneer Settlement. They can finish up the
weekend at the local farmers market on Sunday. I
encourage all members to go to Swan Hill for that
weekend.

Peter Bilston
Ms DARVENIZA — On another matter, I
acknowledge Peter Bilston for initiating the second
chance appeal with the support of Numurkah Lions
Club. The appeal raised money to purchase portable
defibrillator machines which will save lives. Since
November 2011, when the appeal was launched, they
have raised $20 000 through donations from local
businesses, clubs and community members. That was
enough to purchase 10 of those machines. The aim is to
have the machines at sporting clubs and around town so
they can be accessible if there is an emergency. I
congratulate Peter Bilston and the Numurkah Lions
Club.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Time!

Our Lady of Lebanon Church: feast day
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak about a special event I and other parliamentary
colleagues attended on 11 February this year. I was
proud to be part of a celebration to commemorate the
feast day of St Maron, a Maronite Christian, who was
born about 1600 years ago. This annual event was
organised by the Monsignor Joe Takchi, OAM, under
the auspices of Our Lady of Lebanon parish church.

Greek-Australian festival, Northcote
Mr ELASMAR — On another matter, I attended
the Greek-Australian festival held in Northcote on
Sunday, 12 February. The event was very well
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attended, and thankfully the rain held off for the folk
dancers who provided the entertainment on the day.
The ladies of the Australian and Greek community
prepared authentic Greek dishes for everyone to enjoy.
I congratulate the organisers on their efforts in bringing
together all their families to celebrate their unique
festival.

Lalor: book launch
Mr ELASMAR — On another matter, on Monday,
13 February, I attended the launch of Lalor — the Peter
Lalor Home Building Co-operative — 1946–2012
written by Moira Scollay, and hosted by the mayor and
councillors of the City of Whittlesea. The launch was
accompanied by an exhibition of Peter Lalor
memorabilia and photographs of the making of the
suburb of Lalor.

ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
REFERENCES COMMITTEE
Reference
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I move:
That this house —
(1) notes that Australia experiences one of the highest
mismatches of expenditure responsibilities and revenue
raising capacity (vertical fiscal imbalance) of any
federation in the world, which means the states are
heavily reliant on commonwealth financial transfers;
and
(2) requires the Economy and Infrastructure References
Committee to inquire into, consider and report by
30 November 2012 on the level and nature of the
following commonwealth recurrent funding —
(i)

national partnership payments — time-limited
funding that is provided for a specific project,
program or reform;

(ii) financial assistance grants to local government —
provided through the state to local governments as
general purpose revenue;
(iii) commonwealth own-purpose expenditure —
payments made by the Australian government in
the conduct of its own general government sector
activities, including expenses for the purchase of
goods and services and associated transfer
payments;
(iv) direct outlays — the commonwealth’s operations
or activities undertaken in Victoria;
and in respect of each —
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(a) whether the current share of funding Victoria
is receiving is satisfactory relative to its
population share and its contribution to the
Australian economy, and the extent and
nature of changes in that share over time;
(b) whether the adequacy of Victoria’s share
varies across each of the different areas of
government service delivery and economic
activity;
(c) if the requirements imposed on funding are
reducing the scope for innovation and service
delivery efficiencies;
(d) whether the costs of administration and
associated reporting under funding
agreements are appropriate; and
(e) the future of programs at the expiry of
funding agreements.

This is a reference to the Economy and Infrastructure
References Committee to inquire into matters related to
the level, adequacy and durability of commonwealth
funding flowing into Victoria. I commend the motion to
the house.
Motion agreed to.

PORT MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT
(PORT OF MELBOURNE CORPORATION
LICENCE FEE) BILL 2011
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 February; motion of
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health).
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — In making a
contribution to the debate on the Port Management
Amendment (Port of Melbourne Corporation Licence
Fee) Bill 2011, I indicate that Labor will be opposing
this bill. Mr Pallas, the member for Tarneit in the
Assembly, who is the shadow Minister for Ports — —
Mr Lenders — He is a very good spokesman.
Ms PULFORD — He is a very good spokesman.
Mr Pallas canvassed these issues in some detail during
the debate on the bill in the Legislative Assembly and
indicated that the opposition would oppose the bill but
would reserve the right to propose an amendment to
this bill when considering it in this house.
I will come to the amendment the opposition will
propose in a few moments, but this is a bill that seeks to
impose a great big new tax, to quote the federal Leader
of the Opposition, Tony Abbott. The government has
no mandate — —
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Mr Lenders interjected.
Ms PULFORD — A great big new tax. The
government has no mandate for a new tax, and it is a
new tax that this bill seeks to introduce. The
government says that this bill replaces Labor’s freight
infrastructure charge, but the freight infrastructure
charge has yet to be enacted, so this is a great big new
tax that purports to replace something that is not
currently being levied. The charge that the Legislative
Council is considering today proposes to levy the Port
of Melbourne Corporation $75 million per annum,
starting on 1 July this year. The bill also provides for
indexation and arrangements around the way this
payment will be made, and indeed it does so into
perpetuity. Significantly the port licence fee is in
addition to the normal dividends paid by the Port of
Melbourne Corporation to the state. The port is not
obliged to specify what charges will be adjusted and to
what extent, and the charges may be regulated by the
Essential Services Commission but only on the
minister’s referral or by an own-motion investigation
by the ESC.
Members will recall that in 2009 Labor announced a
Victorian transport plan, which was a $38 billion
infrastructure plan over 12 years for transport
infrastructure. As part of that Labor introduced the
notion of a freight infrastructure charge. Around half of
the $38 billion investment that was proposed in the
Victorian transport plan over that 12-year period was to
provide improvements of direct benefit to the freight
and logistics industry. It was envisaged that the freight
infrastructure charge would raise around $1 billion
towards the $38 billion infrastructure program, and
much more specifically the freight infrastructure charge
was expected to raise $250 million over the four-year
forward estimates period. This is relevant, because it is
the cover that the government is using to introduce its
new tax.
The Liberal Party and The Nationals never liked the
freight infrastructure charge, but they never indicated
before the election that it was their intention to abandon
it. Indeed in September 2011 Minister Napthine, the
Minister for Ports, said in answer to a question from
Mrs Victoria, the member for Bayswater in the
Legislative Assembly:
Fortunately this government —

referring to the Baillieu-Ryan government —
got rid of the freight infrastructure charge. We abolished the
charge, which would have damaged our port, damaged our
reputation and damaged our importers and exporters.
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Minister Napthine has got some form in terms of
opposing charges for freight movements through our
port, even in reasonably recent times. Not very long at
all before the state election on 15 November, the now
Premier, Mr Baillieu, said that the Baillieu-Ryan
government would not introduce any new taxes — he
said that there would be no new taxes. Yet here we are
only 15 months later and the legislation that we are
debating today in this place, which has been proposed
by the government, seeks to do just that — to introduce
a new tax. I expect government members will tell us
that this is a simpler, fairer and more efficient tax, but if
they were being consistent with what they were saying
before the election, they would simply abandon the
freight infrastructure charge and not seek to replace that
proposed charge with a new charge.
This is a tax that will impact on every freight
movement in and out of the port of Melbourne. The
port of Melbourne is a very significant asset for all
Victorians. It is of course Australia’s largest port, and it
has been experiencing significant growth year on year.
The port is Australia’s largest container port. It
accounts for around 36 per cent of Australia’s container
trade, which is 72 per cent of all the trade through the
port. In the statement of compatibility for this bill the
minister refers to anticipated significant growth in
freight activity over the next 10 to 20 years and an
anticipated quadrupling from 2.2 million containers a
year to around 8 million in the relatively short period to
2030. I think we would certainly all be in agreement
about the importance of the port of Melbourne. Labor
developed the channel deepening project to enable our
port’s continued efficiency, and our Victorian transport
plan was certainly very conscious of the importance of
productive and efficient freight movements in and out
of the port and the role that that infrastructure, together
with the port, plays in supporting economic activity
throughout the state.
The purpose of this tax stands in stark contrast to the
freight infrastructure charge, which was directly related
to infrastructure projects. The minister’s second-reading
speech indicates that this bill is consistent with the
government’s clear vision to fulfil its long-term
objectives. The minister says total revenue raised by the
fee will be used to support the delivery of the
government’s objectives over the first three years, but
like all Victorians, members of the opposition are pretty
unclear on what the government’s objectives are.
Indeed there is nothing to be learnt from the minister’s
second-reading speech about which particular
government objectives will be funded with this tax.
This is a tax with no purpose other than to buffer the
coffers of the Victorian government. It is a tax on
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freight movement, it is a tax on our exporters and our
manufacturers, and it is a tax on everybody who buys
anything that has been imported. Last time I checked,
that was pretty much everyone. This is a significant
new charge that will impose a burden without providing
any benefits. There is no commensurate infrastructure
that will be funded by this money. This is money just to
help Mr Wells, the Treasurer, with his budget bottom
line.
You may ask who pays.
Mr Lenders — It is a big tax.
Ms PULFORD — Yes, it is a big tax. That is right,
and who pays the big tax? The Port of Melbourne
Corporation has indicated that it intends to spread the
load across the broadest customer base possible and
that the charge will be applied to all prices and charges
levied by the Port of Melbourne Corporation across all
trade sectors. This does sound rather like it is everyone.
The Port of Melbourne Corporation has produced a
number of papers to assist its stakeholders to
understand what the impact of the port licence fee will
be on port users. There are a number of information
papers for different trade sectors — containers, channel
fees, automotive and break-bulk, liquid bulk, dry bulk
and cruise shipping.
I will take a moment to provide the house with some
information about the fee, and indeed I would urge
members who are concerned about this issue to
familiarise themselves with the Port of Melbourne
Corporation’s information sheets about the fee. There
are charts and tables that estimate every respect of the
impact of the introduction of the port licence fee on
channel fees, and those fees are of course only going
up.
A preliminary estimate concerning dry bulk goods —
and obviously these are estimates — is that the tariff for
inward goods of $1.94 per tonne, current as at 1 July
2011, will increase to $2.91 per tonne. The estimated
increase for outward goods is from $1.40 to $2.10. The
case study provided gives an example of imported
cement and estimates that the additional cost would
equate to approximately 97 cents per tonne. With
respect to exported bulk wheat the increase would be
approximately 70 cents per tonne. All our exporters are
of course faced on a day-to-day basis with the challenge
of the continuing high Australian dollar, and this
change is going to be of no assistance to them at all.
The port licence fee information sheet relating to
containerised trade also indicates increased charges
across the board of around 50 per cent. Again there is a
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case study: it is estimated that a flat-screen television
imported from China — and I am sure many members
would have a television in their house that came in
through the port from China or elsewhere — would
incur an additional cost of approximately — —
Mr Koch interjected.
Ms PULFORD — Yes, Mr Koch; perhaps that
would be a greater challenge for us — to find someone
who does not have a flat-screen TV on their wall that
has been through the port. The additional cost on each
and every one of those will be 13 cents. In relation to
exported milk powder the increase will be
approximately $1.18 per tonne, while the impact on
exported containerised wheat will be approximately
84 cents per tonne.
Very tangible examples have been provided for our
assistance. I am not sure whose cup of tea cruise
shipping is, but I am sure those who cruise out have a
lovely time in the South Pacific and other places. In
terms of inbound cruise ships there is a great economic
benefit for any city that receives a boatload of people
cashed up and ready to have a good time. What is again
a preliminary estimate from the Port of Melbourne
Corporation on the impact on cruise shipping is that
there will be an increase of $3500 for an average ship
with a capacity of up to 950 passengers. It is estimated
that tariff fees for berth hire will increase from $9269 to
approximately $13 900 for the first 24 hours, and the
charges for additional hours thereafter will increase
similarly. Security costs, water supply, gangway hire,
traffic management, waste removal and other charges
will all increase as well. We certainly want those
cashed-up tourists here rather than in other places. It is
important that the port be competitive in any number of
ways. As a result of my preparation for the debate on
this bill I now have a whole new awareness of the costs
of running a cruise-shipping operation — the things
you learn!
In the area of the liquid bulk trade an example is
provided of the impact of the port licence fee on
imported solvents. The estimate is that there will be an
increase of about $1.03 per kilolitre.
Mr Lenders — Why does Denis Napthine hate
business?
Ms PULFORD — I had wondered. Dr Napthine,
the Minister for Ports, had so much to say about the
freight infrastructure charge, which at least provided
significant benefits for the freight industry. This charge
will be imposed on all manner of activities and will
impact on all manner of businesses, industries and
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individuals in Victoria, and all we will get for it is a
slightly better-looking bottom line for Mr Wells, the
Treasurer. It is all just going into the pot.
Mr Lenders — And a hit to jobs.
Ms PULFORD — It would be nice if that money
could be used to promote the kinds of infrastructure that
businesses need to make their activities more
productive and to support job creation in Victoria
through any number of practical means. It would make
a nice change from the hands-off approach the Baillieu
government has taken to date on job creation.
I will just refer to one more of the Port of Melbourne
Corporation information papers on the port licence fee.
This relates to the automotive and break-bulk trade.
Examples of the impact of this new tax on tariffs
relating to motor vehicles and general
non-containerised goods are provided in a table. The
case study provides the example of an imported
medium size motor vehicle, which it is estimated would
incur an additional cost of around $11.83. It is
estimated that medium size tractors would incur an
increase of around $43.70 each. Our understanding of
the extent to which this tax will impact on Victoria is
limited only by our imaginations; it is going to be
everywhere.
The government has said industry and stakeholders
support this tax, but I am not sure that is completely
true. The Tasmanian government has threatened a
constitutional challenge. Its members are concerned
about the impact of this tax on jobs and about the
constraint on trade between states. Their concern is that
that may be contrary to the Australian constitution. The
Baillieu government — —
Mr Drum interjected.
Ms PULFORD — Are you rubbishing the
Tasmanian government, Mr Drum? I hope not! That
does not sound very nice.
The Baillieu government tells a good story about the
support from industry for this tax. However, Shipping
Australia’s Ken Fitzpatrick was quoted in the
Australian Financial Review earlier this month as
saying the fee was a ‘severe imposition’ that could be
the ‘nail in the coffin’ for the struggling industry and
that ‘everyone along the supply chain will suffer’. That
does not sound to me much like an endorsement from
industry. The chief executive of Shipping Australia,
Llew Russell, told the Weekly Times:
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Melbourne is now likely to become the highest cost port in
Australia, which will rank it among the dearest in the
world …

He went on to say:
What is worse, with this tax there is no incentive to increase
productivity. Farmers will be among the hardest hit.

Ann Sherry, from cruise operator Carnival Australia —
there you go, more for me to learn about the cruise
shipping industry — indicates, as members will
appreciate, that any increase in port charges will have
an impact on cruise operators. That is of course a
deterrent for those visiting Melbourne, which we know
has a great deal to offer visitors. Government members
will probably jump up shortly to tell us how this tax is
supported by stakeholders and supported by industry,
but do not believe it.
The government is asking the Parliament this week to
impose this tax without a number of important things
having occurred. The government has not made clear
the impact of this tax on employment. The government
has not made clear the impact of this new charge on rail
freight at a time when the government needs to be
supporting rail freight both to reduce congestion in and
around Melbourne and also for the obvious
environmental benefits in having increased freight
movements on rail. The government has again rushed
in here, ill prepared, with this cash-grab proposal. What
we know is that everything is going to have an
additional cost, yet the government has nothing to say
about the benefits of this tax. It is reminiscent of that
scene in The Castle where they talk about the vibe. It is
really about the vibe of the government’s agenda —
that is, the $75 million a year that would be good for
the government’s plans, whatever they are.
Labor’s freight infrastructure charge was denigrated by
the Liberals and The Nationals as an imposition on
exporters, transport operators, jobs and the wider
economy. The best we have heard about this new tax —
which is completely contradictory to the government’s
promise made not 10 days before the 2010 state
election that there would be no new tax — and the best
that Dr Napthine can come up with is that this tax is
consistent with the long-term objectives of the
government. Like all other Victorians, we wonder what
those objectives are.
I take a moment to indicate to the house that I will be
moving an amendment. We would like to
constructively suggest that there are a number of ways
in which this bill could be made more workable. Our
amendment is consistent with our desire to create
greater transparency around this charge, to have clearer
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arrangements for over-recovery, to establish a better
mechanism for review by the Essential Services
Commission and, in keeping with the government’s
concern about the need to replace the freight
infrastructure charge for the forward estimates period,
to sunset this bill in 2016 so that this is not a tax on all
Victorians for all time. I ask that the amendment
standing in my name be circulated.
Opposition amendment circulated by
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) pursuant to
standing orders.
Ms PULFORD — I will formally move the
amendment at a later stage, but I will briefly speak to its
purpose while I am on my feet. One of the opposition’s
concerns is around the lack of transparency and
direction in relation to the way the Port of Melbourne
Corporation is to raise the money to pay the licence fee.
We are concerned about the lack of oversight of the
impact of the bill and suggest that there be an express
requirement in the legislation that the Essential Services
Commission review the Port of Melbourne
Corporation’s charging schedule with reference to the
licence fee each financial year. We believe this review
should verify that the port has raised charging levels
only to the extent required to cover the cost of the
licence fee and no further. The Essential Services
Commission has a discretionary power to perform this
review, but we seek that it be a statutory requirement.
Our amendment also proposes the addition of an
obligation on the port or the minister to gazette all
charges on an annual basis for the port licence fee and
to identify the amounts of the charges. This amendment
improves the transparency around the raising of the fee.
The third purpose of our amendment is to deal with
concerns we have about over recovery of the charge.
This is based on the way the port has outlined it will be
raising this revenue. Our concerns are about windfall
revenue raising and certainty for those who have to pay.
We believe a mechanism to deal with over recovery
will provide for greater planning capacity and certainty,
because without some improvements to the operation of
the legislation in this respect we believe there will be
considerable variation year on year with this charge and
that is an unfair imposition in addition to the great big
new tax. We are proposing that the port must identify
any level of over recovery that occurs and return the
same to port users who have been overcharged or that
the port should be required to under recover in the
following year to balance it.
Finally, as I indicated earlier, our amendment seeks to
sunset this tax after four years. The government has
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indicated that it is necessary to replace the revenue that
was anticipated in the forward estimates for the freight
infrastructure charge in order for the government to
meet its objectives, woolly as they are. The freight
infrastructure charge was projected only into the
financial year 2015–16, and by contrast this port licence
fee is a tax for all time. We believe a sunset clause
needs to be inserted so that it is consistent with the
government’s own stated objective to recover the
revenue it had anticipated in spite of its longstanding
objections to the freight infrastructure charge.
The final item dealt with by our amendment is that the
Port of Melbourne Corporation should be required to
include a review note in its annual report to identify
port licence fees. This single amendment, as members
may have seen now that it has been circulated, seeks to
add new clauses that follow clause 5. This is a very
short bill, as members would be aware, but we believe
our amendment, if supported, would create greater
transparency around the amounts, around how to deal
with over-recovery — which we are concerned is a
very real risk — around the way in which the Essential
Services Commission review would occur and around a
sunset that is consistent with the government’s own
rhetoric about the need to fill the gap left by its
objections to the freight infrastructure charge. I urge all
government members to accept our amendment to this
legislation, and I look forward to making further
comments in the committee of the whole.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It gives me great
pleasure to stand to contribute to the debate on the Port
Management Amendment (Port of Melbourne
Corporation Licence Fee) Bill 2011. It is certainly a
great credit to the Minister for Ports, Dr Napthine, that
he has been able to bring about these changes to the
management of the port. It is something that was high
on his agenda when he became the minister, because
we all know how unpopular the previous government’s
freight infrastructure charge was and how it was
received by the various stakeholders and users of the
port. It is a number of years since the previous
government announced it was going to start imposing
that new fee, which would in effect have been a
trucking tax.
We saw the system by which the previous government
would have put the freight infrastructure charge in
place. The charge was factored into the previous
government’s budget forecasts, starting from this year
through to 2015. The amount of money the previous
government had factored in is the same as the amount
we have factored in under the new licence fee
agreement we have orchestrated with the Port of
Melbourne Corporation.
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Jaala Pulford had the job of leading the batting for the
opposition. She started by talking about how the
previous government had a $38 billion transport plan,
which all of a sudden led to a link that the money the
previous government was going to pick up from the
freight infrastructure charge was somehow or other
going to fund the transport plan. That was not the case.
There was never going to be any hypothecation of
funds from the freight infrastructure charge for the
transport plan.
Ms Pulford — Yes, there was.
Mr DRUM — No, there was not. If Ms Pulford can
produce evidence of that, we would like to see it.
Ms Pulford is telling me that is the case, so maybe she
can produce for the house where under the previous
government’s arrangement money was going to be
hypothecated and spent on the great transport plan.
The transport plan was simply a plan devised over a
couple too many bottles of red wine at someone’s place
one night. It was never funded. It was always just this
great plan in which the previous government threw
every idea it could possibly think of into the melting
pot. Whenever anybody came up with a good idea
about transport movements around Melbourne the
Labor Party would say, ‘Yes, that is in the plan, and we
will fund it whenever we can’. Ms Pulford has said that
the previous government’s freight infrastructure charge,
which was a trucking tax, was somehow or other going
to be hypothecated to the transport plan, but that is
certainly not how it was sold to the Victorian public.
Another one of the previous government’s ideas about
the freight infrastructure charge was that it was going to
impact on trucking behaviour — in effect it was going
to take trucking out of the peak hours and put it into the
evening. If Ms Pulford had done the homework that she
says she has, she would realise that the vast majority of
the heavy transports around the port at the moment are
already working in those hours. Of the other
movements which could be classified as discretionary,
only a very small proportion of operators are going to
have the ability to alter their demand timetables. If there
is a demand for certain goods to be delivered to a
warehouse in Melbourne or to rural and regional
Victoria and those goods have to be delivered at a
certain time, then the trucking companies and the
transport operators are going to have no option other
than to pick up that container and deliver it to where the
demand is at the time that the client wants that
container delivered. The idea of discretionary options
where the old freight infrastructure charge was going to
be able to impact on trucking movements and put more
freight onto rail does not stack up when the
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infrastructure for those movements simply does not
exist.
The previous government’s charge was simply going to
be a freight infrastructure charge, not a freight loading
charge. We must be careful with that. It was shown that
the opportunity the previous government hoped to
engender would not have been able to be realised. The
freight infrastructure charge was going to put more
pressure on already stressed and fatigued drivers, put
more financial pressure on many family-owned small
transport operators and create real pressure on jobs. The
government’s changes will alleviate that pressure.
Minister Napthine’s changes are going to be welcomed;
they are a gigantic shift.
In her contribution Ms Pulford said government
members are going to get up and say that they think
they have come up with a simpler, fairer and more
efficient model. The reason we are going to say that is
everyone else is saying it as well. If all the
stakeholders — whether they be the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the
Port of Melbourne Corporation, the Victorian Farmers
Federation or the Victorian Transport Association —
are telling us we have it right and we have come up
with a simpler, fairer and more efficient model, then it
is only right that we as members of Parliament who
have to live and die by the decisions we make also get
up and acknowledge that it looks like the minister and
his team have put together a simpler, fairer and more
efficient model.
Ms Pulford said we might also say that we have broad
stakeholder support. We would say that, because we
have had glowing endorsements from the main
stakeholders who use the port on a regular basis —
whether that be the transport operators, the main dairy
industry or the Victorian Farmers Federation. We know
that the port is the biggest container port in Australia
and that it is experiencing 6 per cent growth per annum,
and we know that dairy products, which are important
to rural and regional Victoria, make up more than
70 per cent of what goes out through the port. We know
the wealth that is created by the dairy industry goes
back into rural and regional Victoria and enables that
part of our state to prosper in reasonable years — and
the last couple of years have been reasonable years. It is
phenomenal to see farmers in those regions generating
incomes of $300 000, $400 000 and $500 000 from that
industry, and we need to support them. This bill will
make these improvements by providing for the charges
to create the infrastructure we need to further support
industries like our dairy industry. It will be absolutely
crucial, and that is what we have to acknowledge.
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The bill is primarily about protecting, saving and
creating new jobs around Victoria. Sometimes we do
not look far enough down the supply chain to see where
the impacts of the changes and decisions that we make
are felt. If you look at how this plan is coming together
and at the endorsements we have received from the
Victorian Farmers Federation, the Victorian Transport
Association, the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and the port, you can see that
maybe the Victorian government has got this one about
right. No-one likes to see new charges. However, we
have in effect taken a very unfair and complicated
system, a system that would have simply targeted
trucking container movements and not spread the cost
across the entire sector, and created a system that will
be considerably more broad in the way it reaches port
users.
In relation to the amendment Ms Pulford proposes,
which in effect would mean that we need to involve the
Essential Services Commission in the oversight of the
collection, I say that the ESC is already involved. The
moneys that will be raised from the port and paid to the
Victorian government will be published in the annual
report of the Port of Melbourne Corporation each year,
and that fee will be published by the Minister for Ports
in the Government Gazette each year. What those fees
are and whether or not they will exceed cost recovery,
operational costs, or whatever, will be very clear. It
needs to be acknowledged, and Ms Pulford may have
simply forgotten this, that the Essential Services
Commission will retain the power to investigate
industry complaints about unreasonable pricing. If the
industry reasonably believes that pricing in relation to
the new licence fee is excessive, the ESC will have the
power to investigate.
As to the main aspects of openness and accountability
and ensuring that everybody knows exactly how much
money is being charged, if there is any overcharging,
that will be there for everybody to see. If, all of a
sudden, growth means that substantially more than
what was budgeted for will be collected without
substantial additional costs being incurred, the
mechanism is already there for such queries to be
investigated.
I support the minister for introducing these changes
about which the major players in the port of Melbourne
have stepped forward and been so glowing in their
endorsements. This is a tough area. No-one likes to see
any charges levied against our primary producers,
transport industry or those people who rely heavily on
imports and exports and trade and traffic movements
through the port. However, we all understand that to
keep our ports up to a certain standard there needs to be
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investment in infrastructure and the appropriate
mechanisms put in place.
Another thing that needs to be mentioned about the
ports in this city and around this nation is that we have
expensive ports. The port movements around all
Australian ports are expensive by world standards, but
no-one wants to understand why.
Ms Pennicuik — Compared with where?
Mr DRUM — Compared with America, South
America, China, Asia and all the developed countries
and the underdeveloped countries, our ports are
expensive to operate. That is something we have to
understand. Is Ms Pennicuik asking the people who
work on the wharves to work for lesser wages?
Ms Pennicuik — I am absolutely not.
Mr DRUM — No, you would not want to do that,
would you?
Ms Pennicuik — You are implying that.
Mr DRUM — We need to understand that, yes,
Australian ports are operating at an expensive level and
at the high end of all the ports around the world, and
considerably higher than our American counterparts.
That impacts on our ability to land our produce in
overseas ports as we fight exceptionally hard for market
share.
Again I congratulate Minister Napthine on bringing this
change into the Parliament. It will have a sustained
benefit for all Victoria. Hopefully the bill will get broad
support from opposition quarters and will have a
speedy passage through the house.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to make some remarks today on the Port
Management Amendment (Port of Melbourne
Corporation Licence Fee) Bill 2011. This is a small bill
which essentially sets up a fee that is to be charged by
the government to the Port of Melbourne Corporation.
It will be set at $75 million in the next financial year
and will be increased annually according to the
consumer price index. The formula for that is included
in new section 44J which is inserted by the bill.
From thinking about and researching this bill, the
question I ask is: what is the purpose of the bill and is it
fair — in particular, is it fair and reasonable in
comparison to, for example, what happens in other
comparable Australian ports? I agree with Mr Drum:
you need money to upgrade ports and the infrastructure
surrounding ports. In order to keep the ports going, all
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the ports around Australia collect charges — wharfage
charges, pilotage charges, stevedoring charges and
other charges, which I will outline shortly. Everybody
who uses a port is charged in a certain way for that
usage. That money keeps the ports going and provides
for improvements to port infrastructure and safety.
The question is: is this a fair and reasonable way to go?
Before I compare what happens in other Australian
ports it is worth saying that the government is fairly
vague, to say the least, about what will be done with the
port infrastructure charge. Basically it says in the
second-reading speech that it will be ‘available for
infrastructure projects which improve Victoria’s
productivity’. We have already had discussions today
about what productivity may or may not be. That is a
vague claim because it does not list the infrastructure
charges that the licence fee will be applied to. The
second-reading speech goes on to say:
This bill is consistent with the government’s clear vision to
fulfil its long-term objectives.

I do not know what its long-term objectives are with
regard to this particular licence fee. It goes on to say:
… the port licence fee will make a significant contribution to
the government’s commitment to deliver on this vision.

The phrase ‘this vision’ implies that a vision has been
spoken of beforehand. But no vision is actually
mentioned anywhere in this second-reading speech —
or anywhere else that I can find — with regard to the
government’s long-term objectives regarding port
infrastructure. What we do hear is that the government
has plans, as did the previous government, to develop
the port of Hastings, which certainly the Greens are
concerned about, and we have put that on record. We
do not want to see the port of Hastings developed; we
certainly have not seen any evidence that that is needed.
But even if that were the case, there would be two
simple objections. The port of Hastings has its own
development authority. You would think that charges
on the Port of Melbourne Corporation should not have
anything to do with any development at the port of
Hastings and that any charge on the Port of Melbourne
Corporation should be used for infrastructure at the port
of Melbourne or to do with the port of Melbourne, in
particular the movement of freight to and from the port
of Melbourne.
My colleague Ms Hartland will be talking later in the
debate on this bill about that very issue, but let me
foreshadow that by saying that the biggest issue
surrounding the port of Melbourne at the moment is the
movement of freight on trucks to and from the port of
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Melbourne. I do not think there is anybody in this place
who does not understand that that is a huge issue. In
some ways you could say that the freight infrastructure
charge that was proposed by the previous government
would have been a good use of the money if it had been
directed towards getting freight onto rail, off trucks and
out of people’s suburban streets, which is the problem
at the moment — notwithstanding that there was some
criticism about the implementation of that charge and
the amount of capital investment that was going to be
required to actually implement it.
In some ways you could say that all ports raise money
and governments raise money from their ports in
different ways. Interestingly, this is a $75 million
charge, or licence fee, on the port of Melbourne every
year, increasing by the CPI — a small percentage —
every year. It is interesting to note that if the charge,
which is around $75 million, were to go up a little over
each of the next 10 years, at the end of that 10 years we
would have $800 million. That is not a huge amount of
money to invest in infrastructure that time — and it
certainly would not go anywhere near what is required
to develop a port from scratch, say, at Hastings — but it
would be a very significant contribution to relieving the
problem of truck freight through the suburbs
surrounding the port of Melbourne and moving freight
onto rail, which has been talked about a lot. Under the
previous government the amount of freight on rail went
backwards, and there is no indication that that situation
is changing under this government.
I was very interested to find out what happens in
Australia’s other main ports, so I asked the
parliamentary library to have a look at that issue for me.
I thank Adam Delacorn and Kristin Richardson for the
brief they put together for me, and I am happy to make
it available to other members if they would like to look
at it. It is only seven pages long, and it is very
interesting reading. It says that it is important to
recognise that port authorities across jurisdictions do
not use a common classification for port charges, thus it
is difficult to ascertain whether a charge in one
jurisdiction exists in another jurisdiction by an
alternative name.
The three ports I asked the library to look at were the
ports of Sydney, Brisbane and Fremantle, which are the
other major capital city ports in Australia, and I will go
through those in a moment.
In addition the library brief tells me that there are direct
infrastructure charges and indirect revenue streams
which may be used to fund infrastructure or other
government programs. These are similar across all ports
and the terms used include wharfage, port access

PORT MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (PORT OF MELBOURNE CORPORATION LICENCE FEE) BILL 2011
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

charges, conservancy, port dues and other items. Some
charges are payable to the port authority, while others
are payable to the minister or some other relevant
authority. Again it varies between each jurisdiction.
There are also commonwealth charges that apply across
jurisdictions for navigational and infrastructure
maintenance, and for shipping safety.
This bill requires the Port of Melbourne Corporation to
pay an annual fee to the state, starting at $75 million.
According to the minister the port will be able to
recover the fee through its normal system of fees and
charges, which the industry already works with.
Revenue from the fee will support the delivery of the
government’s objectives over the first three years. The
minister also says that it will be a similar amount to the
proposed freight infrastructure charge. You could say
that we are talking about one charge that could have
been imposed, the freight infrastructure charge, and
another, different, way for the government to collect
money, the licence fee, which is before the house now.
Interestingly the information on the port of Sydney says
that section 14(1) of the Ports and Maritime
Administration Act 1995 states:
An operating licence is to make provision for the payment to
the Minister by the Port Corporation of a periodic licence fee.

The licence fee, paid annually, is a nominal amount,
which is not specified in the legislation but rather
determined by the minister. The fee is not specifically
infrastructure related.
The schedule of port charges for Sydney harbour and
Botany Bay include a navigation service charge, a
pilotage services charge and a combined wharfage
charge and PCAC (port cargo access charge).
Importantly this charge applies to imports and exports
and is remitted to the New South Wales government.
There is also a site occupation charge. The combined
wharfage and PCAC charge is remitted directly to the
government, so it could be seen as similar to a licence
fee. The port of Sydney also pays a licence fee.
In Queensland there is no legislative provision that
requires the port of Brisbane to pay a licence fee to the
state government. However, when the port was
privatised the contract of sale specified that the port was
to pay an annual fee of $10 000 to the state. That fee is
not specifically infrastructure related. You would have
to say that $10 000 would not get you very far in terms
of infrastructure.
However, the port of Brisbane also attracts a range of
charges — for example, a wharfage charge, harbour
dues, a port security charge and conservancy dues —
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which are payable to the Queensland state government.
Maritime Safety Queensland, a division of the
Department of Transport and Main Roads, administers
the allocation of capital funds from conservancy to
assist primarily in the management of commercial
trading ships. According to Maritime Safety
Queensland the source of this funding is the application
of conservancy dues on commercial vessels in
Queensland ports, which is then channelled into
specific and appropriate projects. We did have
conservancy dues in Victoria, but they were abolished.
Queensland pilotage fees are also payable to the
Queensland state government for arrival, departure and
removal of ships.
In 2011 the port of Brisbane introduced a port access
charge (PAC) to assist in the recovery of costs
associated with the maintenance and upgrade of the
Port of Brisbane Motorway for the next 30 years. The
PAC is a commodity-based charge levied per unit of
cargo for cargoes that are imported or exported over
Fisherman Island wharves. This means that the levy
applies to customers using the port’s road infrastructure
rather than cargo that is, for example, distributed from
the port by rail. In some ways you could say this is
similar to the port infrastructure charge that the
previous government had in mind.
Interestingly in Western Australia section 82 of the Port
Authorities Act 1999 provides that a port authority is to
pay the Treasurer the sum of all local government rates
and charges that the authority is liable for in any
financial year, and section 83 provides that the port
authority is to pay the Treasurer a dividend each
financial year, just as the port of Melbourne pays the
Treasurer of the state of Victoria a dividend each
financial year. In so far as infrastructure charges are
concerned, port authorities in Western Australia fund
their infrastructure projects through borrowing. Port
authority ports in Western Australia operate as
government trading enterprises with the power to
determine which charges are applicable. The only fees
that are legislated for are licences and pilotage fees.
Having looked at those three main capital cities and
their ports, it is obvious that one way or another,
whether it is called a licence fee, a dividend or other
fees and duties, each of those ports pays some money to
the state government, or the state governments extract
money out of those ports. These funds are used for
various projects across those states. For example, the
government may impose an infrastructure levy to cover
the cost of road and supply line infrastructure or charge
conservancy dues when a ship enters a state port.
Conservancy dues may be used by the state government
to pay for services such as the provision of lights,
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beacons and other navigational facilities. Conservancy
dues have been abolished in Victoria but remain in
Brisbane. Government charges are generally covered
by the relevant port authorities through their existing
fee regimes, which is the case with this particular bill.
The port of Melbourne has highlighted in several
papers how the new licence fee will be absorbed and
distributed through its existing fees. As I mentioned, in
Queensland the port access charge is applied to recover
costs for infrastructure.
In summary, several revenue streams are used by port
authorities to cover costs and government charges.
When you look into that, it is really a matter of one way
of the port collecting money for the government versus
another. As Ms Pulford said, the licence fee will be in
addition to the dividend the Port of Melbourne
Corporation pays to the government every year. Last
financial year it was $13.37 million. In the previous
financial year it was about $67 million. That, as I can
ascertain, is because the port was still paying off part of
the channel deepening bill — probably the cost of the
dreaded dredger, the Queen of the Netherlands.
I digress to mention that dredging has again
commenced in Port Phillip Bay. It is only a couple of
years since dredging was finished and we were told that
we would not need any more than ‘maintenance
dredging’. We have had so much shoaling in the south
of the bay — that is, sand being moved into the
channel, making the channel shallow — that a
significant amount of new dredging has had to
commence in the bay. I presume this will be at extra
cost to the port that has not been foreseen.
Also the dredger in the bay, the Brisbane, has been
involved in the controversial dredging of the port of
Gladstone, which caused the dredging up of toxic
materials. One of the other concerns was with regard to
marine pests. I am hoping the particular ship was hosed
down and any toxic or marine pest residues were
removed before it was allowed into Port Phillip Bay.
That is an issue that I will be following up.
In summary you would have to say, in terms of a
government getting some money out of a port, there is
nothing very spectacular about this port licence fee,
particularly if you look at it in comparison to the other
major capital city ports. What is interesting, as I said, is
that the government has not said what it is going to do
with the revenue. It does not talk about the main
issues — getting trucks off the road to reduce traffic
and getting freight onto rail. It does not mention
anything about its plans for Webb Dock either.
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Interestingly the Tasmanian government has
foreshadowed a possible legal challenge over the port
licence fee based on the fact that — and I am referring
to an article in the Age of 20 February regarding this
issue — it has no choice but to use the port of
Melbourne. The Tasmanian government maintains that
this is discriminatory. It is an interesting issue that is
going to play out. Mr Rich-Phillips is rolling his eyes,
and I know Mr Drum indicated in his comments that
somehow the opposition had urged the Tasmanian
government to make this complaint.
Mr Scheffer — Orchestrated it!
Ms PENNICUIK — Yes, orchestrated it. Thank
you, Mr Scheffer. I think the Tasmanian government
has made these claims and its concerns widely known
of its own volition. It will be interesting to see what
happens with regard to that particular issue.
Obviously some ship owners and other people are not
in favour of the tax — I should not call it a tax but
rather a licence fee — and they were not necessarily in
favour of the former proposed fee either. But the fact
remains that the charging of fees is a fairly common
occurrence across ports in Australia. It is also
interesting that the licence fee may impact on the ability
of the Port of Melbourne Corporation to recoup the
money it is supposed to be recouping through the
channel deepening project charge that it has imposed on
all shipping.
At the same time that the government is dealing with
moving freight onto rail it could be looking at
investigating the closing down of the Office of the
Environmental Monitor, which is supposedly
monitoring any environmental damage done to Port
Phillip Bay by the channel deepening project. We know
there has certainly been significant change to the
direction and strength of currents and to the tidal surges
in the southern part of the bay. I have been several
times to look at Portsea beach, for example. If people
have known that beach over the years, as I have, they
will have noticed a swell at that beach and some
adjoining beaches that you only see at ocean beaches
like those on the other side of the Mornington
Peninsula, such as Rye and Portsea back beaches.
Those swells are now being seen at the Portsea front
beach inside Port Phillip Bay.
These are significant changes that have only been seen
since the channel deepening project was completed and
since 5 metres of rock was removed from Port Phillip
Heads. As far as we know, ongoing damage is being
done at that entrance by rock being swirled around by
the changes in strength and direction of the currents.
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This will be going in perpetuity and will cause a lot of
damage by way of erosion in the southern part of Port
Phillip Bay. There is also the toxic dump off the coast
between Mordialloc and Werribee that is not being
monitored and contains the toxic sludge that was
dredged out of the Yarra River and dumped there years
ago. It would be good to see some of this licence fee
going towards investigating these issues, which the
previous government and the current government seem
to have very little, if any, interest in.
The Greens are disposed to support the amendment that
were circulated by Ms Pulford. Although there is
actually only one amendment, it goes to several issues.
Those issues relate to making the collection and use of
the licence fee more transparent and to the involvement
of the Essential Services Commission. I understand that
the Essential Services Commission can get involved,
oversee port charges and launch an investigation on its
own motion, but I spoke to my colleague Mr Barber
about this bill earlier, and he reminded me that clause 5
of the Transport Legislation Amendment (Marine
Safety and Other Amendments) Act 2011, which was
called the boating bill, took away the ability of the
Essential Services Commission to be a mediator with
regard to pricing and monitoring. The Essential
Services Commission did have a charge-monitoring
role prior to that act, and it could have been a mediator
of last resort, but under clause 5 of that act that option
was removed. I remind the opposition that it supported
that clause and the Greens did not; the Greens opposed
it. This amendment goes some way to reversing the
effects of that clause.
The amendment also imposes a sunset clause. We are
generally positively disposed towards sunset clauses in
bills, because they mean that a provision, such as a
licence fee or new provision in a sentencing regime or
other bill, can be reviewed to see whether it is
appropriate or needs future amendment. We will be
supporting the opposition’s amendment.
Lastly, I will be moving at the end of the
second-reading debate that this bill be referred to the
Economy and Infrastructure Legislation Committee for
inquiry, consideration and report by 29 March this year,
because the bill raises issues in terms of what some
stakeholders have said about its fairness. I have covered
that issue because it is fairly comparable with what
happens in other ports. However, the legal challenge by
the Tasmanian government is an issue this house should
be looking at and gathering evidence about before it
agrees to pass the bill.
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — The house
has already been advised that the opposition will not be
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supporting the Port Management Amendment (Port of
Melbourne Corporation Licence Fee) Bill 2011 on the
basis that we believe the government has no mandate to
impose a heavy, additional impost on every user of the
port of Melbourne. The imposition of a Port of
Melbourne Corporation licence fee was not an election
commitment made by the Victorian coalition at the
2010 election. Ms Pulford has already gone through the
bill in considerable detail. I will briefly underline some
of the points the opposition believes underpin its case
for not supporting the proposed legislation, and I will
review some of the steps that brought us to where we
are today.
Back in April last year, a few weeks ahead of the
coalition government’s first budget, the Premier
promised Victorians that they would not be hit by any
new taxes. Premier Baillieu said the coalition would
honour the commitments his party and his government
had made. Labor’s shadow Minister for Ports, Tim
Pallas, the member for Tarneit in the Assembly, has
pointed out that on 17 November 2010 the Premier
clearly told the Liberal Party faithful that there would
be ‘no new taxes, no job losses and no reduction in
services’. In introducing this bill, which will require the
Port of Melbourne Corporation to pay a licence fee, the
government has broken another promise, because
clearly it is a new tax, and this is why the opposition
will not be supporting it.
Members will remember, and Ms Pulford mentioned
this in her contribution as well, that the coalition
opposed the then Labor government’s freight
infrastructure charge (FIC) that was intended to raise
about $1 billion over 10 years and contribute to the
$38 billion Victorian transport plan — and for the life
of me I do not know where Mr Drum gets the idea that
that was never a commitment. The fact is there were
varying views on the merits of Labor’s legislation, but
the then coalition opposition enthusiastically supported
the Victorian Farmers Federation and the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry in their
criticisms of the freight infrastructure charge. Yet after
its election to government, around the time of the May
budget, it became very clear that the Baillieu
government had decided to keep some sort of tax on
port of Melbourne shipping container imports and
exports. We know this because the Treasurer indicated
at the time that the revenue from Labor’s freight
infrastructure charge had already been factored into the
2011 budget.
At the time, business interests — farmers and transport
companies — who opposed Labor’s freight
infrastructure charge were nervous that the coalition
government, struggling with its budget, would not scrap

PORT MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (PORT OF MELBOURNE CORPORATION LICENCE FEE) BILL 2011
950

COUNCIL

the tax after all and that its years of lobbying would be
fruitless. Around that time of uncertainty Tim Pallas
warned those interests opposed to Labor’s freight
infrastructure charge that the coalition’s opposition to
the FIC was no guarantee that it would not shamelessly
do a backflip and keep the tax. Then in July last year, to
the applause and relief of, for example, the Victorian
Transport Association (VTA), The Minister for Ports,
Minister Napthine, said the FIC would in fact be
scrapped.
As I indicated earlier, the Victorian Transport
Association lobbied hard over some years to overturn
Labor’s plan because transport operators, whom the
VTA represents, thought the freight infrastructure
charge put too much of a burden on truck operators. Of
course one of the outcomes of Labor’s freight
infrastructure charge was a lessening of truck freight
congestion. Ms Pennicuik has already made some
mention of that, and I think that point will be further
picked up by Ms Hartland in this debate. The VTA
acknowledged that the coalition government would still
need to pick up revenue from port users, because it was
needed for port infrastructure investment, but through
increased wharfage and other pricing mechanisms
levied on containers and cargo interests. The VTA was
okay with that because the $140 to $180 levy on trucks
would disappear and be replaced with a tax across the
board on everybody and anybody who used the port.
Labor, in government and now in opposition, fully
recognises the need for serious investment in the port of
Melbourne so as to avoid it becoming a bottleneck. The
estimated increase in growth at the port of Melbourne is
dramatic and has already been referred to in other
contributions — with container numbers rising from
1.9 million to 2.71 million by 2015. Contrary to this
bill, Labor’s freight infrastructure charge was clearly
earmarked for investment in upgrading the port to ease
congestion.
As we have heard, this bill imposes an annual licence
fee on the Port of Melbourne Corporation that for the
financial year commencing in July will amount to
$75 million and thereafter be on the basis of an
indexation formula. This impost adds 50 per cent to the
state charges that the port of Melbourne already makes
and is projected to raise hundreds of millions of dollars
into the future. The impost will be on top of an
approximately a wharfage charge of approximately $40
on containers. A $30 charge from the revenue goes to
paying for the channel deepening project. Now that the
coalition is actually in government it has not jettisoned
the tax, as it signalled it would when it was in
opposition, but rather it has introduced a bill that will
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impose an open-ended, unhypothecated levy on all
users of the port.
The bill and the minister’s second-reading speech do
not identify the specific charges that will be imposed,
when they are listed or the impact they will have on the
shipping industry, the stevedores or the trucking
industry. Ms Pennicuik unpacked the detail of that in
her contribution. The bill does not even require the Port
of Melbourne Corporation to state how the charges will
be applied. It simply requires the Port of Melbourne
Corporation to provide the state with $75 million in the
first financial year that act will operate and hundreds of
millions thereafter. The Port of Melbourne Corporation
will pass on the entire licence fee to port users; it will in
effect act as a tax collector for the Baillieu government.
As I said, it is an extraordinary thing that neither the bill
nor the minister’s second-reading speech has anything
at all to say on the effect this new tax will have on the
many industries that participate in the services provided
and the functions performed at the port of Melbourne.
As far as I can see, in the bill and in the minister’s
second-reading speech there is no indication
whatsoever of the purposes of the new impost or of
how the impost will benefit Victoria’s freight-handling
capacity or the functioning of the industry.
Both the legislation and the second-reading speech are
silent on whether the impost in whole or in part will be
used to improve infrastructure. Minister Napthine has
said, as distinct from including it in the legislation, that
the revenue raised through this licence fee or tax will go
into consolidated revenue and to unspecified long-term
objectives that the government was committed to — for
example, the development of the port of Hastings, the
implication being that the funds raised will make a
contribution to this development, but none of that is in
the legislation.
The Victorian Farmers Federation has been very clear
in stating that its members expect that the money raised
through the licence fee would be allocated to upgrading
the port of Melbourne, but the government,
notwithstanding Minister Napthine’s allusion that I
have referred to, has not directly given this
commitment. I suspect that this is also simply a revenue
raiser to shore up the government’s budget problems.
While the impost has been described by the
government and some of its fellow travellers as a good
thing — I think Mr Drum used the term ‘glowing’ —
the increase in the already existing fees and charges will
still come at a cost. As far as I could understand him,
Mr Drum in his contribution wanted to say that
somehow the licence fee is universally beneficial and
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will not harm anyone, but the arithmetic tells us that
this will hurt. You do not pull hundreds of millions of
dollars out of the port system without someone feeling
it.
Plainly, amongst those affected will be Victorian
farmers, manufacturers and consumers. The prices of
imported cars, tractors and TV sets as well as cruise
shipping are set to rise. In her contribution to the debate
Ms Pulford set out the details of how the impost will
increase the cost of imported items. Wheat exporters
will be asked to pay more at a time when they are up
against the adverse effects of the high Australian dollar,
which is putting a lot of pressures on businesses in
Australia.
There were fulsome indications from Mr Drum on
behalf of the government that these particular measures
are very strongly supported by business. Ms Pulford
alluded to the following points, and they are worth
repeating. Last week the chair of Shipping Australia,
Ken Fitzpatrick, said the 50 per cent fee hike in port
wharfage charges might end up being a nail in the
coffin of the shipping industry at a time when it is
already confronting the high Australian dollar, which I
have referred to. As others have also pointed out, we
know the Tasmanian government has written to
Minister Napthine saying that the licence fee will cost
Tasmanian jobs and that the state had no warning of its
introduction.
The opposition will be opposing this bill because the
government does not have a mandate to introduce this
additional tax and because it does not require the Port
of Melbourne Corporation to identify charges and how
it will apply those charges to those who will be
seriously affected by them. With those remarks I
conclude my contribution to the debate.
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — I have
great pleasure in speaking this afternoon on the Port
Management Amendment (Port of Melbourne
Corporation Licence Fee) Bill 2011. I reiterate that this
bill imposes a licence fee on the Port of Melbourne
Corporation. It does not just set the fee but also
demonstrates the foresight of Minister Napthine in
indexing the fee and setting out when it must rise, rather
than the legislation having to come to Parliament every
year. It is one more example of the Baillieu government
reducing the regulatory burden on businesses and
making it easier and cheaper for Victorian exporters to
move their products to foreign markets, which is the
aim of this state.
As members have heard in the contributions made to
the debate today, the previous government announced

951

that it would levy a freight infrastructure charge (FIC).
Later in my contribution I will come back to that and
show how iniquitous it was. This bill replaces that tax
with a fairer charge that will be cheaper to implement
and simpler to administer. In short, this is a cheaper,
simpler and fairer system of collecting the charge.
I want to talk about the freight infrastructure charge,
and it is important to get this on the record. There were
numerous complaints from stakeholders about the
freight infrastructure charge that was proposed by the
former Labor government. The complaints made most
of all were that the charge was on the trucks going into
the port and not on those coming out of the port and
that there was no differentiation between B-doubles and
single containers. A whole range of inequitable
misunderstandings were involved in the collection of
that particular tax.
The freight infrastructure charge proposal also involved
putting up gantries which would have cost in the
vicinity of $100 million. That enormous outlay would
have been necessary to collect a tax which, on the
former Labor government’s account, would have
brought in revenue of about $75 million in the first
year, so there would have been a shortfall of
$25 million — but it did not seem that members of the
former Labor government could have cared less. That
was alongside a whole range of other things on which
they were very happy to waste taxpayers money. I
remind the chamber about myki — —
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mrs COOTE — Thank you, Ms Crozier; the
desalination plant is a wonderful example. When it was
someone else’s money, members of the Labor Party did
not care. In fact it was Victorian taxpayers money. The
$25 million shortfall that was expected between the
cost of the gantries and the income from the tax is
another example of Labor Party members not caring
about the taxpayers of Victoria. The other major issue
was that it was to be a tax on exports. This was
something that people were incensed about. It was to be
a tax on Victorian produce on its way to the rest of the
world. It was quite extraordinary.
Various stakeholder groups were scathing about the
proposed freight infrastructure charge, but one of the
most vocal was the Victorian Farmers Federation. In its
United Dairyfarmers of Victoria November 2010
newsletter it says:
The FIC is estimated to be over $180/truck, will be a tax on
Victorian export industries and will hit the rural agricultural
economies particularly hard.

PORT MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (PORT OF MELBOURNE CORPORATION LICENCE FEE) BILL 2011
952

COUNCIL

It goes on:
As with other charges we have seen, inevitably all of these
costs will be passed back to the producer, adding $90 per
container on the freight cost to port.
Murray Goulburn Co-op exports 23 000 containers a year —
the single largest container exporter in Victoria. At
$90/container that is $2 million directly out of the pockets of
farmers.

That is a huge indictment — and all of this at a time
when the Australian dollar was making it tough for
Australian exporters. The one thing that Australians and
Victorians would not have needed was Labor’s tax on
exports. It is just as well that the people of Victoria saw
fit to vote in the Baillieu government. It was a very
narrow and lucky escape. Minister Napthine has been
out there listening to the complaints and has introduced
the bill we are debating today.
This proposal is more efficient. Following the
government’s announcement on 13 July last year that it
would scrap the freight infrastructure charge and
implement a port licence fee, the transport sector said
the proposed fee process would be simpler and cheaper
to implement. It is important to understand that this fee
does not require $100 million gantries to be constructed
at the port of Melbourne. Therefore it will be a lot
cheaper to set up. It will also be easier to administer,
because the freight infrastructure charge was complex
and inequitable. The freight infrastructure charge was
applied to each truck, and the charge did not vary.
Regardless of whether a truck was carrying one or two
containers the then government anticipated that the Port
of Melbourne Corporation would be charged per truck,
which was an extraordinarily cumbersome way of
looking at what was going to happen.
An interesting point to note about the debate today is
the talk about the amount of revenue that would have
been collected. It was interesting to hear Ms Pulford say
during her contribution that more money was going to
be ripped out by the Baillieu government under this bill.
However, the Labor government’s estimate for the
revenue that was going to be collected from the freight
and infrastructure charge was in fact $230 million
between 2012 and 2015. Labor members have said the
coalition’s money was going to be — according to John
Lenders, who interjected in the chamber — put into the
pot.
There was an omission in Ms Pulford’s contribution
today. She did not outline how the money from the
infrastructure charge would have been used and
implemented in relation to port infrastructure. She was
negligent in that respect; she was silent on that aspect.
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It is important to note that a large part of the port of
Melbourne is in Southern Metropolitan Region, which
Ms Crozier and I represent. I thought Ms Pulford had
taken it upon herself to have a good look at the cruise
ships that arrive at Station Pier. I agree also that cruise
ships have made a huge difference to revenue in this
state. We see people on enormous cruise liners visiting
the state. Those ships are impressive; they look exciting
and exotic when they pull up at Station Pier. We know
people pour out of those cruise ships and go into the
city of Melbourne. They go to Bay Street in Port
Melbourne, and they bring an enormous amount of
money to our area.
It is important to understand the coalition’s
announcement that it is considering the port of
Hastings. Webb Dock is also part of Southern
Metropolitan Region. It is on a little peninsula near
Fishermans Bend. Currently it is used for car
distribution. There is going to be a long-term change,
and the face of the port of Melbourne will look slightly
different. It is also important to understand that during
the redevelopment of Fishermans Bend there would
have been gantries and all sorts of cumbersome
equipment under Labor’s proposal.
I was particularly interested to hear Ms Pennicuik’s
contribution to the debate on the bill. She took the
opportunity to talk about channel deepening yet again.
Channel deepening was raised time and time again
during debates in the former Parliament. The port of
Melbourne is a major port for the entire country, and it
is important that those very large ships, including very
large passenger liners, are able to come into the port of
Melbourne.
One thing that has been mentioned in this debate
regarding the former process involving gantries, which
the Labor Party had intended to implement, was that
there was to be some sort of regulation of the number of
trucks going in and out of the port and the times of day
they were going in and out of the port precinct. As
Mr Drum rightly said, most of these trucks are already
moving at the times which were suggested as being
potentially better times for trucks to go in and out of the
ports.
One of the main issues in our electorate has been the
huge amount of truck traffic going up and down
Williamstown Road. I cannot at all see how the former
option involving gantries would have made any
difference to the amount of traffic that was going in and
out of that particular area.
When we look at the impact of the fee it is important
that we think about its impact on the port of Melbourne
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because it is the busiest port in Australia. It is
interesting to look at some statistics. In the 2010–11
financial year 3376 ships went into the port; 36 per cent
of Australia’s national container trade is at the port of
Melbourne, and that trade has been growing steadily. In
2010–11, 2.39 million 20-foot units, or their equivalent,
of containers were dealt with at the port of Melbourne.
These are huge numbers.
The Department of Transport has considered the cost of
the fee in an impact assessment, and it believes the
impact will be small. Unlike Labor’s freight
infrastructure charge, the fee will be spread across a
much wider base. The Essential Services Commission
already considers the cost of services provided to
Victoria’s commercial ports and the monitoring and
assessment of this fee to be included in the price
monitoring role the commission already performs. This
will prevent Melbourne from losing its edge as the most
important and busiest container port in the country. I
explain this again: 3376 ships visited the port of
Melbourne in the 2010–11 financial year, which is an
extraordinary number. Compared to Labor’s tax on
exports this bill will have a lesser impact on Victoria’s
container exporters such as Murray Goulburn, because
the cost will be shared by importers as well. This was a
very important point that the minister listened to.
In conclusion, this bill will cut the red tape of Labor’s
costly and inefficient freight infrastructure charge. It
will be cheaper and simpler to implement, it will be
fairer to calculate and it will not be a burden on
exporters the way that Labor’s plan would have been. I
repeat that the government will not be supporting the
amendment circulated by Ms Pulford, and I commend
this bill to the house.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
comments will be very brief, because as usual my
colleague Ms Pennicuik has done a sterling job of
representing the views of the Greens.
The reason I am speaking this afternoon is that I live in
a community that is very affected by the port. In
listening to this debate, the thing that has concerned
me — as Ms Pennicuik has pointed out — is that the
bill is very vague about what infrastructure the
$75 million is going to be spent on. Is it going to be put
towards solving the problems we have in Footscray? I
will give a few figures. There are 21 000 truck
movements a day in the city of Maribyrnong, and 7000
of those are on Francis Street. All of these streets are
residential, and I do not see the government doing
anything in its truck action plan to alleviate this
problem in the city of Maribyrnong. During the
committee stage I would like the minister to address
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questions about how this bill is connected to the truck
movements in the city of Maribyrnong. Is this money
going to be used to alleviate some of those problems? I
stress that we are talking about residential streets.
Francis Street is a residential street. It has 7000 truck
movements a day, 24 hours a day. The curfews do not
work. VicRoads does not fine people. It is a shambles.
They are the questions I would like to have answered
during the committee stage.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
with pleasure to speak on the Port Management
Amendment (Port of Melbourne Corporation Licence
Fee) Bill 2011. Like Mrs Coote and Ms Pennicuik, who
have also spoken on the bill, I have a large section of
the port in my electorate of Southern Metropolitan
Region. Many aspects of this issue impact on our
region.
As has been said by government members, this bill will
replace Labor’s inefficient and unfair freight
infrastructure charge (FIC) with a fairer, simpler licence
fee. In a number of contributions — in particular
Ms Pulford’s — it was said that the licence fee is a
great big new tax, and there were a number of
interjections from the opposition in relation to this
being a great big new tax. This amused and bemused
me, because I think the only great big new tax that
Victorians are concentrating on at the moment is the
carbon tax. That is seriously a great big new tax. This is
a faster, fairer, simpler licence fee, and this bill is an
example of the coalition government getting on with
fixing up something that was done by the previous
Labor government. The bill will go a long way towards
cutting unnecessary regulation and red tape, which
would have affected a lot of businesses across Victoria,
and introducing a far simpler process in this area.
In Mr Drum’s and Mrs Coote’s contributions we heard
about farming communities’ concerns about the
previous government’s charge known as the truck tax
and how it would have impacted upon their businesses.
In fact if that tax had gone ahead, it would have added
to the list of disastrous decisions Labor made when in
government. I refer to the desalination plant; I cannot
go without mentioning that, because it is an impost on
the Victorian taxpayer of almost $2 million each and
every day. We all know about myki and the huge
burden that placed on taxpayers.
Ms Pulford interjected.
Ms CROZIER — Ms Pulford called this a great big
new tax. I say to her that myki is a burden on Victorian
taxpayers.
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The bill introduces a port licence fee. It will be a flat
annual fee of $75 million paid annually and indexed to
CPI. It is far preferable to Labor’s FIC, which would
have taxed the hundreds of trucks that enter the port of
Melbourne every day. It would have created massive
costs for the trucking industry, which is already facing
challenges with the higher cost of petrol and the
soon-to-be-introduced carbon tax.
The cost imposition proposed by Labor was of
particular concern to the many small trucking operators
and businesses throughout Victoria, who simply could
not bear another cost impost on the day-to-day running
of their businesses. This is a far simpler and less
complex way of getting rid of what was proposed under
the previous government. That regulatory burden would
have amounted to some $100 million, should it have
been put in place. As Mrs Coote pointed out, there was
a shortfall of $25 million in relation to its annual cost of
$75 million.
The Port of Melbourne Corporation licence fee will
avoid the establishment of a large and inefficient
bureaucracy in order to collect revenue. It will avoid
targeting one particular industry that uses the ports, it
will ensure that fees can be more equitably distributed
through the passing on of costs and it will avoid another
Labor blunder — the impost on Victorian taxpayers of
$100 million with the establishment of the FIC.
In his contribution Mr Drum pointed out that there has
been support from various parts of industry. The
Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry congratulated the minister on his consultation.
On its blog site VECCI says:
VECCI has been a long-time advocate for removing the FIC
and we’re glad the state government consulted with industry
and acknowledged our concerns about the red tape burden the
FIC would impose on operators using the port.

Phil Lovel, chief executive of the Victorian Transport
Association, is reported to have endorsed the new
system and said he is pleased the government listened
to concerns raised by the trucking industry. He is also
reported to have said:
Scrapping the previous government’s tax on trucks using
Swanson Dock, is the right decision …
The new licence fee on the Port of Melbourne Corporation is
much simpler, more cost effective and does not place an
administrative burden on the trucking industry.

That is a fairly significant and overwhelming
endorsement in relation to the previous so-called charge
that was going to be imposed on that industry.
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Mrs Coote made a point about the size of the port of
Melbourne. It is the busiest container port in the
country. In the second-reading speech the minister said
that last year it accounted for approximately 36 per cent
of the national container trade and that the movement of
containers is expected to quadruple by 2030. To keep
our economy strong and competitive, rather than
allowing an impost on businesses throughout Victoria,
such as the previous government’s proposed FIC, we
will allow a port to charge a fee. We need to help
businesses to flourish.
With that contribution, I conclude by saying I am
pleased the minister has taken into consideration many
of the issues that were raised by the trucking industry
that would have affected many small, and indeed large,
businesses across the state. Like other members of the
government, I support this bill and commend it to the
house, and I will not be supporting Ms Pulford’s
amendment.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Referral to committee
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the Port Management Amendment (Port of Melbourne
Corporation Licence Fee) Bill 2011 be referred to the
Economy and Infrastructure Legislation Committee for
inquiry, consideration and report by 29 March 2012.

I move this motion because, as I have said in this
chamber during debate on similar motions many times
in the past 12 to 14 months, we have established
Legislative Council committees with reference and
legislation functions, and they should operate, as they
do in the Senate, in relation to bills that have aroused
some concern or comment among stakeholders in the
community. Such bills should be examined by the
appropriate upper house committee, in this case the
Economy and Infrastructure Legislation Committee
which, under its terms of reference, looks at ports as
infrastructure in Victoria.
As I mentioned in my contribution to the
second-reading debate, the Tasmanian government has
foreshadowed a possible legal challenge over the port
licence fee this bill will impose. That government, by
way of a letter from Mr David O’Byrne, the Minister
for Infrastructure in the Tasmanian Parliament, has
indicated that this bill would be a tax that would be met
to a large extent by the Tasmanian community because
Tasmanian producers and consumers have no choice
but to use the port of Melbourne. In foreshadowing a
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challenge the Tasmanian government has contended
that this charge, which Tasmanian producers and
consumers have no way of avoiding, could be a
constraint on trade between the states and may be
contrary to the Australian constitution. We have had
assurances from the Minister for Ports, Dr Napthine,
that that is not the case, but we have seen no legal
advice as to whether it is the case.

the last few days, weeks or months; this is an issue that
has been in existence for some years. The previous
government had also tackled the issue. This
government has had extensive consultation with
industry with respect to the matter, and we therefore
believe there has been an opportunity to raise relevant
matters and seek resolution. I think this proposal is well
accepted by industry here in Victoria.

In addition, user groups have raised concerns about the
licence fee. When this happens — when stakeholders
raise concerns, and particularly when one of those
stakeholders is the government of another state — it is
incumbent upon us as members of the upper house,
which is a house of review, to review the bill as a
matter of course. I am also coming very much to the
view that when amendments to bills are foreshadowed
but, as occurs often, not circulated very much in
advance of debate on a bill, that bill should be referred
to a legislation committee so the amendments and their
effects can be better investigated and examined by the
committee and a report can be sent back to the Council.
That would save time in the committee of the whole,
and it would also provide much more of a chance for
the amendments to be looked at in some detail before
they are agreed to or not agreed to.

Ms Pennicuik raised a matter about the Tasmanian
government seeming to have an issue with this bill, and
she suggested that that government might take the
matter up as a legal issue. I do not know if a committee
of the upper house of this Parliament is in a position to
resolve what is potentially going to be a legal dispute
between two state governments. The suggestion was
that the existence of an outstanding issue with the
Tasmanian government was a prime reason for us to
seek to resolve the issue, but I do not think we — the
members of this chamber — can do that during the
course of the debate on this bill.

For those reasons I have moved that the bill be referred
to the Economy and Infrastructure Legislation
Committee. It would be only a couple of weeks before
the bill could be back in the house, so it could easily be
passed before the end of the financial year, and there
would not be a problem in terms of the commencement
date.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — The Labor
Party supports Ms Pennicuik’s motion to refer this bill
to the upper house committee. This is exactly why these
committees were established — and they have not been
used as much as they were intended to be used at the
time of their establishment. There are many questions
to be answered about this bill. The period of time
Ms Pennicuik proposes is short and sharp and should
certainly cause the government no concern.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I advise the house that the government
will not be supporting the referral of this bill to a
legislation committee for reasons I am prepared to put
on the record. First of all, as Ms Pennicuik said after
she moved the referral of the bill to the committee,
when there are concerns or issues it is appropriate that
they be referred to a parliamentary committee for
consideration. However, the government has had a long
and detailed consultation with industry on the matter
this bill relates to. The matter has not existed only for

Ms Pennicuik also made a valid point about the
consideration of amendments that might not have been
circulated in a timely fashion to members. That is an
issue we all should make some commitment to
resolving. If anyone in this house proposes to move
amendments to a bill, it would help if those
amendments were circulated early so they could be
considered. However, that is not always the case and is
perhaps not the case this time. I am not fully aware of
the timeliness of the circulation of the amendments on
this occasion, but it is not unusual for amendments to
suddenly appear before a bill is about to go into
committee. That is not a good practice, and if we can
address that, we should, but that in itself is not a reason
why we should delay the passage of this bill and take it
to a committee on this occasion. For those reasons, the
government does not support this bill being referred to
the committee.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — I am not quite
sure what the government has to hide in preventing any
piece of legislation going before a parliamentary
committee, but there is now a clear pattern — a clear
policy position of the government — to not use the
forms of the house, which it helped establish with the
clear purpose that legislation be put before
parliamentary committees to ensure that the legislation
is considered in full.
It may well be true that the government has consulted
widely, but the Parliament has not had such an
opportunity. It may well be true that the government
has heard the views of various stakeholders about this
legislation, but the Parliament has not. If the minister is
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suggesting that the Parliament should simply accept at
face value the assurances of the government of the day
that its consultation has been appropriately reflected in
the legislation, then I am sorry to tell him that we will
not. That is not what the role of this place is about. This
place is not about just passing legislation through that
the government has prepared on the basis of what it
assesses to be appropriate after its consultation
processes.
It was a carefully developed plan in the last Parliament
to establish a set of parliamentary committees,
including a references committee chaired by the
non-government parties and a legislation committee
chaired by the government party. I am pretty sure
Ms Pennicuik’s motion proposes that this bill be
referred to the legislation committee, because that
would be appropriate. The legislation committee is
chaired by the government. The government essentially
has a majority on that committee because the
government chair has the casting vote.
There is nothing to fear from this process other than
openness. There is nothing to fear other than that the
Parliament — and, through the Parliament, the
public — will hear the views of the stakeholders. If the
government is to be taken at its word that it has fully
consulted with stakeholders and heard their views and
reflected them in the legislation, then the government
should have nothing to fear from an open process of a
parliamentary committee hearing those views as a
parliamentary committee.
It is not as though this is just a one-off incident. In this
instance I think Ms Pennicuik is asking the committee
to report back within a month, so there would be little
delay on legislation that does not need to be urgently
passed. I do not believe this great big new tax is coming
in the next month — I do not know where I have heard
those words before, but it seems members opposite do
not like them. There is nothing to fear from a process
that allows the Parliament, through one of its
committees — chaired by a government member and
with a government majority — to have a short, sharp
set of hearings which can be reported back to this
Parliament. There is nothing to fear from that.
I have expressed my concerns about this and indicated
that I support Ms Pennicuik’s motion, because this is
now a pattern of behaviour. This is now a policy
position of the government — that is, that nothing will
go to committees, that no legislation will go before
committees and that there will be no opportunity for the
Parliament to have hearings as was intended through
this process. This is what is disappointing about the
government’s position.
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We worked together to establish a set of committees to
ensure that this house is a proper house of review. The
government, by using its numbers of 21:19, has
determined that it does not intend to use those
committees in that way. That is shameful, because it is
an absolute breach of the position that the government
took when in opposition. I can say that on the basis that
I sat on the Standing Orders Committee for the entirety
of the last Parliament when all of this was negotiated
and discussed. That was the position of the now Leader
of the Government when he was Leader of the
Opposition. It was the position of Mr Dalla-Riva as one
of the members of the committee. It was the position of
Mr Hall, who represented The Nationals on that
committee.
Mr Hall, Mr Dalla-Riva and Mr David Davis have now
breached the committee processes of the Standing
Orders Committee to establish this new committee
system, because they do not intend under any
circumstances to use those processes of accountability
and openness in relation to legislation by properly using
those committees. It is incredibly disappointing that the
government has taken that position.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
thank Mr Hall, Mr Viney and Ms Pulford for speaking
to the motion, particularly for the support of Ms Pulford
and Mr Viney and for Mr Viney’s words, which I will
not repeat, but he certainly made very good points. I
agree that it appears the government is going to oppose
every single motion that is put by either the Greens or
the ALP to refer bills to one of the legislation
committees. I suggest that in the last year we moved to
refer only about half a dozen bills to one of those
committees, so it is not as if the non-government parties
are doing this all the time. I have moved to have a
couple of bills referred which I thought raised some
serious issues, and I think this is one of them.
I repeat what I said in a motion to refer another bill: if a
member of this house feels that a bill needs to be
referred — and, as I said, that does not happen very
often — then the house should agree. In the Senate it is
routine practice that bills go to legislation committees.
It happens every day. As I mentioned before, often the
outcome is that the government amends its own bills.
That is the most common outcome of a bill going to a
Senate legislation committee. As Mr Viney said, there
is nothing to be feared from it except that it is open and
transparent. That is what the government is always
talking about: openness and transparency. It is like a
mantra.
A couple of members on the other side have been
making yawning gestures because they think this is
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somehow boring and tedious, but it is about good
parliamentary practice. It is regrettable that that was
done by some members. It is regrettable that the
government will not agree to use the legislation
committees to improve legislation in this place.
I would also like to touch on the issue of amendments,
which I raised and which Mr Hall said made a valid
point. I am one of the people who may circulate
amendments only a day or so before a bill is debated in
the house, but that is due to the parliamentary process,
the amount of time and the resources we have to
actually get amendments drawn up by parliamentary
counsel and to be in a position to come to a view about
amendments, so it does not always give the other
parties enough time. It would be really good practice if
there were amendments put forward by the
non-government parties that make bills routinely go to
committees, even if it is only for two weeks — in this
case I am suggesting four. I think it is regrettable, and I
appreciate the support of the ALP for my motion.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Motion negatived.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
purpose clause of the bill says:
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The purpose of this act is to amend the Port Management Act
1995 to provide for the imposition of a licence fee on the Port
of Melbourne Corporation.

It is a very tight purpose. Usually under the purpose
clause of a bill you can ask what the purpose of the bill
is. I am asking a question about what the purpose of the
licence fee is. In his statement of compatibility and
second-reading speech the minister said that the fee
would make revenue available for ‘infrastructure
projects’, to fulfil ‘long-term objectives’ and to ‘deliver
on this vision’ — I am not sure what vision that was.
My question is: what particular infrastructure projects
does the government have in mind with regard to the
revenue to be raised by the $75 million licence fee?
Mr Barber — It is not a Ferris wheel?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I think
the Greens might want an environment effects
statement for that, Mr Barber, so it might take 15 years
to complete.
The port licence fee’s lower implementation costs will
mean that more money will go to state revenues, and
the money may be used to benefit the industry, port
users and the general community. As Ms Pennicuik
mentioned, the Minister for Ports indicated in his
second-reading speech in the Assembly on 7 December
that the industry and the community will benefit from
revenue being available for infrastructure projects
which will improve our productivity and
competitiveness. I know ‘productivity’ is the word of
the day, so there it is. The Premier also indicated in an
answer to a question without notice in the Parliament
on 8 February that the port of Melbourne is critical to
the future of the state as it is our busiest container port
with more than 35 per cent of the container trade, and
we believe this will be enhanced by the passage of this
bill.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I take
it from that answer that there is no specific
infrastructure earmarked for the use of this licence fee;
it is just broadbrush, going into consolidated revenue
and to be used for anything that could be vaguely said
to benefit port users. So there are no specific projects
outlined for the licence fee?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — That is
correct; there is nothing specifically outlined for the
licence fee. Chair, may I seek leave to have Mr Drum
accompany me at the table?
Leave granted.
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Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — As
my colleague has said, infrastructure is the newest
buzzword that is being thrown around. There is one
specific project or potential project that I would like to
ask the minister about, if he is able to answer the
question. What are the government’s plans with regard
to the truck action plan and the moving of freight from
the roads and onto rail?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — That is
a separate issue, and that question is best directed to the
Minister for Public Transport.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — Mr Drum
indicated during the second-reading debate that this
charge is better for trucks. Is the minister able to tell us
how many more truck movements there will be in the
western suburbs with the scrapping of the freight
infrastructure charge?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I
cannot answer that specifically, but let us be absolutely,
fully aware that the freight infrastructure charge would
not have done anything to reduce specific truck
movements.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — That is a little
contrary to the assertions made in the second-reading
debate. So the government has made no assessment of
the impact of this charge on truck movements?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — The
passage of this bill will not have any direct impact upon
truck movements.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — The
Tasmanian government has indicated that it has some
concerns with the impact of this charge in relation to
jobs and about the constitutionality of this charge. Why
is it that the ports minister will not meet with his
Tasmanian counterpart until after the government’s
intended passage of this bill — that is, not until
Thursday of this week?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — This is
a unique question, that Minister Napthine’s diary is a
part of the bill that we are considering. It is worthwhile
noting that we have consulted the VFF (Victorian
Farmers Federation) — which is supportive — VECCI
(Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry), the Victorian Transport Association and the
port authority itself, and we believe that the passage of
this bill will create a fairer and simpler system.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — The
government is intending to pass this bill today in spite
of the very serious matters raised by the Tasmanian
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government, without even having the courtesy of
having a discussion with the Tasmanian government
about the issues that it raises. Is that correct, Minister?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — The
government intends to put the second reading and the
third reading in this Parliament today in the knowledge
that the VFF, VECCI, the Victorian Transport
Association and the port authority itself, all in Victoria,
believe that this is a positive bill that will be beneficial
to ports in Victoria. I think the endorsement of those
Victorian organisations tells us that the government is
on the right track with this bill.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Is the
minister able to advise the committee what proportion
of the freight moving through the port of Melbourne
has its origin or destination in Tasmania?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I am
advised that 400 000 TEUs, or 20-foot equivalent units,
that arrive in the port of Melbourne are generated out of
Tasmania, out of 2.5 million.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for that. The Tasmanian government,
in its letter, suggested that the licence fee would impose
a cost of $10 million on the port users that originate
from Tasmania. Does the minister have a view as to
whether that is an accurate figure?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — It is
now being spread across all users, as opposed to just
one part, which is different to the previous
government’s plan, and I do not believe the Tasmanian
government’s material has been publicly released. I
have not seen it to date.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) —
Certainly that figure has been publicly released. Has the
government made any inquiries as to whether that is the
impost that will be imposed on the Tasmanian port
users? And, following on from what Ms Pulford has
asked, has the Victorian government had any
conversations with the Tasmanian government about
this issue?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I am
advised that the port is going to come up with a model
for the spreading of any charges, and that would be
spread across a whole range of users as opposed to just
trucks. I say again that the government is not going to
pick up a media report and test it in terms of its validity
or cost simply because it might have been in the
Mercury. Ms Pennicuik may be aware of material that
the Tasmanian government has that I have not seen
released publicly today.
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Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
advice to the minister is that there is a letter from the
Tasmanian government to the minister which has been
made public.
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Commission in accordance with Part 3 of the
Essential Services Commission Act 2001.
63M Notice of increase in regulated fees
The Port of Melbourne Corporation must cause a
notice to be published in the Government Gazette
before 31 May in each financial year specifying,
in relation to the following financial year —

Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) —
Ms Pennicuik is right; we have received a letter, but
there was no data attached to it.

(a) the amount of each regulated fee that is
payable; and

Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — Will the
government be releasing any regulatory or business
impact statement that has been prepared for this bill?

(b) the part of the amount referred to in
paragraph (a) that is attributable to payment
by the Port of Melbourne Corporation of the
port licence fee; and

Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — No.
That is the current government’s practice and was the
previous government’s practice.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — Has the
government undertaken any evaluation of the impact of
this charge on inflation and/or employment?

(c) the proportion of anticipated revenue from
regulated fees that can be attributed to
payment by the Port of Melbourne
Corporation of the port licence fee.
63N Over-recovery of port licence fee

Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — There
is a normal business impact assessment which details a
lower impact than was the case under the freight
infrastructure charge of the previous government.

If, in a financial year, the proportion of revenue
from regulated fees paid to the Port of Melbourne
Corporation that is collected for the purpose of
payment of the port licence fee is an amount that
exceeds the amount of the port licence fee
payable in that financial year —

Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — And the
government will not be making that publicly available;
is that correct?

(a) the balance of that proportion of revenue
must be applied to the payment of the port
licence fee in the following financial year;
and

Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — That is
correct, as per the precedent set by the previous
government.

(b) the Port of Melbourne Corporation must
make a new determination of those
regulated fees to reduce the proportion of
the regulated fees collected for the purpose
of payment of the port licence fee.

Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 5 agreed to.
New clauses A and B

63O Information to be disclosed in annual report

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Ms Pulford’s amendment proposes to insert new
clauses A and B to follow clause 5. As the new clauses
are linked, with new clause A testing new clause B, the
two can be put together.

The Port of Melbourne Corporation must include
in its annual report of operations under Part 7 of
the Financial Management Act 1994 details of
the proportion of revenue from regulated fees
paid to the Port of Melbourne Corporation that
was collected for the purpose of payment of the
port licence fee.

Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I move:
Insert the following new clauses to follow clause 5 —
‘A New Division 6 inserted
After Division 5 of Part 3 of the Principal Act insert —
“Division 6 — Port licence fee oversight
63L

Definition
In this Division —
regulated fee means any fee or charge payable to
the Port of Melbourne Corporation that may
be the subject of a price determination by the

63P

Review of determination by Commission

(1)

In addition to any other powers the Commission
may have under this Act or the Essential
Services Commission Act 2001, the
Commission must, not later than 30 November
2014, conduct and complete a review of a price
determination it has made in relation to
prescribed services in the port of Melbourne,
having regard to —
(a) whether in any financial year the proportion
of revenue from regulated fees paid to the
Port of Melbourne Corporation that was
collected for the purpose of payment of the
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port licence fee exceeded the amount of the
port licence fee payable in that financial
year; and
(b) any other factor which may impact on the
amount of revenue from regulated fees paid
or payable to the Port of Melbourne
Corporation that is attributable to payment
of the port licence fee; and
(c) whether an exemption or partial exemption
from a regulated fee or an increase in a
regulated fee should be granted to any
person or class of person liable to pay the
regulated fee on the basis that payment of
the regulated fee or increase in regulated fee
by that person or class of person would be
inequitable or against the public interest.
(2) As a result of a determination under subsection (1),
the Commission may amend or revoke and remake
a price determination in relation to prescribed
services in the port of Melbourne.”.
B

New Part 18 inserted
At the end of Part 17 of the Principal Act insert —
“PART 18 — REPEALS
188 Repeal of definitions
In section 3(1), the definitions of port licence
fee and quarter are repealed on 1 July 2016.
189 Repeal of Part 2B
Part 2B is repealed on 1 July 2016.
190 Repeal of Division 6 of Part 3
Division 6 of Part 3 is repealed on 1 July
2016.
_______________”.’.

The amendment was circulated earlier in the day,
during the second-reading debate, and I spoke to the
intent of the amendment at the time. Members will be
familiar with the amendment now, I hope.
The amendment proposes a number of changes to the
bill: inserting a definition of a regulated fee that would
be subject to an Essential Services Commission price
determination; placing an obligation concerning
publication of the fee charges; establishing a
mechanism to deal with over-recovery; placing an
obligation on the Port of Melbourne Corporation to
include in its annual report details of revenue from the
fee; establishing an Essential Services Commission
review mechanism by 30 November 2014; and
inserting a sunset provision that would have the tax
expire by 1 July 2016, which is consistent with the
government’s statements about needing to recreate the
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revenue that was forecast in the forward estimates from
the freight infrastructure charge. In moving the
amendment I commend it to the house.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will be supporting the amendment moved by
Ms Pulford. As has been mentioned, it is a very long
amendment and has two new clauses, A and B. We
particularly support new clause B of the amendment,
which inserts a sunset clause. Without re-prosecuting
the second-reading debate, we certainly think the sunset
clause is a good idea. It will enable the pros and cons of
the licence fee to be reviewed, so the government at
that stage — and it could be a different government —
can review whether the fee has been successful or not
and either continue or discontinue it.
New clause A inserts a requirement for the Port of
Melbourne Corporation to report in the Government
Gazette, relating the amount of the fee, the amount that
has been paid and the sources of that fee. It also inserts
a new provision which would require that if there were
over-recovery via the various charges that the port will
use to raise the fee, there would be an adjustment in the
following financial year with regard to that. I would say
that the port already imposes the charges that were used
to raise the fee on port users.
I do not know that that is such an important part of the
amendment, but given that both provisions are part of
the one amendment, I am quite happy to support that as
well. For all intents and purposes it is also an increase
in the information that is available to the public about
how the licence fee is raised, although we will not hear
about what it is used for. That is an increase in
openness and transparency, and we are always in
favour of that. With those words, I note the Greens will
support the amendment.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I will
just point out that the government will not be
supporting the amendment. We believe — and I think it
is fairly clear — that everything contained in the
amendment is simply extra bureaucracy.
It should be noted that the charge put in place by the
previous government was for 10 years and was to raise
an extra $1 billion, $100 million of which would be for
administration charges. It is fairly disingenuous to come
to the chamber now and start criticising the government
for not having a sunset clause when the previous
government had a 10-year plan to raise over $1 billion,
10 per cent of which would actually go to
administration.
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The safeguards sought in the amendment are addressed
in the substantive bill. The port licence fee amount paid
by the Port of Melbourne Corporation to the
government will be published in the corporation’s
annual report every year. The indexed fee will be
published by the Minister for Ports in the Victoria
Government Gazette every year. The Essential Services
Commission retains the power to investigate industry
complaints about unreasonable pricing. If industry
believes pricing in relation to the new licence fee is
excessive, the ESC retains and has the power to
investigate. The safeguards sought exist in the bill that
we are putting forward. It is very different to the
previous government’s highly bureaucratic and
exceedingly high freight infrastructure charge. As I
said, we believe what is put forward in the amendment
would be simply adding extra bureaucracy.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — Would it
therefore be the government’s intention to sunset this
charge at 10 years?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — That is
simply quoting what the previous government was
going to do.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — That is right,
and my amendment relates to this government’s charge,
not ours. The sunset provisions are absolutely in
keeping with the comments made by the government
and indeed by the minister and are a little closer to the
Premier’s promise a couple of weeks before the 2010
state election that there would be no new taxes. Without
wanting to re-prosecute the second-reading debate, is it
the government’s intention to sunset this charge; and if
so, when?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I
believe I have already answered the member’s question.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — So is that a
no? No sunset?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — The
reason we are voting against Ms Pulford’s amendment
is that the answer is no. That would not be the case if it
were otherwise.
Committee divided on new clauses:
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms (Teller)
Jennings, Mr

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms (Teller)
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
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Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr (Teller)
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

New clauses negatived.
Clause 6 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 24
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Hartland, Ms
Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)
Pennicuik, Ms
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 16
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms (Teller)

Question agreed to.
Read third time.

Pakula, Mr
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr (Teller)
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr
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Answers
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Barber has written
to me raising a concern about an answer he received to
question 1852 on the notice paper. It was a question
directed to the Minister for Higher Education and Skills
for the Minister for Energy and Resources in another
place. The question was in four parts and sought a
range of information, principally with respect to exports
of brown coal. Mr Barber was not satisfied that the
answer provided met any of the points of his question. I
share his view, and I was equally perplexed with the
answer that was provided by the minister. I direct that
the question in whole be put back onto the notice paper.

EVIDENCE (MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT
(AFFIDAVITS) BILL 2012
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations); by leave,
ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment (Affidavits) Bill
2012.
In my opinion, the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions)
Amendment (Affidavits) Bill 2012, as introduced to the
Legislative Council, is compatible with the human rights
protected by the charter act. I base my opinion on the reasons
outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The purposes of the bill are to:
amend the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1958 (the act) to deem effective any affidavit made
before 12 November 2011 for which certain procedural
requirements were not complied with;
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deem valid any warrant, summons or other process
issued, or order made, in reliance on affidavits deemed
to be effective pursuant to the bill; and
create a new offence of making a false or misleading
statement as to the circumstances in which an affidavit
was sworn or affirmed, in relation to affidavits made
after commencement of the bill.

Human rights issues
The effect of the bill is to validate affidavits made before
12 November 2011 that are tainted by certain procedural
defects, and any warrant, summons or other process issued, or
order made, in reliance on those affidavits. This validation in
and of itself does not limit human rights. It does, however,
have the result that interferences with human rights that may
have otherwise been unlawful (due to being based on
affidavits not made lawfully) are now lawful in retrospect.
For example, the execution of a search warrant may engage
the rights to privacy and property, and the execution of an
arrest warrant will engage the right to liberty. However,
interferences with these rights only require justification in
circumstances where the relevant interference is ‘unlawful’ or
‘other than in accordance with law’. The rights are not
prescriptive as to the content of the laws governing the form
of affidavits, or even whether an affidavit, statutory
declaration or other document is required. It may be said that
the execution of a warrant that was based on a defective
affidavit is unlawful or other than in accordance with law.
The effect of the bill is to remedy this situation by deeming
the affidavit effective and the resultant instruments valid so
that no unlawfulness arises.
It should be emphasised that in rendering procedurally
defective affidavits and consequential instruments valid, it is
not the intention of the bill to validate any corrupt conduct or
any affidavit the contents of which are false. Where
deponents have given false evidence purportedly on oath or
affirmation, those deponents should be subject to the offence
of perjury.
It should also be emphasised that such validation is suitably
confined to apply only to affidavits made before
12 November 2011. Further, a new offence will attach to the
making of false or misleading statement made after the
commencement of the bill, which will apply even if the
statement concerns an affidavit purportedly made before
commencement of the bill. This is to ensure that deponents
adhere to procedural requirements in the future.
Conclusion
For the reasons given in this statement, I consider that the bill
is compatible with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006.
Richard Dalla-Riva, MLC
Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations
Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and Trade

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations).
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment
(Affidavits) Bill 2012 will amend the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 to remedy issues
identified in recent County Court proceedings in relation to
the failure of members of Victoria Police to properly swear or
affirm affidavits in support of search warrants in that case.
The defects in the relevant affidavits resulted in the evidence
obtained being excluded from the proceedings under
section 138 of the Evidence Act 2008.
Affidavit evidence is crucial to the functioning of many parts
of the criminal justice system. The potential consequences of
the failure of Victoria Police to properly swear or affirm
affidavits would be far-reaching if the situation were not
rectified. The Chief Commissioner of Victoria Police has now
taken specific action to ensure that in future Victoria Police
members follow the correct procedure for the preparation of
affidavits. This action seeks to ensure that henceforth all
appropriate processes are followed so that courts will be able
to rely on the proper swearing or affirming of affidavit
evidence prepared by Victoria Police members in the issuing
of warrants, orders, summons or processes, in accordance
with all applicable procedural requirements.
This bill does not purport to excuse nor endorse the failure of
many Victoria Police members to follow proper procedural
requirements for the making of affidavits. However, the
government considers the potential consequences for the legal
system of procedurally defective affidavits remaining
unremedied to be so grave that legislation is required.
The bill applies where the affidavit states that the maker made
the affidavit on oath or affirmation but where certain
formalities associated with the making of an oath or
affirmation were not performed. The bill will ensure that
these procedural defects in an affidavit to which the bill
applies supporting an application for a warrant, order,
summons or process do not result in the exclusion of evidence
from a proceeding.
The requirements for the making of affidavits are provided
for in the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 and
at common law. The bill will amend the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 in a number of ways.
First, the bill will amend the Evidence (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1958 to retrospectively validate otherwise
procedurally defective affidavits by deeming them to be
properly sworn or affirmed where the affidavit has been
signed by the deponent and signed by a person authorised to
witness affidavits under section 123C of the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958.
The bill makes it clear that these affidavits will be deemed to
be validly sworn or affirmed despite any failure to comply
with procedures for the making of affidavits such as, but not
limited to:
a failure to make an oral oath or affirmation;
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a failure to complete the jurat in accordance with
section 126 of the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions)
Act 1958; or
a failure to properly witness the signing of the affidavit.

This will place it beyond doubt that the Parliament intends to
cure these procedural defects. The bill will not, however,
excuse fraud or forgery. Nothing in this bill will validate
corruption or perjury in the making of an affidavit.
Secondly, the bill will provide that where an affidavit or other
instrument has been relied on by a court or other person for
the issue of a warrant, order, summons or process, that
warrant, order, summons or process is not invalid due to a
procedural defect in the original affidavit.
Finally, the bill provides that a procedural defect in the
preparation of an affidavit is to be disregarded for the purpose
of determining whether or not to admit that evidence in a
criminal proceeding where the evidence was obtained in
reliance, either directly or indirectly, on the procedurally
defective affidavit. Subject to that provision, the judicial
discretion to exclude evidence or to stay a criminal
proceeding in the interests of justice will not be affected.
The bill will apply to all affidavits made before 12 November
2011 and accordingly any subsequent actions undertaken in
reliance on those affidavits.
The bill will also create a new offence of making a false or
misleading statement as to the circumstances in which an
affidavit was sworn or affirmed. This offence will apply to
any false or misleading statement made from the day after the
bill receives royal assent, even if the statement concerns an
affidavit purportedly made before commencement of the bill.
This will ensure that anyone who falsely signs or witnesses
that an affidavit has been sworn, affirmed or witnessed when
it has not been is liable to a penalty of up to 10 penalty units.
The government will also give consideration to the
desirability of further legislation that would codify the formal
and procedural requirements for the making of an affidavit.
The government considers that retrospective legislation is a
measure of last resort and brings this bill before the house
only after close consideration of the potential consequences of
failing to act for victims of crime and the justice system more
broadly.
If this legislation is not enacted, there would be an immense
potential toll upon victims of crime, community safety and
our court system associated with the disruption or
abandonment of criminal proceedings as a result of
procedural defects in affidavits.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan
Region).
Debated adjourned until next day.
Sitting suspended 6.23 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
AMENDMENT (FREEDOM OF
INFORMATION COMMISSIONER)
BILL 2011
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 February; motion of
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health).
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — It
gives me pleasure to rise to speak on the Freedom of
Information Amendment (Freedom of Information
Commissioner) Bill 2011, to indicate that the
opposition will be seeking to substantially amend the
bill and also to indicate that, unless our key
amendments are supported in the house, we will not be
supporting the bill on the third reading. We have, I
suspect, made that clear in the other place. We think the
freedom of information commissioner is a valuable
addition to the suite of measures in terms of
accountability, but an FOI commissioner — a
watchdog — that is defanged and debarked and which
only adds to delay is not worth having.
The Premier went to the 2010 election lambasting the
previous government on freedom of information. He
said a lot about it not just in 2010 but basically all
through the 56th Parliament. Opposition members at
the time, now government members, said a lot about it
right through 2010 and before. The Premier, along with
Mr McIntosh, the member for Kew in the Assembly
and now the Minister for Corrections, released The
Victorian Liberal Nationals Coalition Plan for
Freedom of Information, which I am sure members of
the government are all very well acquainted with. It is a
document that says governments that put the interests
of Victorians ahead of secret deals for mates should
have nothing to hide. It is a document that says
government without scrutiny is bad government.
Importantly it also says that an independent FOI
commissioner will take responsibility for all first-stage
reviews of FOI requests in Victoria.
It is a pretty clear commitment, and it is not one that
was made on the Thursday before the election or made
quietly without much fanfare. It is a commitment that
was made over and over again by the now government.
There were letters sent by Mr McIntosh to various
accountability organisations and numerous public
statements made by the then Leader of the Opposition,
the now Premier. What we now know, having viewed
the bill, is that this document is effectively a fraud on
the Victorian people. This belief, held by the Labor
Party when this document was first put out, has been
confirmed.
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I want to spend a few minutes talking about the
opposition’s attempts to be briefed on this bill, because
it was an absolute saga, and I think it goes to the very
issue of just how paranoid and secretive the
government has become.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I will come to it, if
Mrs Peulich wants to wait. It goes to the very issue of
just how paranoid and secretive the government has
become, ironically, about a bill that is supposed to deal
with freedom of information. We had a briefing in the
diary before Christmas. On 20 December we had an
agreement for a briefing in the diary, and it got
cancelled because one bureaucrat was off sick.
Mrs Peulich — It might have been a key bureaucrat.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich says it might
have been a key bureaucrat. I would believe, and I am
sure Mrs Peulich believes in her private moments, that
there would probably be more than one bureaucrat who
would have knowledge of the detailed workings of this
bill. We indicated to the government at the time that if
that particular individual was not available, that was
fine and somebody else could be sent. But the
government postponed the briefing and said it would
not go ahead because, apparently, all the knowledge
about FOI was held by one individual. The briefing was
postponed until 20 January. I did what I commonly do,
what all shadow ministers commonly do and what the
Liberal Party commonly did when in opposition. When
the briefing was announced and a date was set I
emailed the Labor caucus and said, ‘There’s a briefing
on. If you’re interested, let me know’.
Understandably because of the nature of the bill there
was a large degree of interest, and I think 10 members
of caucus indicated that they would like to come to the
briefing. The government behaves as if this is somehow
unusual. I have had other briefings from ministers on
other bills with three or four members of caucus. When
the Liberal Party was in opposition it would sometimes
bring four members of the Liberal Party room along to
a briefing on, say, the cemeteries bill. We are not
talking about major pieces of legislation. We had
numerous members of the Liberal Party along to
briefings, and admittedly on this occasion a large
number of caucus members were very interested and
indicated that they would like to come.
It was always entirely uncontroversial when we did it
previously. It was entirely uncontroversial when the
Liberal Party sent a number of MPs along previously,
but on this occasion it seems that we really set the alarm
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bells off. We were then told by Mr McIntosh’s staff that
the opposition intended to intimidate bureaucrats and
put on a media stunt — mind you a media stunt that
nobody in the media had been told about — and they
cancelled the meeting. In response to that, we did
nothing. Then they put out a media release attacking me
and the opposition.

Mr Ramsay — No, why didn’t you name them at
the time? You refused to name them — 13 of them.

It is worth reminding the house what is in this media
release, because there is some pretty interesting stuff. It
says 13 of my colleagues wanted to attend to help and
support me — not because they were interested in the
bill, but apparently because I needed the support. The
media release went on to say that Mr Andrews’s’
office — —

Mr Ramsay — Yes, you were. You were asked to
provide names, and you refused.

Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich, it goes on to
say:
… Mr Andrews’s office was advised that by convention, bill
briefings provided by departmental officers are a courtesy
regularly offered to shadow ministers to explain government
bills.

No longer is a bill briefing an essential part of the
government’s responsibility to provide information to
members of Parliament; it is a courtesy which is only
available to shadow ministers and is described as a
‘convention’. It has never been a convention. Members
of this opposition over the last 15 months have
regularly taken other members of caucus along to bill
briefings, as has always been the case. The media
release goes on to say:
The government will not allow departmental officers to be
intimidated or used as tools in opposition political stunts.

Let us reflect on that for a moment. What the
government is saying is that it is appropriate to accuse
members of Parliament of seeking to intimidate
bureaucrats because they want to come along and be
briefed on a bill which is of enormous interest to not
just members of Parliament but the media and the
community more generally, although they have through
absolutely no action demonstrated that they intend to
intimidate anyone. They have merely requested to
attend a briefing put on by a government department. It
would be an offensive allegation if it were not so silly.
It is the silliest allegation to make that somehow
opposition MPs are going to come along and intimidate
bureaucrats in a briefing on a bill.
Mr Ramsay — Why wouldn’t you name them?
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Ramsay asks why I
would not name them. I will name them for him now.

Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Ramsay wants to
make an issue of the fact that we would not provide
names. We have never been asked to provide names,
and when we were in government — —

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order!
Mr Ramsay — Speak to the bill.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I am speaking to the bill.
Mr Ramsay seeks to misunderstand the convention. I
know we were asked to provide names on this
occasion. My point is: we have never been asked to
provide names before, and neither was the Liberal Party
ever asked to provide the names of MPs who were
going to attend a briefing on a bill. The media release
goes on to say this was a political stunt. Ask any
member of the media — —
Mr P. Davis interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Davis says I have no
idea what my people were doing in government.
Mr Davis, I was in the government. I remember
providing briefings to members of the opposition,
routinely. I never asked for names, never asked how
many were coming, certainly never cancelled one
because of how many were going to attend and did not
put out a media release afterwards. I have some regard
for Mr Talia, but I am surprised that he was prepared to
be involved in such silliness as sending out that release.
The government then goes on to say, ‘Clearly the
opposition can’t manage to understand the bill without
a briefing’. Hopefully members of the opposition in the
other place and members of the opposition in this place
will demonstrate tonight that we can understand the bill
perfectly well without the briefing. The briefing would
have been useful, but nevertheless the government had
its own reasons for not wanting to provide us with that
briefing.
In regard to the bill itself, the government makes a big
deal about the delivery of its election commitments. In
fact about the only promise made in this space that has
been kept in this bill is the creation of the
commissioner’s office itself and perhaps the
parliamentary committee designed to provide oversight
of it. As I indicated at the outset, we are supportive of
the creation of an office of FOI commissioner but not if
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the commissioner’s office is going to be constructed in
such a way that the commissioner is a toothless tiger or
a pussycat. The reality is that the number and nature of
the restrictions that the government has placed on the
FOI commissioner’s office in this bill mean that in
large part in terms of most of the contentious FOI issues
we deal with day to day, the FOI commissioner will
have nothing to say about any of them. It is particularly
important, Mr Barber’s amendments
notwithstanding — —
Mrs Peulich — I don’t know about that.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich, I will go
over the detail in a moment — don’t worry. I
understand Mr Barber will move some amendments
that go to this issue, but assuming those amendments
are not carried, the fact is that the creation of the office
of FOI commissioner will effectively end any role for
the Ombudsman in regard to FOI, so that makes it of
even greater concern that the commissioner’s powers
are as they are in this bill. The election policy of the
coalition on FOI was crystal clear on one point. It said:
… the Liberal-Nationals coalition’s independent FOI
commissioner will take responsibility for all first stage
reviews of FOI in Victoria.

In saying that, I refer to no more eloquent a document
than the policy document itself. It is there in black and
white, in the middle of the page. It was a key plank in
the coalition’s election offering. Unfortunately the bill
is just as clear as the policy but effectively in the
opposite direction.
The bill provides that the FOI commissioner will have
no power to deal with an FOI application where the
government claims the cabinet-in-confidence
exemption, that the FOI commissioner will have no
power where the government claims the national
security exemption, that the FOI commissioner will
have no power if the application is knocked back by a
minister or a minister’s office and that the FOI
commissioner will have no power where an application
is knocked back by an agency head — or the principal
officer of an agency, as it is described in the bill. In
other words, in the majority of cases that have caused
controversy since this government came to power —
that is, the cabinet-in-confidence exemption and
decisions made by ministers’ offices — the
much-vaunted new FOI commissioner will have
absolutely no authority whatsoever.
I know that I have banged on about the Premier’s
adviser, Mr Coulson, but if you look at all the matters
that have been raised by the opposition in regard to
decisions being centralised in the Premier’s private
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office and decisions being made by a member of the
Premier’s staff, Mr Coulson can continue in exactly the
way he has carried out his role in the past 15 months,
knocking back applications and sucking applications
into the Premier’s private office — and the FOI
commissioner can have nothing at all to say about that.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich says there is
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. Yes,
VCAT remains, but that is not what the government
promised. What it promised was that the FOI
commissioner would have responsibility for all FOI
applications, not some, not the ones that we do not
really mind the FOI commissioner having responsibility
for. The coalition said all of them, and there is a huge
suite of them that the FOI commissioner will have no
power over whatsoever.
There was also the commitment that the FOI
commissioner will:
… set enforceable professional standards which departmental
FOI officers will be required by law to meet …

It is interesting to reflect on how that promise has been
acquitted in the bill. New section 6L provides that
professional standards may, not must, be developed.
Who are they to be developed by? The bill provides
that will be the minister, so it will be the role of the
Minister responsible for the establishment of an
anti-corruption commission, Mr McIntosh, to develop
professional standards, if he chooses to do so, and not
the role of the FOI commissioner.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Ondarchie says he is a
good man. He knows him better than I do, but again the
point of the matter is it is not what the coalition
promised. What it promised was an FOI commissioner
with the power to set professional standards and it made
a commitment that the commissioner would do it, not
that he may do it.
The bill also has some prescriptive and fairly lopsided
reporting commitments for the FOI commissioner —
for instance, clause 30 inserts new section 64, which
sets out how the commissioner must report on a
minister’s response to a complaint. It must include
comments from the minister fully and accurately. I
would have thought that if you were appointing
someone as an FOI commissioner — that is, a senior,
independent officer of the Parliament — the FOI
commissioner can discern for himself or herself what
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part of a ministerial or departmental response is worthy
of inclusion in a report.
Clause 30 goes on to provide that in the
commissioner’s annual report the commissioner must
report on the staffing and costs associated with FOI.
That is again just a transparent attempt to ratchet up
public opinion about how costly FOI is for the
government to deal with. On the same page the bill
provides in new section 64(3) that the commissioner
must report on any efforts:
… by the agency or Minister to administer and implement the
spirit and intention of the Act.

It is an interesting requirement that the government puts
on the commissioner that the commissioner must praise
the minister for any efforts the minister has made to be
a good FOI citizen. I suspect it would be a much
lengthier report if the commissioner were equally
required to report on efforts by ministers or agencies to
frustrate or hinder the spirit of the act. There is no
requirement to do that, and in fact it is not even clear if
the commissioner will be able to do that.
Then, on reporting to the parliamentary committee, new
section 64A provides that when there have been four
occasions on which decisions of the FOI commissioner
are overturned by the Supreme Court or VCAT the
commissioner must report on that to the parliamentary
committee. In effect the commissioner is required to
self-flagellate, to come before a government-dominated
committee and say, ‘Here are all the times I got it
wrong; here are all the times my decisions have been
overturned’.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — My response to
Mrs Peulich is that on its own that provision might look
like an exercise in appropriate transparency, but when it
is coupled with all the other changes it looks
suspiciously like an attempt to cast the FOI
commissioner in the most negative possible light and
force the commissioner to show the government in the
best possible light.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich, I suggest
that members of the government should view all those
new subsections in conjunction with the new
subsections providing for the appointment of the
commissioner. Unlike the process for the appointment
of the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption
Commission Commissioner, there is not even the
merest hint of bipartisanship in this bill, not even a
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suggestion of the opposition being consulted on a
position where I would have thought — —
Mr Barber interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Or the Greens, Mr Barber,
but I imagined that you would make that point in your
contribution.
Mr Barber interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Tripartisan, Mr Barber.
There is absolutely no pretence of any kind of
consultation or bipartisanship or tripartisanship in terms
of the appointment of the commissioner. It will be a
straight Governor in Council appointment. There is not
even a hint of tenure or anything like it. We are not
talking about an appointment for at least five years; the
bill provides for an appointment for up to five years.
Initially the commissioner could be appointed for one
year or for two years. The government might want to
make it a one-year appointment and see whether the
FOI commissioner behaves himself.
All in all, the commissioner will be appointed by the
government and the government alone, potentially for a
very short term, potentially angling for reappointment
and with reporting requirements which are all heavily
loaded in terms of reporting favourably on the conduct
of ministers and departments, and having to effectively
self-flagellate every time a decision is overturned.
Then, Mrs Peulich, we come to the matter of delay. The
question of delay is quite substantially exacerbated by
this bill. At the moment an agency has 45 days to
respond to an FOI application. Then if the applicant is
dissatisfied, there is a further 14 days to conduct an
internal review. If at the end of that process the internal
review determines that the applicant gets the
documents, that is the end of the matter. It takes less
than 60 days, provided that people adhere to time lines.
Under the bill the 45-day response time remains. Then
the commissioner is given 30 days to conduct an initial
review. If the decision of the commissioner is that the
documents are to be released, then the agency has
60 days to comply with that decision. At this point we
are up to 135 days. At the end of that 135 days the
agency can appeal the decision of the FOI
commissioner at VCAT. A process that currently could
take no more than 59 days will take up to 135 days
before the matter goes to VCAT. If, instead of
determining that documents should be released
immediately, the commissioner asks the agency to
make a new decision, then the agency has another
45 days to do that.
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This bill is designed to entrench delays, frustration and
inertia. As I indicated at the outset, we are going to
move a series of amendments to this bill that principally
deal with the matters I have outlined during my
contribution to the second-reading debate. The
amendments are principally designed to deliver an FOI
commissioner in line with the commitments the
government made before the election.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — It is not my job to hold
Mrs Peulich to our commitments; it is our job to hold
her to her commitments.
Mrs Peulich — There is a little word that starts with
the letter ‘h’. It’s called ‘hypocrisy’.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I would have thought that
the greatest form of hypocrisy and spin is promising
one thing and then doing something completely
different when getting into government. This is simply
about moving amendments that will deliver the FOI
commissioner what was promised by the government
when it was in opposition. Members will see something
like 88 amendments proposed by the opposition and a
bunch of amendments proposed by the Greens. I will
put the minds of members at ease by saying that many
of the amendments are consequential amendments.
There are probably a dozen or so — —
Mrs Peulich — So you’ve kept the Labor law firms
going.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I ask Mrs Peulich if she
has ever heard of the Office of the Chief Parliamentary
Counsel?
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Yes, I did that.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! I do not mind interjections, but I do mind
conversations. The member is to return to speaking on
the subject of the bill.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I blame myself, because I
keep engaging with Mrs Peulich. I really should know
better. Our amendments fall into three broad
categories — that is, increasing the commissioner’s
jurisdiction, minimising delays and enhancing the
commissioner’s independence. We want to give the
commissioner jurisdiction for all first stage FOI reviews
as promised by the coalition, but that is not delivered in
the bill. We would give the commissioner jurisdiction
over decisions made by ministers and agency heads as
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well as jurisdiction over situations where cabinet in
confidence or national security is claimed. That is very
straightforward; it is what the Liberal-Nationals
coalition promised. It would be easily delivered. I will
be interested to hear the reasons the government will
put forward for removing all those powers from the
commissioner.
We are putting forward these amendments, and we say
to not support these amendments fundamentally makes
a mockery of the coalition’s claim on page 6 of its
pre-election document, which is, and I will say it again:
… the Liberal-Nationals coalition’s independent FOI
commissioner will take responsibility for all first stage
reviews of FOI requests in Victoria.

In regard to delays, we are seeking to bring back from
30 days to 14 days the time that the FOI commissioner
has to review an agency’s decision — that is, the same
time frame that exists now. We are also moving to
reduce the time an agency has to consider a decision of
the FOI commissioner.
Under the bill before the house, once the FOI
commissioner says documents are to be released, the
agency has 60 days to consider that. We do not see why
it is necessary to have 60 days. We suggest in our
amendments that 28 days is ample, especially because
if, under the current arrangements, an internal
review — which is the process that occurs at the
moment in the absence of a commissioner — calls for
documents to be released, then they are released. The
government is bringing forward a provision that will
mean that if the FOI commissioner says to release the
documents, there are 60 days to think about it and
potentially appeal that decision. We say that should be
28 days.
In regard to the independence of the commissioner, we
say the commissioner should be appointed for at least
five years and not up to five years. We think that
appropriately enhances the independence of the FOI
commissioner. We also want to ensure that the
commissioner rather than the minister sets enforceable
standards for FOI officers in departments. This was
promised by the Liberal-Nationals coalition in its
pre-election document. We do not want to remove the
requirement of the commissioner to comment on good
FOI practices amongst government departments and
ministers, but we want to make it clear that the
commissioner can also comment on bad FOI practices
in government departments and in ministers’ offices.
I am not going to go on for too much longer, but in
some respects the bigger they are, the harder they fall. I
think this government has set itself up for the kinds of
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headlines we have seen in relation to FOI because of
the grand eloquent claims it made before the last
election about how different it was going to be and how
openness, transparency and accountability was going to
be the catchcry of the new government. It said there
would be a new spin-free regime in Victoria that would
lead us down the yellow brick road into sunlight and
happiness.
The level to which the coalition has so grandly raised
expectations is why so many commentators have been
disappointed by the coalition’s performance. That is
why we are getting so many headlines from different
commentators like ‘Freedom of information changes
are a joke’ in a Sunday Herald Sun editorial; ‘New
doubt on secrets’; ‘FOI hitting brick walls’; and
‘Reform of FOI branded a sham’. These kinds of
headlines are not coming from the opposition; they are
from newspapers and are coming from experts in the
field. The coalition perhaps unwisely raised
expectations right through the roof, and it has fallen far
short of meeting those expectations in terms of the
provisions in this bill.
And I am anticipating some of the attacks that will
come our way, not just from government members but
from Mr Barber as well. Am I suggesting that the
previous government was perfect in relation to FOI?
Absolutely not! But one thing about elections is that
when you lose one, it is the public telling you things
they would like you to do better and differently. We
accept — —
Mrs Peulich — But you only listen in opposition.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — But one of the messages
we were getting was that the public wanted more open,
transparent and accountable government.
Hon. W. A. Lovell interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I say to Ms Lovell that we
are now in opposition.
Hon. W. A. Lovell interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — What I said was that it
was a message we took from the election, and the fact
is that the public did not just say it to us, it said it to the
government as well. The government has claimed, both
in the lead-up to the election and since, that it has
listened to and it has heard the people of Victoria, but
the bill says otherwise. The bill says that the
government made a whole lot of promises that it now
does not want to keep or does not think it can keep and
that it has decided are either all too hard or all too
perilous to keep. Its pledge was so clear — the pledge
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to be open, transparent and accountable — but the
government has descended into this paranoid, insular
outfit, right down to the point where I cannot meet with
the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor
Regulation without someone from the minister’s office
being in the room. That is how paranoid and secretive
this government has become.
Mr Barber — What is new about that?
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — What is new about it is
that it is new. Ask Mr O’Brien, the Minister for
Gaming.
Since the election we have seen interference in the FOI
process from ministerial staff, in particular the
Premier’s senior adviser, Mr Coulson. We have seen
FOI requests right across the government having to be
vetted in the Premier’s office. We have seen
unprecedented delay, with some requests just
disappearing. We submitted some requests to the office
of Ms Wooldridge, the Minister for Mental Health, and
12 months later the staff of that office just cannot find
them. Other requests have not been responded to for
over a year.
We have seen the Ombudsman having to recommend
to the Premier’s office that it change its records
management system so that simple letter searches can
be conducted because such searches cannot be
performed at the moment. After the endless carry-on
from Mr David Davis in particular about media plans,
we have seen responses from the government using the
exact same defence, even though the coalition is now in
government and even though Mr Davis won the court
case and the defence that was being used was found to
be not applicable. Nevertheless we have seen the same
defence being put forward after all the crocodile tears
that were shed by Mr Davis during his time in
opposition.
This bill falls a long way short of what was promised
by the Premier when he was in opposition. The idea of
an FOI commissioner is a good one. I will say that —
we think it is a good idea — but not if the FOI
commissioner is going to be a toothless tiger, not if the
commissioner is not going to have jurisdiction over a
whole range of matters and no real independence and
not if there is going to be more delay than ever before.
We will be seeking to move amendments to hold the
government to its original promise. In order to get this
bill to the committee stage we will support the second
reading of it in this house.
Mr P. Davis interjected.
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Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Philip Davis has
guffawed. We know the bill will pass anyway, but if
our amendments are not substantially supported by the
government, we are not going to support the bill,
because the FOI commissioner as set out in this bill will
do nothing to improve transparency and will only add
to delay.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Freedom of Information Act 1982 was introduced by
then Premier John Cain, Jr. When he did so he made a
speech that I would like to quote. On 14 October 1982
he said in the Legislative Assembly:
The Freedom of Information Bill is tangible proof of my
government’s commitment to open government in Victoria.
Open government in the true sense is a central need in a
democracy. People must have information to enable them to
make choices about who will govern them and what policies
the individuals or political parties they choose to govern, shall
implement.
Freedom of information is very closely connected with the
fundamental principles of a democratic society and is based
on three major premises:
1.

The individual has a right to know what information is
contained in government records about him or herself.

2.

A government that is open to public scrutiny is more
accountable to the people who elect it.

3.

Where people are informed about government policies,
they are more likely to become involved in
policy-making and in government itself.

Freedom of information is a major part of my government’s
platform and a principle to which it is totally committed.

I happen to know that he was as good as his word,
because, firstly, he introduced a code across the public
sector embodying these principles for information
release even before he brought the bill into Parliament,
and secondly, not long after this — in fact if I
remember rightly by about 1988 — I was a user of the
Freedom of Information Act 1982 and I found that it
was exactly as the then Premier, Mr Cain, had intended.
In fact in those days you could send off an FOI request
and the first thing you would get back in a few weeks
was the document. No letters seeking clarification, no
delays and no obstructions of various sorts — you
would just get the document coming straight back to
you.
Because I have continued to use the act on and off all
the way up to the current day, some 20 years later, I can
tell you that that most high-minded ideal of government
has been comprehensively trashed. That is not because
the act has been fundamentally rewritten or
restructured. In fact it is still a fairly small piece of
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legislation — it is about 90 pages, and it is about to get
a whole lot longer with this bill. It is still fundamentally
the same act with a few significant tweaks around
exemptions. It is the way the act is administrated by
departments and in some cases ministerial offices that
has changed so dramatically and that has done so much
damage. I refer to a culture which comes from the
top — from the ministers and the Premier heading the
government.
One of the purposes of this bill that we are being asked
to vote on tonight is to improve the operation of the act.
I have got some suggestions, and I have even been able
to embody some of them in amendments that I will be
introducing and moving as I go along.
Along with a number of others, Mr Cain has continued
to speak out on the fate of freedom of information. He
has done this under both Labor and Liberal
governments. I have followed his writings because of
my interest in this area. In an article that was published
the Age of 11 February this year discussing the current
issues with the FOI act, he said:
Whether the refused request is reviewed by a public servant
or an outside ‘commissioner’, as the Baillieu bill provides,
isn’t the real issue. What needs to be corrected is the 30-year
transformation of FOI into the world of political infighting,
because that is where it is now, and has been for some years:
a world where politicians say one thing in opposition and do
another in government.

For the benefit of Mr Pakula I should say ‘where they
do another in government and say something different
in opposition’. I have no doubt that Mr Pakula’s eyes
have been opened to a whole new world of freedom of
information since he has become an opposition MP
responsible for the scrutiny of government. I am sure he
has a whole new perspective on it. But as I go through
some examples relating to how I think this act needs to
be perceived, we will in time come even to the
responsibilities Mr Pakula himself had when he was
transport minister.
Mrs Peulich — That will be interesting.
Mr BARBER — It will be very interesting, as
Mrs Peulich says. She is on the edge of her seat now;
she is waiting for it!
In the last few years most jurisdictions have reformed
and modernised their FOI laws, and this includes many
of them having established independent commissioner
roles. Victoria, which in 1982 was at the vanguard of
that group, is now in the rearguard and is constantly
fighting on the defensive, regardless of who is in
power. When you look at the reforms implemented in
other Australian jurisdictions, you see that the major
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difference is that they have included provisions that
oblige governments to be proactive in putting
information out there for the public to access.
Part II of the existing act certainly has that intention,
but its methods are outdated, and frankly the
bureaucracy is guarded and paranoid about that. When
my office contacted the Premier’s office to ask how
part II of the act operates in practice — particularly the
cabinet register provision, which I will come back to —
there was a deafening silence in response to three
requests. In the committee stage I will therefore ask
some questions of the minister at the table about that. In
fact the only proactive disclosure that occurs now is
when ministers who have obtained FOI documents that
are being requested by people like me drop them to
their favoured journalists. Just one example — and I
have many — is the government’s attempt to model the
impact of carbon tax on hairdressers, which was
exclusively dropped to the media. When I asked for it
under FOI I was told it was an internal working
document that was not yet complete and that therefore I
could not have it, yet the Herald Sun could have it.
Even innocuous documents such as the transcript of last
June’s press conference where the Minister for Public
Transport and the Premier announced changes to myki
could not be proactively disclosed. The Premier’s office
was incapable of doing that. That transcript had been on
the Premier’s website for media releases, but after two
months it had been taken down. When we attempted to
get a copy from the Premier’s office last month we
were refused and given no reason — this in relation to a
document which not so long ago was on the Premier’s
media release website. Eventually we got the document
from another source, and it was really a bland and
uncontroversial document if ever there was one.
Other recent reforms adopted elsewhere but not here in
Victoria include measures providing that the exemption
classes cannot be engaged unless the release of
documents is determined to be against the public
interest and measures providing that only those cabinet
documents at the core of the cabinet process can be
exempt. In some cases even the exemption of executive
council documents has been removed. None of these
modest reform proposals, however, has been adopted
by this government.
There are some good elements in the bill. Independence
is always welcomed. We think it would be good if the
commissioner was involved from the beginning point
of an application rather than just at the point of the first
review. In fact if either Mr Pakula in opposition or the
government is looking for ideas, how about making all
FOI officers employed by the commissioner himself or
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herself and having them going into the departments to
get the requested materials? The commissioner is
answerable to the Parliament through an oversight
committee. The commissioner can seek or be invited to
assist the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT) in a review. The commissioner can issue a
production notice against an agency, forcing it to hand
over documents, the exception being the cabinet and
national security documents, which I will spend some
time talking about. The commissioner will also write an
annual report, which has Mr Pakula so excited, rather
than the Attorney-General, as has been the case for
many years.
We think having an independent commissioner is a
worthy policy, and we will be supporting the bill, but
the chipping away of the commissioner’s powers has
begun before the position has even been created. The
commissioner cannot review any exemption that relies
on cabinet or national security grounds, and that
complicates things further down the track, as we will
see when we get to that. In addition, the Secretary of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet can continue to
issue a conclusive order that a request relates to a
cabinet document and therefore engages an exemption.
That power of the secretary is unchecked, because the
commissioner cannot investigate the bona fides of that
decision. This continues to be a giant black hole, which
is inviting obstruction. That is why I will move an
amendment to remove the secretary’s power under
section 28(4) of the principal act. If the claimed cabinet
exemption were genuine, then VCAT would refuse
disclosure. There is no need for such a power. I am
happy for all of my amendments to be circulated.
Greens amendments circulated by Mr BARBER
(Northern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Mr BARBER — The commissioner is not allowed
to copy or obtain a cabinet or national security
document even if it is central to a complaint they are
investigating. The ALP is seeking to remove those
provisions, and the Greens will support those
amendments. The Ombudsman is currently able to
investigate the administration of the act with no
restrictions; however, this bill repeals the
Ombudsman’s functions. That would be fine, except
the commissioner will not be able to examine the
contents of cabinet or national security documents
when investigating a complaint. The scrutiny power
will therefore be weaker than that which currently
exists in relation to independent reviewing of the
administration of the act. We need to be very clear
about that.
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In relation to reporting, the commissioner will be
responsible for writing the reports on the administration
of the act. This was previously the responsibility of the
Attorney-General. There is some useful information in
those past reports, but a lot is also lacking. Obviously
the information was being provided — was being
sorted — in those reports produced by the
Attorney-General in such a way that the headlines made
things look like everything was wonderful. You would
need to understand very well how the act was
administered to get down to what the real failings of the
administration of the act were, using the statistics. I had
made requests to the no-longer member for Niddrie in
the Assembly, the former Attorney-General, Mr Hulls,
about that, and I did not get anywhere, so I have very
little doubt that the commissioner will be able to do
better than the Attorney-General in the Labor
government.
The ALP will be moving an amendment to expressly
allow the reporting of ministerial or departmental staff
frustrating the act’s intent. There is nothing in clause 30
that suggests that the list of what the commissioner can
report is exhaustive, so I am not quite sure why the
ALP will be moving that amendment. The list certainly
shows what must be included in the report, but the
provision does not say that nothing else can be included
in the report. I do not believe these reports are attracting
or requiring parliamentary privilege, so there should not
be any prohibition against the commissioner going on
to explain other matters. In summing up the debate the
Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations
might want to correct the record if my interpretation is
wrong. Furthermore, proposed section 64(2)(m)
requires reporting on where effort is being made to
fulfil the spirit and intent of the act. On my reading this
would necessarily require reporting where ministers
and agencies have not fulfilled the spirit.
The commissioner also cannot review a decision by a
minister’s office or a decision made by a departmental
or agency head — a so-called principal — so any
uncomfortable request is going to be sent upstairs to the
secretary’s in-tray for them to put their signature on it.
It is as simple as that. To get around the commissioner
you send the FOI request up to the secretary to sign it,
which will create further delay because their in-trays
are fairly full in my experience, and it will short-circuit
the entire process. It will be as if this bill had not been
passed. We will know fairly soon how common that
practice becomes. After the passage of this bill it will
not be long at all until we see how quickly the refusal
letters for these FOI requests come back to us signed by
departmental secretaries. Not many of them are now. If
we suddenly find that all FOI requests are coming back
with refusals or even partial releases signed by
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departmental secretaries, we will know that the
government — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BARBER — It is the government that would be
putting its head on the block. We will find out pretty
fast.
A system will also be established whereby an agency
can announce it is going to make a fresh decision, and
that usurps the commissioner’s jurisdiction on the
review. The agency is then able to refuse release on
cabinet or security grounds, which makes the decision
unable to be reviewed by the commissioner and
succeeds in delaying the applicant’s request. The ALP
is moving amendments, which we will be supporting,
to remove new section 49M from clause 13.
This brings us to the question of delay, and delay is one
of the fundamental tools that has been used to destroy
the high-minded intent of the Freedom of Information
Act 1982. The member for Altona in the other place
stated that she received a letter from the Secretary of
the Department of Justice apologising for some of the
delays with her request. She has seven outstanding
requests, the latest being from September 2011.
I am hoping the new Secretary of the Department of
Primary Industries (DPI) might be about to send me a
similar letter. I recently received a response from the
department for my request in June to review documents
around the Alcoa lease, and I received that letter just a
few weeks after this chamber debated the bill to give
Alcoa 50 more years of subsidised operations.
The principle that the Parliament should have all
relevant information before it when debating legislation
was plainly ignored then, as it was when the
government gutted the solar feed-in tariff. I am still
awaiting DPI’s response to an FOI request to provide
the information I twice sought in questions on notice in
April last year and again in August. The bill was
debated in November, and Minister O’Brien avoided
providing a skerrick of evidence to justify closing down
the solar subsidy scheme. The post-mortem FOI request
I sent to try to finally get some answers, which I could
not get even during the debate on the bill, was sent to
DPI after the debate in November, and the statutory
limit was reached on that in mid-January.
I have never been able to find this quote, but I have
heard it was Napoleon who said it is not necessary to
suppress information forever, just until the information
is no longer relevant. That is exactly the situation I have
been in during my five years in this Parliament. After
taking the department to VCAT recently over the HRL
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Ltd funding deed documents and receiving the
documents — these are the same documents the
government refused to table in the Parliament, which I
then took the government to VCAT about under an FOI
matter and won — I am still waiting on two more
related requests on that same coal-fired project. One
dates back to 7 July — perhaps we will have a cake for
its first birthday soon — and is about the progress
reports relating to the conditions for funding. There was
$50 million in state funding, and I can see I have
Mr Davis’s attention because it relates to his electorate.
The other request dates back to 8 September 2011 and
is about the review committee for the project. When my
office recently made its routine calls to check on the
progress of that request, the department made an
apology for the 7 July delay and said there were older
applications from other people that it was still working
through. My request from 7 July has been delayed
because the department has even older ones it is trying
to work on. The Department of Premier and Cabinet
has a tardy track record too, but it gets a bit more
leniency because it has to sit on all those questions on
notice that come through this chamber and then go to
the Premier’s office and sit there for a while, plus all the
media and communications team briefs that have to be
written on — each and every one of them.
The other major cause of delay is the ministerial
interference that goes on in applications. I use that term
quite deliberately. Both the ALP and the coalition have
established protocols for all applications to be vetted by
politicians and their staff before they are released. This
is not provided for in the act and directly contradicts the
purpose of the act in section 3, which says in
subsection (2):
… discretions conferred by this Act shall be exercised … so
as to facilitate and promote …

the prompt disclosure of information. The
Ombudsman’s report of 2006 came to the same
conclusion. That report said:
The act does not authorise agencies to wait for noting of the
proposed decision by the relevant minister.

Ms Mikakos over here, who just stifled a yawn, is
going to like this one, because at the time of that 2006
Ombudsman’s report there were two Liberal members
who got up in this chamber and the other chamber to
express their absolute outrage at the process of
ministerial noting — that is, an FOI that in many cases
is already overdue being sent up to the minister’s office
for five days so it can be noted. Two people,
coincidentally — it works out well for us — expressed
outrage at this process of ministerial noting. One was
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Mr McIntosh, the member for Kew in the Assembly,
who in referring to the report said:
In another case an internal review took 160 days so that the
minister could have a spin doctor prepare a response to a
possible parliamentary question.

The other person who was particularly outraged by this
practice was Mr Dalla-Riva, who said:
There are clear examples of the government using the noting
process for spin doctors. The government has a huge number
of spin doctors operating in every department and now they
are even operating in the FOI process.

This is the outrage that was occurring in 2006. He
continued:
The Ombudsman’s report cites a case of an FOI officer who
decided to release a report, but was essentially gagged for
almost a month so the government could have a spin
doctor …

Do members like my Mr Dalla-Riva impersonation? I
almost brought the tie. The member continued:
… and work out how to deal with the press reaction.

It is an outrageous practice condemned by the
Ombudsman.
I totally agree that there is nothing in the act that
provides for the minister or their office having any say
over the actioning of an FOI request, and I would say it
would be improper for them to attempt to direct an FOI
officer operating under statute as to how an FOI request
was to be treated. I suspect it is still going on despite
the Ombudsman’s recommendations, so I have adopted
a new practice. When I do a bunch of FOI requests and
get whatever I am going to get, I then do another FOI
request seeking all documents associated with the
processing of my first request. Of course that process
could go on forever; there has to be a place where it
stops.
I recently did that in relation to how the Department of
Transport administers my applications. I have some
examples of how ministerial staff of the Minister for
Public Transport, Mr Mulder, are successfully directing
FOI officers as to what to exclude and by doing so not
only compromising the process in substance but also
adding further delays. A number of these applications
were well overdue — this one in particular was. It
related to the network development partnership — that
is, the monthly meeting between the Department of
Transport and Metro Trains Melbourne. There are
many commuters who would like to be a fly on the wall
at such meetings.
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What we see are memos going back and forth between
the FOI officer and the minister, the FOI officer and the
spin unit, and the spin unit and the minister’s office. I
have one document here from 13 September 2011. It is
a file note about the FOI officer’s discussion with
Mr Mulder’s office. The names of the ministerial
advisers have been blanked out so I do not get to find
out who they were.
Mr Leane — Faceless men.
Mr BARBER — The file note says:
… called to advise that the minister was noting this FOI
request. He asked if I would redact a further excerpt from
page 4 of the January minutes which stated that …

We do not know what it stated because it has been
blanked out.
… advised that this was not correct and to release it would be
misleading. I agreed to redact the statement … also asked if
we would be able to correct typos within documents, and I
explained that we were unable to do so.

The FOI officer had to explain to the minister’s office
that when someone makes an FOI request for
documents, we have to give them the documents — we
do not get to clean up the typos and then send the
documents over. The other point is even if the
information in the documents is wrong, that does not
mean we get to fix it. We have to send the documents.
Get it? This is the FOI officer explaining it to the
minister’s office. The file note continues:
… advised that he would send a confirmation email shortly
when the minister had noted the FOI brief.

Then we get the following email, which is from the
aforementioned ‘faceless man’ — or woman, who
knows:
Hi Sam, subject to the application of section 30 redactions we
discussed, this office has no issues with your decision to
release the NDP minutes to Mr Barber.

There are a few more like that. This is just one example
I pulled out of my little treasure trove. By way of a
denouement, I appealed the removal of the faceless
man’s name and on internal review I was successful. It
turns out his name is Ashley, so at least that state secret
is going to be out in the open. It was Ashley in
Mr Mulder’s office who sought to direct —
successfully in that case and unsuccessfully in other
cases — an FOI officer in their administration of the
act. This is exactly what the Ombudsman condemned in
2006 and exactly what the author of this bill and
Mr Dalla-Riva, who will be sitting at the table in a
minute, ranted and raved about when they were in
opposition. It happens to this day.
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However, if you think delays are a problem now, wait
until this new system comes in. Let us say for
simplicity’s sake I make an application on 1 January.
Making the wildly optimistic assumption that the
application is complied with in the statutory period,
45 days later I will get a decision. In a little while I will
explain with statistics why 45 days is wildly optimistic.
I then appeal to the commissioner, and 30 days later
they overrule the initial decision of the department and
decide to release the document to me. The government
or an affected third party has 60 days to decide whether
to appeal to VCAT. Knowing government practice, it
will make that decision on day 59. The government
files at the tribunal, and we are now in the middle of
April. Four and a half months have passed and
proceedings have not even begun. We wait six weeks
until the directions hearing at the end of May, six weeks
for the compulsory conference in the middle of July,
two more months for the trial and then we are in
September. Depending on how much the tribunal
member has on his or her plate, let us say a decision is
made in October.
That is a streamlined example that assumes no
prevarication like what the Department of Primary
Industries did when it challenged VCAT’s jurisdiction
to hear my appeal for the HRL contracts. The
department claimed my application for a review was
submitted one day earlier than the statute allows. No
amount of calculation could have supported the
department’s proposition, but in order to fight it I either
had to start up a new hearing to determine that question
of jurisdiction or pay another $220 to file a new claim
and set the directions hearing back for a further six
weeks. This is not what members of this chamber,
particularly, I am sure, Mr O’Donohue, would
understand to be the actions of a model litigant.
Procedural fairness meant VCAT could not do anything
about it, and I could not do anything. It was disgraceful
conduct. It was in contravention of item 2(i) of the
model litigant guidelines for the Victorian government,
which obliges departments not to rely on technical
defences unless the state’s interest would be
prejudiced — which it would not be because the matter
was going to be heard anyway — by the failure to
comply with a particular requirement, which was
clearly not a threat. It was absolutely disgraceful.
That brings us back to Mr Pakula, because amongst my
many applications — more than 150 we could count
just going back through the files — about the longest
running was our request for Victoria’s submissions to
Infrastructure Australia. We did not request the glossy
document that is on the website but the actual
submissions — the actual explanations of the nature of
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the projects being put forward, the benefit-cost ratios
and all the information and modelling that would go
along with that.
I received those documents just shy of a year after I first
applied. During that year questions of infrastructure,
transport, the Victorian transport plan and all the rest of
it were matters of major public debate. I got the
documents on the courthouse steps. The government
delayed it for a year. The documents were handed to
me, and at the end of that process do you know what
was removed? One number was removed: the cost. The
benefits remained, and the cost of each project had
simply been removed. Some of the documents were 10,
15 or 20 pages long, and the cost of, for example, the
east–west road tunnel had been removed. These figures
were well known anyway because they had been
promoted in other forums and could be reasonably well
established. I got those documents when Mr Pakula was
Minister for Public Transport.
When I go back over some of my FOI requests from
past days, I recall a request made under the then
minister, Justin Madden, who is now the member for
Essendon in the Assembly, and under the then Minister
for Education, who I think was Ms Pike, for
information on opinion polling that had been done for
the departments by Auspoll, which was at that time the
Labor Party pollster of choice. That information took
265 and 267 days to be delivered after various kinds of
cabinet exemptions were claimed.
Information on duck shooting took 55 days; the Epping
rail project took 84 days; various franchise agreements
and bus service agreements, 202 days and 149 days; in
relation to the Dharyna Centre in the Barmah forest,
201 days; boarding and patronage reviews, more than
111 days; and some documents from VicForests,
104 days. The desalination contract came back in nine
days. Can you guess why?
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BARBER — There was a refusal, that is why.
When they refuse a document it comes back real quick,
but when you are seeking a document and they believe
you are after some part of it, there is always a
maximum delay. There were the Connex reports;
information on the black balloons campaign, which
took 51 days; matters in relation to the management of
wild dogs, 119 days; and fire management plans and
fuel reduction plans and submissions associated with
those, 142 days. My overall average is about 96 days,
which is virtually double the statutory time limit. That
is just looking at my most recent 50 requests. By the
way, I have 8 current outstanding requests which have
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not been resolved one way or the other, and they vary
between being 53 days and 236 days overdue. All of
those were applied for in 2011 and 2012 under this new
government.
That is what we are up against: not any particular
changes to the act but complete capriciousness from the
departments — with complicity, sometimes with the
direct involvement but certainly the overall assent of
ministers and the Premier. With a document that is
controversial and likely to be embarrassing, they simply
run down the list and choose the most likely-looking
exemption, regardless of whether that will ever stand up
in court, no matter how tenuous the link.
There is also the issue of government contracts. Former
Premier Cain noted, and I have been in individual
matters in relation to this, that the government, by
signing a contract, sought to simply contract out of its
responsibilities. Once large parts of government service
delivery or large buckets of government money have
been contracted out, the government then brings in the
commercial-in-confidence exemption and says, ‘You
can’t ask us about that’. Even the Auditor-General
cannot go looking at those things. While the act has not
changed — the intention of the act has never changed,
it has never been altered — over time the structure by
which executive government is delivered through
contracting out has made it virtually impossible in some
cases to scrutinise essential services or to follow the
public dollar.
The review of government contracts in 2000 presented
to the Bracks government by Professor Bill Russell
says:
For the avoidance of doubt, the review recommends that in
future every contractor should be informed prior to entering a
government contract that there can be no guarantee of
confidentiality because of the operation of the Victorian
freedom of information … legislation.

That recommendation bounced off a recommendation
of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee,
which was written by Mr Bracks and Mr Hulls when
they were in opposition but actually tabled after
Mr Bracks had won the 1999 election. Since I will
move an amendment proposing exactly that, the Labor
Party has the opportunity finally, after all these years, to
implement its own policy from 1999.
The Greens have a number of amendments. In
clause 49 we want to make it a requirement that the
committee’s chair and the majority of its members be
made up of non-government MPs. If the scrutiny and
oversight committee is run by the government, you
might as well just go ahead and name it the Double
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Speak Committee. We want to delete clause 43. We
want the Ombudsman to still be able to inquire and
report, because his office can access cabinet security
documents under this act where the commissioner
cannot. Clause 11 we hope to amend because we want
to delete subsections 28(4) and (5) of the principal act.
That is the one that allows the Secretary of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet to issue conclusive
certificates which cannot be looked behind. We are
looking for that term to be put into all government
contracts.
We want to delete section 30 of the act, which is the
internal working documents exemption. There is no
place for it, it is widely abused and there is no good
argument for it, even though it came from the original
act. I am sure Mr Philip Davis will be able to attest that
it is the most abused section of the Freedom of
Information Act 1982, because it does not really mean
much. It is the one they rely on when they cannot find
any other exemption. We want to include clauses to
repeal a number of total exemptions which over time
have been inserted into various acts, and by seeing the
year of each act you will be able to work out which
government did it: the Australian Grands Prix Act
1994, section 14 of the Alcoa (Portland Aluminium
Smelter) Act 1980, section 34 of the Loy Yang B Act
1992, section 114 of the Firearms Act 1996, section 40
of the Treasury Corporation of Victoria Act 1992, and
the Victorian Funds Management Corporation Act
1994.
These ad hoc exemptions from the act have grown up
from time to time, I presume because the government at
that particular moment thought there was a particular
reason for doing so, but as Premier Cain pointed out in
his article, the FOI act is not meant to have politics in it.
Wiping out all those automatic exemptions, they will
still be able to claim the regular exemptions under the
act — commercial in confidence and the rest of it.
There will not be a blanket removal of everything to do
with that company or that operation being subject to the
act. We will be supporting a number of the ALP
amendments, but I will address those as we go.
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to speak on the Freedom of
Information Amendment (Freedom of Information
Commissioner) Bill 2011. Clause 1 sets out the main
purposes of the bill, which are: to amend the Freedom
of Information Act 1982 to establish the FOI
commissioner and to improve the operation of that act;
to amend the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 to
establish an accountability and oversight committee of
the Parliament; and to make related and consequential
amendments to other acts.
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This bill delivers another key election commitment
made by the government prior to coming to office in
November 2010. It will establish an FOI commissioner
to oversee the administration of the FOI act by
government agencies. This bill is another part of the
suite of policies that this government brought to the
election campaign in 2010 and was elected to deliver.
With the delivery of this bill and its hopeful passage
tonight, the government is delivering on that
commitment. The bill will improve transparency and
accountability across our public institutions. In the last
11 years of the previous government we saw this
accountability and transparency close up in many
spheres, and we saw secrecy, delay and stonewalling in
the administration of FOI.
With this bill we will be seeing in effect the greatest
change and significant development in FOI laws since
their introduction almost 30 years ago. I too was going
to briefly mention the object of the act. Mr Barber has
done that, and I will take up part of Mr Barber’s
contribution. It is important to remind ourselves of the
object of the act:
The object of this Act is to extend as far as possible the right
of the community to access to information in the possession
of the Government of Victoria and other bodies constituted
under the law of Victoria …

As set out in the statement of compatibility, there is also
a provision in section 15(2) of the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 which has been
interpreted to create a positive obligation on the
government to give access to government-held
documents, and there is a reference to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal decision in
XYZ v. Victoria Police (General) [2010] VCAT 255.
Picking up Mr Barber’s point, this bill represents a
significant change in culture. The problem has not so
much been with the previous legislation but rather the
manner in which the previous government administered
that legislation. What we saw over progressive years of
the previous government was, as Mr Barber says, a
fundamental trashing of the principles of the act
because of the culture under which the act was
administered — we would say by the previous
government, but I think Mr Barber’s words were by
departments and ministerial officers. He made the point
that the culture starts at the top, from the Premier’s
office.
Fundamentally, by bringing into the act the operation of
the commissioner, this bill introduces independence in
the very critical first stage reviews, as well as the
complaints provisions in the act. It also confers
accountability to Parliament via the establishment of
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the parliamentary committee. That is the fundamental
difference between what occurred under the previous
regime and what we are bringing in with this policy.
This also goes to the criticisms made by Mr Pakula,
which in typical Labor fashion are completely contrary
to what his party did in office. What Labor is
attempting to do is spin in opposition as it spun in
government. Mr Pakula said that this bill will entrench
delay, frustration and inertia. He referred to a number of
headlines on FOI. If there were an entrenchment of
delay, frustration and inertia, it was during the 11 years
of the unfortunate administration of the previous
government. With this bill we will see a change in
culture, because it will introduce the independent
commissioner.
The opposition is still misinterpreting and not fully
stating the coalition’s election policy. Mr Pakula and
the speakers on the opposition benches in the other
place referred to the amendments they will propose.
The first of these should be, as Mr Pakula sees it, to
increase the commissioner’s jurisdiction, because those
opposite seek to have first stage reviews of ministerial
decisions reviewed by the commissioner. What he has
failed to do is read the policy in full, and as a result he
has misquoted and selectively quoted it. What he has
said is that the policy seeks to legislate to give the FOI
commissioner responsibility for first stage reviews. But
he left out the words in the policy that are in brackets,
which say ‘first stage (or internal) reviews’. That
indicates a fundamental misreading, misunderstanding
and misstatement to this house of what the previous
regime was. In the previous regime, under section 51 of
the existing act a first stage or internal review occurs in
relation to a decision that is not made by a minister or
principal officer, and I quote:
(1) Where a decision has been made, in relation to a request
to an agency, otherwise than by the responsible Minister
or principal officer of the agency … the applicant may,
within 28 days —

with some exceptions in relation to health records —
after the day on which notice of the decision was given
to the applicant … apply to the principal officer of the
agency for a review of the decision.

This bill replaces that internal review with an
independent freedom of information commissioner.
That internal regime never applied in relation to
decisions of principal officers or ministers, because
they were already appealable to the independent
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT).
That is an independent tribunal. If the opposition has a
problem with the independent tribunal or the
independence of VCAT, it should have the courage to
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come and state it on the record. Instead previous Labor
speakers in the other place have selectively quoted
some recent commentary, saying things to the effect
that there will be no independent review of these
ministerial or principal officer decisions. To the extent
that that impression has been left with the public, it is
false. It is not what this act does and it is not what the
previous act did. That omits the review to VCAT, the
independent tribunal. Decisions are further appealable
again on a point of law within the court system.
What we are doing is replacing the culture that
Mr Barber has identified as a problem. In that respect
what the bill is can be simply stated. This will be a
fundamental shift in the way FOI has been
administered. It will replace an internal decision-maker
within the department with an independent
commissioner, preserving the right to appeal to VCAT.
The second aspect of Mr Pakula’s amendments relates
to a suggestion that there will be increased delay as a
result. He referred to a number of headlines. In the time
I have, I would like to briefly refer to some of the
literature that is readily obtainable in newspaper articles
in relation to the previous administration’s FOI failures.
They are most conveniently summarised in the
Ombudsman’s report of 2006, which included
complaints of delaying the processing of FOI requests,
including the delay in the release of documents for
political reasons; unreasonable claims that requests
were unclear or voluminous; a lack of assistance to
applicants trying to reformulate requests; inadequate or
misleading advice; misuse of exemptions to deny
access to sensitive documents; and use of internal
review and VCAT as mechanisms for delay, with
documents released on the eve of the hearing by
VCAT. The report is worth reading.
I also want to refer to the present Attorney-General’s
2008 contribution on the Freedom of Information
Amendment Bill 2007, where he refers to the
Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva, who was then an
opposition member. Mr Clark is reported as saying:
My colleague Richard Dalla-Riva was put through years of
extended litigation, including the threat of the loss of his
family home hanging over his head, simply because he
wanted to get access to documents that may have shed some
light on what government secret pre-2002 election plans had
been put in place to toll the Scoresby freeway and to find out
how much extra motorists are being forced to pay as a result
of the now Premier’s extraordinarily costly EastLink tollway
deal.

He also says:
The Court of Appeal delivered a stinging rebuke of the
government’s interpretation of cabinet-in-confidence
provisions.
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We could then go, very briefly, to some of the
headlines and articles that we saw throughout this
period. In the Age of 28 April 2006, under the headline
‘FOI request obstructed — watchdog’, it is reported
that:
In an attempt to find out how much money was being spent
on public relations, Liberal MP Richard Dalla-Riva had
applied under FOI laws for documents showing ‘public
servants seeking media opportunities, media attention, and/or
the development of media images’ for cabinet ministers.

We then have the Ombudsman’s report. It is worth
reading. It indicates, amongst other findings:
The Attorney-General’s guidelines advise five days should be
allowed for noting by the ministers office of decisions on
sensitive FOI requests, but this was exceeded in many cases,
often exacerbating delays.
In several cases examined the reasons given for claiming
exemptions were misleading. In some cases departments
asserted requests were unclear or voluminous with little or no
justification. In many cases they failed to giver proper
assistance to applicants in amending their requests. The effect
was to delay answering the request without appearing to
exceed the time limits of the act.

I also refer to the contribution of the member for
Prahran in the other place, who referred particularly to
the absence of any reference to this report in the
contributions by speakers, including the lead speaker, in
the other place, the member for Altona.
I will refer to some other articles briefly. One is a Focus
article in the Age of Friday, 4 September 2009, headed
‘Secret state’. Under the subheading ‘The state
government and bureaucracy are increasingly blocking
access to information’ it says:
Critics argue that the existing FOI laws are being interpreted
in a way that makes them almost meaningless and renders the
term ‘freedom of information’ an oxymoron.

The Herald Sun of 2 June 2006 has an article headed
‘Ministers rebuked for toying with FOI’, and the Age of
2 June has an article headed ‘“Deception, secrecy’
hinder FOI”‘, which again refers to the Ombudsman’s
report. Under the heading ‘FOI: it’s like a painful day at
the dentist’ an article in the Age of 6 June 2006 says:
When the newspaper requested information about emergency
department waiting times, the information was received the
date the government made a related funding announcement.
Cynical timing or mere coincidence? Whatever the case, this
should not be allowed to happen. Freedom of information
cannot live up to its name if it is not truly free from
interference by government and the bureaucracy.

In the Age of Wednesday, 8 September 2006 under the
heading ‘Government withholds major projects
information’ it is stated:
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Deputy Liberal Leader Louise Asher — who sought the
reports under freedom of information laws — said the
government was trying to avoid scrutiny over its troubled
projects, many of which had been late and overbudget.

I now want to briefly refer to an FOI case I was
involved in concerning documents surrounding the
Sugarloaf pipeline. I refer to an article by Melissa Fyfe
in the Age of 21 June 2009 which reports that
Mr Downie of Melbourne Water:
… told the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal the
food bowl minimisation project was unlike other government
projects. ‘Government policy was made before the business
case was done’ …

When there is no business case prior to the making of a
decision, in a sense that is a case where FOI documents
will be quite sparse because they do not actually have
the documents. What is important is the role FOI
played in that admission in 2009. We then had the
famous Auditor-General’s report of June 2010, which
again confirms that:
The development of the business cases for the FMP and the
Sugarloaf pipeline commenced only after the government had
committed to the projects and approved the funding. This
process is contrary to the explicit and mandatory business
case guidelines for projects such as these.

The food bowl modernisation report of November 2011
by the Ombudsman shows the significance of this sort
of FOI exercise and the way the previous government
sought to delay and have this sort of information held
over for as long as it could. Paragraph 255 of the report
quotes David Downie as having said:
… if we’d done a business case, the government probably
would’ve been forced into doing some other project … other
than a food bowl.

Paragraph 257 states:
As to why the former government committed to the project
prior to the completion of the business case, Mr Downie said
at interview:
It was simply all the circumstances of 2006–07, and the
government not wanting to announce a thing they knew
would be unpopular in many quarters, coming up to
difficult times — drought. And we didn’t have all the
answers because you haven’t done a business case.

That is the sort of work that the former opposition had
to do to bring to light the processes of the previous
government. What we will see with the commissioner
as an independent operative in the FOI space is an
improvement in the culture of FOI arising from the
election of the Baillieu-Ryan coalition government. I
know there is going to be much debate in the committee
stage in relation to the amendments, so I do not
necessarily wish to proceed much further.
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Another point that is important is the complaints
provisions identifying the functions of the
commissioner, which are set out in new section 6C. The
minister can set binding professional standards under
section 6L, including standards for providing assistance
to applicants making a request, the identification of
relevant documents, consultation and clear
communication with applicants and timely decision
making.
The important independent role of the Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal is preserved. It is there to
review what is presently reviewable, including
decisions of ministers and principal officers at first
instance.
In relation to the complaints function, new section 61A
provides that complaints may be made to the FOI
commissioner about the actions the agency has taken or
failed to take in the performance or purported
performance of its functions and obligations under the
act, including decisions that a document cannot be
found or does not exist. An important point to mention
in relation to time limits is that because of the
independence of the commissioner, the time limits —
which I am fast approaching in my speech — will mean
that because the department has to take the request to
the commissioner, there is a greater time for the
commissioner to make the initial decision and because
the commissioner is independent, there needs to be a
right to appeal it, which will be 60 days rather than
28 days.
I must say in closing that we have seen the most
extraordinary transparency from the federal Labor Party
in recent days. We have seen what Labor is all about:
infighting, spin, factions. It is great to see — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, Mr O’Brien has failed to mention that
Mr Abbott won by one vote, unlike Prime Minister
Gillard. I draw him back to the need to be relevant, as
there has been absolutely no relevance in what he has to
say on this bill.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Tarlamis) —
Order! There is no point of order. I ask that in the short
time he has left Mr O’Brien be relevant.
Mr O’BRIEN — Again Labor is irrelevant. We on
this side of the house are relevant. We have delivered
our policies, and this will be a significant reform — the
most significant in 30 years. The minister should be
commended for bringing this important bill to the
house.
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I could
be mistaken in speaking on the Freedom of Information
Amendment (Freedom of Information Commissioner)
Bill 2011, because it really should be entitled the
freedom from information bill. What we have here is a
bill that is a complete joke and a far cry from the
promise the now Premier made at the last election,
which was to be open, transparent and accountable.
Since the Baillieu government came to office we have
seen a culture of secrecy descending upon us. We have
seen the centralising of freedom of information requests
in the Premier’s office, and we have seen questions
asked in question time being ignored. Earlier today we
had the Minister for Planning, Minister Guy, unable to
recall whether he had had a discussion with the Premier
around an issue that must be taking up a great deal of
time in his mind at the moment. Mr Guy was unable to
respond to that question but said he would do so in
writing at a later date. I look forward to seeing that
answer.
The spokesperson on opposition scrutiny of
government, Mr Pakula, has already said in relation to
these issues that the state opposition will support the
second-reading vote on this bill but we will be seeking
to make significant amendments to the bill because we
do not believe it meets the objectives set out in the
coalition’s election promise. If those amendments are
not supported by the government, we will be opposing
the third reading of this bill.
It was interesting to listen to Mr O’Brien’s contribution,
because essentially his defence was that FOI legislation
could have operated better in the past, therefore those in
government are going to ignore their election
commitments and weaken freedom of information
legislation. I do not want to be too rough on
Mr O’Brien, because he and I worked at the same law
firm at different times. He must have learnt something
while he was there. I am sure that if he were to go and
have a considered look at the bill before the house —
—
Mr P. Davis interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — In case Mr Davis is wondering,
it was Mallesons. If Mr Davis has a look, he will find
that I worked at an interesting array of law firms in the
past.
The legislation before the house does not go anywhere
near delivering on the coalition’s original promises in
this area; it falls very far short of what those opposite
promised. We are supportive of the establishment of an
FOI commissioner and a parliamentary scrutiny
committee, but we do not support them if they are
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toothless tigers, which is what this bill seeks to make
them. Those opposite are establishing bodies with very
limited jurisdiction and with no real independence,
thereby entrenching further delays in the FOI system.
Mr Barber has already alluded to the fact that freedom
of information legislation was a very important historic
achievement — a legacy of past Labor governments —
that began with John Cain implementing the Freedom
of Information Act 1982. That was a significant piece
of legislation for this state. If we look at the coalition’s
record since that time, we see it is far from impressive.
The Kennett era in the 1990s brought with it all sorts of
tactics to tighten FOI legislation. It sought to broaden
the definition of exempt cabinet documents and
introduced a $20 application fee, and it required a
$170 fee for deemed refusals — that is, the payment of
a further $170 just for the privilege of having the
government delay responding to your FOI request. Let
us not forget that at one point those in government in
that time even threatened to scrap the freedom of
information act altogether.
When Labor first came to office it made key reforms to
the freedom of information legislation. The most recent
reforms were in 2007. We believe that freedom of
information is significant legislation. The coalition
went to the election with detailed commitments in this
area. It claimed in its policy document that:
Lack of scrutiny hinders good decisions and policies …

and:
Government without scrutiny is bad government.

Since that commitment was made we have had over a
year of the coalition in government breaking many
promises and backflipping on other promises. This is
just the latest one. My own experience of dealing with
freedom of information legislation relates to my attempt
to have the government release the KPMG report into
the Take a Break occasional child-care program. I
lodged my request in July 2011, and for seven months
my request, appeals and attempts to seek review were
knocked back. It was only when I lodged an appeal
with the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
and was about to make my public interest submission
that the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development, Minister Lovell, finally decided to
release the report. It is farcical that the only way we can
get access to documents and have FOI requests
responded to is by commencing legal proceedings
before VCAT.
In that case it was clear that in that case the Victorian
Government Solicitor’s Office had actually given
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advice to the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development to Minister Lovell that she
was going to lose the matter before VCAT. That is a
complete joke. The Age has reported that Don Coulson,
Mr Baillieu’s FOI adviser, has been closely involved in
decisions made by departmental FOI officers. He has
been able to effectively pluck to safety any politically
sensitive FOI requests. This shows that the government
is treating our freedom of information legislation with
absolute contempt. Under this bill the FOI
commissioner will have no jurisdiction over the
decisions of ministers and departmental heads, and
perhaps that is because those decisions are already
being taken by Mr Coulson. It is an absolute travesty
that that process has been centralised in the Premier’s
office.
On 11 December 2011 the editorial in the Sunday
Herald Sun called this bill ‘a joke’. I agree with that
assessment. The editorial went on to say:
The commissioner will have no jurisdiction over ministers or
their officers … The new commissioner will also be unable to
review refusals to provide access to cabinet documents. And
departmental secretaries will also be safe from the
commissioner’s powers.
…
The government should be ashamed of this disgraceful
legislation.

The government should be absolutely ashamed; this
legislation is a complete joke. There was a very detailed
coalition document, but time will not permit me to
quote extensively from it. There is a lot of talk about
sanctions, enforcing compliance, failures to comply and
so on and so forth, but what have we seen in this bill? It
is a complete joke. We have seen no carryover of the
coalition’s election commitments into the bill itself. The
fierce watchdog promised while it was in opposition is
looking more like a bouncy little puppy looking on in
earnest but tied firmly to the leash of the Baillieu
government. This is a complete disappointment. My
colleague Mr Pakula very capably set out in great detail
all the flaws in the bill, so I will not attempt to go
through all of that again. I put on the record my huge
disappointment with the backflips of the Baillieu
government to date, particularly in relation to this area.
What the government has delivered falls way short of
what it promised. It is extremely disappointing that we
have a bill that is ‘the harder to obtain information act’,
and it should be condemned.
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — It is a delight to
have the opportunity to make a brief contribution after
such an erudite speech from the government lead
speaker, Mr O’Brien, who made a very eloquent
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contribution which contrasted remarkably with the
paucity of the contribution from the opposition. I
studied with interest the arguments put by the two
opposition speakers and I listened carefully to
Mr Barber’s contribution. Given the hour and given that
we are going to have an extended committee stage, I
will succinctly put forward my point of view. I have
served in this place for a considerable time: in
opposition for nearly 11 years and also on the front
bench. I have been involved in seeking information
from government in all the various forms — by
questions without notice, questions on notice, through
motions seeking documents in the house and
involvement in a series of freedom of information
requests — and what I can say in this house is: talk
about pots calling kettles black!
The hypocrisy I have heard tonight from the opposition
is consistent with the view of the opposition when it
was in government, which was say one thing and do
another. Opposition members talk about freedom of
information requests. There was no freedom of
information then. As a shadow minister making FOI
requests, in the end I gave up because it was a waste of
time, a waste of money and a waste of resources
because the then government, now in opposition,
pointedly refused day after day to release documents. It
was a farce.
My education on FOI applications started as the
shadow minister responsible at the time for the energy
and natural resources portfolios when the great
transformation of environmental flows for the Snowy
River was being implemented. All we were seeking
was information on costs and data in relation to the
critical impacts of diverting water from irrigation and
the benefits to the environment. What a good-news
story there was to tell, but even then the minister
responsible, Candy Broad, was disinclined to allow that
information to be released, and I ended up having to go
to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. I
think we had three days at VCAT, and we employed
external consultants from Melbourne University to give
evidence. What was the net result? A lot of time
wasted, a lot of money invested and an absolute zero
result. In my consideration about taking VCAT’s
decision on appeal the issue was: was I ever going to
get a document? No. It was quite clear that the
government was going to fight me to the end because it
did not want to release any information.
I have an absolute conviction that the government has
proposed legislation in this place which, as a matter of
principle and as a statement of election policy, will
improve the transparency of FOI requests in this state.
Credit must be paid to former Premier John Cain for
introducing the initial freedom of information
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legislation in Victoria. However, I have to acknowledge
that there is no doubt that over time the worthy intent of
that initial legislation has been somewhat changed by
the partisanship in the way that FOI requests are
treated. There is absolutely no doubt about that. That
case cannot be denied, but this is a new beginning.
Ted Baillieu had a real commitment as Leader of the
Opposition, which was translated into a clear policy
statement. It may be that in its drafting the legislation is
not simply a mirror of the policy statement, because it is
impossible to articulate a policy statement in every fine
detail, but the principles which are substantially
contained in that policy document, which tonight I have
reviewed again, quite clearly are articulated in this bill.
It is my view that that policy commitment is transposed
into the detail of this bill. Importantly, we will see not
just a new regime of transparency in terms of the FOI
commissioner and the office of the commissioner but
also a regime imposed by the Parliament.
Members of this house will be able to sit in judgement
on the performance of the commissioner. As chairman
of a parliamentary oversight committee, I have to say:
let nobody in this house accuse me of being a creature
of the government. The task of the parliamentary
committees that have oversight roles is to ensure that
the parliamentary interests are protected, and members
of Parliament carry out that role with integrity. The
deputy chairman of my Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee and other members who serve on that
committee take that role and discharge it with great
obligation. In preparing the reports that they bring into
this house, they ensure that the questions they put to
departments are questions that seek information that is
important and relevant to proper scrutiny. I believe that
the members of the FOI committee will discharge that
duty of high responsibility in exactly the same way.
I do not believe that Mr Barber, in making the charge
that he did in relation to the oversight committee, was
anywhere near the mark. By his remarks he showed
contempt, in my view, for his peers in the Parliament.
Indeed the Greens have shown contempt for the
oversight processes of this Parliament by refusing to be
members of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee. I would say that Mr Barber has no basis on
which to make that criticism and in fact it diminishes
him and his own standing as a parliamentarian.
Mr Barber ought to think again because he may in fact
on reflection realise that participating in parliamentary
scrutiny ensures integrity in process.
In conclusion, Acting President, I know full well that
you better than most understand the FOI processes. In
your role in another life, as it were, you endeavoured to
be successful in the pursuit of documents and were
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extraordinarily unsuccessful on some occasions when
seeking documents from the previous government.
We all have a sense of frustration about this FOI
process, and I think we would all feel passionately that
in future it should work more seamlessly. I think that
the intent of the government needs to be understood
before judgement is made. The intent of the
government is clear. It is to make this act work more
effectively. If members do not like some of the details
of the bill, let us just suck it up and see how it goes and
make a judgement down the track. I urge members to
support the bill.
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Freedom of Information Amendment
(Freedom of Information Commissioner) Bill 2011. It is
a very important bill for an open and honest
government, but this government has already failed the
test, as we are all well aware from complaints by the
Ombudsman and others. Yet, as usual, the Baillieu
government is not acknowledging what is being said.
The opposition supports freedom of information, and
we support this bill even though we have serious
reservations, as we have about everything that this
government has brought before us. Indeed the
Ombudsman is investigating why this government is
bending over backwards to delay FOI requests. Given
its inaction in so many areas where leadership is
required, as the Herald Sun pointed out on the weekend
of 19 February, we all know the answer here. Members
opposite have no idea of what is going on. They cannot
control their own lack of skills, let alone the
government as a whole, and so they have no idea of
what is going on. They must keep you, Acting
President, and me in the dark to maintain that same
level of no knowledge across the state, ignorance being
their bliss.
This bill is very important, and the opposition is keen to
have the community made aware of what we are
debating. In stating that, I thank the Herald Sun for its
relentless pursuit of integrity based on an honest and
effective FOI environment — certainly not what the
Baillieu government has created in less than 18 months.
This bill establishes an FOI commissioner, but the
Parliament will have no say in his or her appointment.
That will be solely at the direction of the minister and
the Premier. That is very democratic indeed — by
coalition standards. This bill allows government
departments a longer time to not respond to FOI
requests. This is another example of where this state is
heading under the leadership of the Premier, as was
pointed out in the Herald Sun on 19 February.
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There will be a considerable degree of limitation on
what can be made accessible under FOI, and the
commissioner will be restricted from acting like the
Ombudsman and making his own investigations. In
short, whoever gets the job will get a great salary for
considerable public abuse about the lack of any real
action under FOI, but there will be no real level of work
because the office will be as toothless as a baby doll. I
feel sorry for the person who gets this job because they
will become very unhappy very quickly or they will try
to force the government to strengthen the legislation
and in so doing become one of the thousands of excess
public servants. Those who will be safe are those public
servants, those employees of this government, who will
act very slowly on any and all FOI requests. We often
talk about the rights of people, such as the right to be
heard, but the intention and the clear aim of this bill is
to give people no knowledge and thus no basis on
which to be heard.
In like manner, as Mr Noonan, the member for
Williamstown in the other place, declared, the
government sought to prevent members of the
opposition from being briefed on the bill. Why are
government members trying to prevent full and open
scrutiny of the bill? Why do they wish to keep the
commissioner powerless? Why do they want to keep
you and me in the dark? Could it be that after barely
18 months in the job they have sinister, dark secrets that
they cannot divulge on pain of death? Indeed members
of the opposition in the other house and in this chamber
have highlighted many examples where government
members have sought to prevent information becoming
public — and that number is growing day by day. For a
government already famous for doing little, members
opposite are doing a lot to prevent scrutiny,
transparency and open government.
I sincerely feel sorry for those members opposite who
are honest and decent and who would wish that their
government was not amassing a reputation as the most
secretive government in the history of Australian
politics. Both the Age and the Herald Sun have proven
much on this very matter, and I am certain that they will
look more deeply into what this government is trying to
hide and why. My concern is that the next target of the
government’s legislative arm could be to weaken the
whistleblower legislation so as to render it useless and
thus terrify those honest people who wish the truth
about this nothing government to be made public.
Unless this bill is amended significantly, I decline to
offer it support.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I am a bit
confused. We had Mr Pakula saying that he thought the
idea of an FOI commissioner was a great one but he
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was disappointed that the full opposition party room
could not get a briefing on the bill. We had
Ms Mikakos saying she thought it was a stupid idea.
Then we had Mr Barber saying it is all spin — and that
was from the master of spin himself.
I rise to speak on the Freedom of Information
Amendment (Freedom of Information Commissioner)
Bill 2011 — —
Hon. M. P. Pakula — We’ll talk about you
tomorrow.
Mr RAMSAY — Yes, we will hear more spin
tomorrow.
I congratulate Minister McIntosh and his office on the
work put into this bill. This bill has been introduced in
response to public disappointment and anger that for
11 years Labor failed to reform Victoria’s integrity
system and continued to wallow in a culture of secrecy,
stonewalling and inaction, even with evidence from
Ombudsman’s reports indicating delay, mishandling
and deceit.
I commend the Baillieu government on a reforming
piece of legislation that is one of the most significant
reforms to Victorian FOI law in 30 years, as mentioned
by my colleague Mr O’Brien. This is yet another
example of the commitment of the Baillieu government
to increase government transparency and accountability
to the public — in this case in relation to the FOI
process.
The Freedom of Information Amendment (Freedom of
Information Commissioner) Bill 2011 will amend the
Freedom of Information Act 1982 to establish an FOI
commissioner who will be appointed by the Governor
in Council. The commissioner will report to an
accountability and oversight committee, which will be a
joint parliamentary committee. The FOI commissioner
will be independent of the executive arm of government
and the commission will be supported by an
independent office. This is part of the coalition’s
commitment, and hopefully it will provide a
mechanism to formally resolve FOI disputes through
negotiation with applicants and relevant agencies.
The commissioner will also have the power to request
documents and submissions from the agency to assist in
the making of a decision in relation to a review. This
will provide a quicker resolution than we saw under a
Labor government, when over 1000 FOI requests sat in
the ether and had no determinations. Applicants and
agencies will retain and be afforded a pure right
through the Victorian Civil and Administrative
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Tribunal. Agencies will also be able to appeal a
decision of the FOI commissioner at VCAT.
The commissioner will be able to handle complaints in
relation to the administration of the act and delays
caused by ministers when processing FOI requests.
There are decisions by ministers to defer access to
documents and to release information about third
parties. This is a reform Labor would never have had
the courage to introduce.
The minister responsible for the FOI act may set
professional standards for the purposes of improving
the FOI culture and practices of agencies. These may
include assistance for applicants, reidentification of
documents, a consultation process and timely decision
making. This addresses many of the issues raised in the
Ombudsman’s 2006 report Review of the Freedom of
Information Act, which indicated that under the former
Labor government, decision-making processes were
open to manipulation, delays — including delays of
more than 20 days — and waiting by ministers’ offices.
There was a view that there were deliberate delays in
notifying applicants of decisions. That door is now
closed.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I move:
That the sitting be extended.

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr (Teller)

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 19
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Motion agreed to.

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms (Teller)
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr
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Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I was just
saying that the door is now closed, and I think that is an
appropriate time to finish. The coalition is opening a
new door of openness, transparency and accountability
of government. This bill is part of that process. The FOI
commissioner will be like a breath of fresh air for those
applicants seeking documents. We have at last moved
away from the spin and secrecy of the Brumby
government. We now have a government establishing
the role of an FOI commissioner who will help and
support applicants to receive appropriate
documentation. The commissioner will report to a joint
parliamentary committee and to the houses of
Parliament through an annual report. This report will
cover performance and the exercise of the FOI
commissioner’s powers and functions. I commend the
bill to the house.
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Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
The opposition will support Mr Barber’s motion, but it
should not be taken as read that we will support the
amendments that he would move if the instruction to
the committee motion were agreed to. As we have
indicated in debate on previous bills, it is our view that
the committee should at least have the opportunity to
consider Mr Barber’s amendments, and on that basis
we will support his motion.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank the
members for their contributions. This instruction is
unrelated to the issues dealt with in the Freedom of
Information Amendment (Freedom of Information
Commissioner) Bill 2011, and it would therefore be
inappropriate for the government to consider this
motion at this time. Accordingly, we will not be
supporting Mr Barber’s motion.

Read second time.

Motion negatived.

Instruction to committee

Committed.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
1984, the Australian Grands Prix Act 1994, the Firearms Act
1996, the Loy Yang B Act 1992, the Treasury Corporation of
Victoria Act 1992 and the Victorian Funds Management
Corporation Act 1994 to remove from those acts exemptions
from the Freedom of Information Act 1982.

Both the long title and clause 1(a)(ii) of the bill aim to
improve the operation of the Freedom of Information
Act 1982. The purpose of section 3 of the act is to
extend the right of the community to access information
that is in the possession of government. Removing the
blanket exemptions associated with entities, companies
or events like Alcoa, the grand prix, Loy Yang B, the
Treasury Corporation of Victoria and the Victorian
Funds Management Corporation is unambiguously
consistent with improving community access to
information and thereby improving the functioning of
the act, which this bill aims to do. These entities,
companies and events will still be able to claim the
other exemptions that exist under the act if a relevant
exemption applies, but this will remove their as-of-right
claim to secrecy with the state government. Over time
we have seen these sorts of spot amendments develop
for what were at the time particularly sensitive issues
that in many cases are just not sensitive anymore. It is
for that reason that I hope to move this instruction and
get the house to support it.

Committee
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I seek leave
to have Mr O’Brien join me at the table.
Leave granted.
Clause 1
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I have
been informed that the Department of Premier and
Cabinet has recently changed its management structures
and processes for FOI requests. Can the minister
provide details of how the act is now operating
compared to how it used to operate and the reason for
such changes?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The principal
officers of agencies are responsible for ensuring that
their agencies are compliant with the obligations of the
Freedom of Information Act 1982. The Secretary of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet is the relevant
principal officer of the department, and therefore how
she structures her department in order to comply with
the obligations of the Freedom of Information Act 1982
is ultimately a matter for her.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — How
much funding will the commissioner’s office be
provided over the forward estimates?

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AMENDMENT (FREEDOM OF INFORMATION COMMISSIONER) BILL 2011
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The 2011–12
budget allocated $7.9 million over four years to
establish the office of the FOI commissioner.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — In a
number of cases the FOI commissioner may have to
defend their decisions in VCAT (Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal). If the commission
determined to grant documents to me as an applicant,
for example, the department would be appealing against
its decision, and while for me to ensure that my rights
are upheld I guess I would have to join the action, the
action itself would be against the commissioner in
VCAT. How much money has been provided within
the budget the minister mentioned to enable the
commissioner to have the proper advice and expertise
available to them in order to wholeheartedly defend
their decisions that documents be released?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I
indicated, there is an allocation of $7.9 million over
four years. In terms of the specific question asked, the
FOI commissioner will be sufficiently equipped and
funded to perform their functions as provided under the
bill. The bill does not establish a process for the FOI
commissioner to take agencies to VCAT. The FOI
commissioner will make an independent decision on
reviews of agency decisions, and the FOI
commissioner’s decision can be appealed to VCAT by
either the applicant or the agency concerned. Under
new section 51(1), VCAT may ask the FOI
commissioner to assist the tribunal in conducting the
appeal of the FOI commissioner’s decision.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — In later
clauses, notably clause 24, we also see that the
commissioner can end up in the Supreme Court, and
that gets very expensive very fast. Will the related
expenses come out of the office’s annual appropriation,
or will special grants or other sources of funds be
accessed for that legal advice when effectively the
government’s very expensive legal team will be facing
up against the commissioner’s legal team?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I indicated
earlier, the FOI commissioner will be sufficiently
equipped and funded to perform their functions as set
out in the bill. How the FOI commissioner manages
their allocated funding, which as I indicated earlier is
$7.9 million over four years, in relation to specific
aspects of his or her functions will be a matter for the
commissioner.
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Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I would
be pretty confident that the government does not have a
line item that says ‘legal budget’. I would be pretty
confident that when the government decides to dig its
heels in it just makes a blank cheque available to fund
its legal team. What the minister has seemingly told me
is that the commissioner has a limited budget. If their
resources become exhausted and they run out of money
as a result of constantly defending decisions or dealing
with matters in the Supreme Court — and when we get
to clause 24 we will see the commissioner could very
likely end up there more than once; it will depend
entirely on the attitude of the government’s department
heads — then that is the end of it. The commissioner
will have run out of budget and will not be able to
defend their decisions anymore — and the minister is
telling me there is no other source of funds or special
appropriations they can access for the purposes of legal
fees. Unlike the minister’s department and all the other
government departments, this person will not be able to
shuffle money around from one function to another to
try to cover an unexpectedly large legal cost centre. Is it
clear there is no other special appropriation or source of
funds the commissioner will be able to draw upon to
defend their decisions apart from the budget they get
given in the state budget each year?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Again I
reiterate the statement I made before — that is, that
how the FOI commissioner manages their allocated
funding in relation to specific aspects of their functions
will be a matter for the commissioner.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I also
raised in the second-reading debate the question of the
cabinet register. This is a document that is apparently
required to be prepared under section 10 of the
principal act. Where is that information publicly
available? Where this register, which is required under
the act, is even located — if it is prepared — is
apparently a secret. That relates directly to a number of
the ways in which I might use this very legislation we
are debating.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank the
member for forewarning us in the debate. In relation to
section 10 of the principal act — and I note the
comments made by Mr Barber — it has not been the
practice of successive governments to publish cabinet
registers. This section of the FOI act is unrelated to the
amendments dealt with in this bill, and therefore it
would be inappropriate for the government to debate
the details of this provision at this time.
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Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I think it
is related, Minister. I think it is very much related,
because it relates to this office’s powers in relation to
cabinet documents. I understand, however, that the
minister has indicated he is not going to address that. I
presume the response would be the same if I asked the
minister about the so-called part II statements — this is
under section 7 of the act — under which departments
are meant to proactively disclose information. For any
department — and perhaps the minister could point this
out for me in relation to his own department — I cannot
find where those statements are to be found. I am
referring to the information that is proactively released
under the provisions of the FOI act.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Again, in
terms of the member’s question and statement, this
section of the FOI act is, as I said, unrelated to the
amendments dealt with in the Freedom of Information
Amendment (Freedom of Information Commissioner)
Bill 2011, and it would therefore be inappropriate for
the government to discuss the details of this provision
at this time. However, the type of information
contemplated by part II of the act is now generally
made available through accessible public information
sources, including each department’s annual report and
on departmental and other related websites. This online
presence is in line with whole-of-government standards
and guidelines for web-based publishing that can be
found at www.egov.vic.gov.au. Departments and
ministers provide the public with information about
their operations by regularly updating their publicly
accessible internet sites and tabling reports on an annual
basis.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 4 agreed to.
New clause A
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
1.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 4 —
‘A New section 5A inserted
After section 5 of the Principal Act insert —
“5A Government contracts to provide that Act
applies
(1) This section applies to a contract with a
business, commercial or financial undertaking
entered into by —
(a) a Minister, for and on behalf of the
Crown; or
(b) an agency.
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(2) The contract must provide that the contract is
a document that is subject to this Act.”.’

As I said in the second-reading debate, the aim here is
to ensure that a standard clause is inserted into all
government contracts with private entities, making it
very clear that the contract is subject to FOI. The words
‘commercial in confidence’ stamped all over things
seem to set up quite the wrong impression, especially
when there is a commercial-in-confidence exemption
within the act. It almost implies that the document has
been predetermined to be exempt when in fact it should
be predetermined that it be accessible.
This is not an original idea of mine; it is an idea that
former Premier Bracks and former deputy leader of the
opposition Mr Hulls thought up when they were
opposition members of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. They recommended it in a report
which was tabled after they won government in 1999.
This would be the opportunity for the Labor Party to
join with me and, after a long time, actually seek to
implement that promise.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
should indicate the position the opposition is going to
take on this amendment and in regard to the other
amendments that will be moved by Mr Barber.
Mr Barber effectively has two different categories of
amendments; he has a category of amendments that
deal with this bill and a category of amendments that
deal with the principal act. The opposition has made it
clear, both through the second-reading debate in the
other place and the second-reading debate here, that the
amendments we will be moving and the amendments
we will be supporting are those which relate to this bill.
We will be supporting the amendments that relate to
this bill because our principal objective is to hold the
government to its commitment in regard to the bill it is
introducing. That is not to say that there are not some
matters in the principal act that will ultimately need to
be dealt with.
Mr Barber — Do it now.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Barber says, ‘Do it
now’. I indicate to the house that the opposition will
form its view about the principal act and what changes,
if any, need to be made to the principal act at a time of
its choosing, not at a time of Mr Barber’s choosing. I
should say that if we do not support all of Mr Barber’s
amendments to the principal act tonight, that should not
be taken by anybody as a suggestion that we will not
countenance them in the future, sometime between now
and the next election.
Mr Barber — You promised this one in 1999!
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Mrs Peulich — So you are going to hold them to
account?
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich, as you
know, Mr Barber holds us all to account. That is his
role.
We will confine ourselves tonight to dealing with
amendments to this bill. Mr Barber will move a number
of amendments to this bill that the opposition will
support, but we will not support the amendments he
seeks to move to the principal act. Frankly that is
because we have not given proper consideration at this
point to all of the changes that might need to be made to
the principal act, including, for instance, the revocation
of application fees, which we sought to do in the
56th Parliament but were unable to do because of the
combined votes of the Liberal Party, The Nationals and
the Greens. The opposition will not be supporting the
amendments Mr Barber seeks to move to the principal
act. As this is one of them, we will not be supporting it.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank
Mr Barber and Mr Pakula for their contributions. This
amendment would require all government contracts
entered into by ministers on behalf of the Crown or
agencies to state that the contract is subject to the
Freedom of Information Act 1982. This amendment
will not affect the application of the FOI act to
government contracts or the application of exemptions
under the FOI act. To attract the operation of the FOI
act it is not necessary to state that a document is subject
to the FOI act. Contracts in the possession of agencies
are already subject to the FOI act and subject to
relevant exemptions or express exclusions, such as
those under the Australian Grands Prix Act 1994.
Further, this amendment is unrelated to the issues dealt
with in the Freedom of Information Amendment
(Freedom of Information Commissioner) Bill 2011, and
it would therefore be inappropriate for the government
to consider this amendment at this time.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — This is
one thing I can take issue with. The minister says it
would not influence the operation of the act. It
absolutely would, because as the minister is well
aware — the previous opposition fought pretty hard on
this issue — the question of commercial in confidence,
which is an exemption under the act in relation to
certain decision-making criteria, has been widened and
widened. The previous opposition went to court and
fought extremely hard to get copies of business cases
put together by NVIRP (Northern Victoria Irrigation
Renewal Project) and had to bust through the
supposition that has built up over time in VCAT that if
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something might affect someone’s commercial
prospects, it can be made exempt. The requirement to
put this in each and every government contract would
reverse that onus and make it very hard for a third party
to come in and appeal a government’s decision to
release such a document, because at the time they
signed the contract they would have seen the words in
there. That is why it is very important, but I understand
the government is not going to be supporting any
amendments.
New clause negatived.
Clause 5 agreed to.
Clause 6
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Pakula
is to move his amendment 1, which proposes to include
decisions of ministers on certain FOI matters in the
category of decisions that may be reviewed by the FOI
commissioner. This amendment is a complete test of
many of his subsequent amendments and a partial test
of certain following amendments which relate to
current exemptions for decisions of ministers and
principal officers of agencies. Mr Pakula’s
amendment 11 is his first amendment dealing with
principal officers, which he may choose to move
regardless of whether his amendment 1 is passed. The
subsequent amendments are either fully or partly tested
by amendment 1. These are amendments 7 to 10, 13 to
20, 22 to 24, 26 to 29, 31, 33, 34, 36 to 42, 45 to 47, 50
to 56, 58 to 74, 76, 77, 87 and 88.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
We will dispose of a fair whack of the amendments in
the next few minutes. In moving this first amendment I
should indicate this is actually a very small amendment.
In new section 6C(1)(b), in the middle of page 4 of the
bill, it adds the words ‘or Ministers’, so that it reads:
to conduct reviews of decisions by agencies or Ministers …

Obviously it is only because this is the first time within
the bill that the matter comes up that this amendment is
being moved in this way. It is part of the much more
substantive reform that we are seeking, which is an
amendment to give effect to the government’s
commitment that all FOI decisions would be within the
purview of the FOI commissioner. Fundamentally in
order to do that we need to change in various places
throughout the bill what the government has said about
both ministers and principal officers of agencies. As I
say, this is the first place where this comes up.
I should indicate while I am on my feet that there have
been a number of interjections across the chamber
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about how the opposition will never live it down if it
opposes the third reading of this bill. Let me say to
those who are interjecting — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Let me say this to
Mrs Peulich: this position is not a surprise. We have
said this publicly, we have said it in the other place and
we say it in here. Let me be very clear about why we
say it. No-one can dispute that there are significant
increases in the time that will be taken for matters to be
dealt with under this bill. There will be significant
increased cost. In order to make any of that worthwhile
you need an FOI commissioner who fundamentally has
the ability to improve the situation in other regards
when it comes to FOI.
But when you have an FOI commissioner who has no
authority at all to deal with the decisions that are made
in ministers’ offices — and the number of decisions
that are being made in ministers’ offices has grown
exponentially since this government came to power —
when you have an FOI commissioner who cannot deal
with a matter if a secretary of a department withdraws
his or her delegation to an FOI officer and makes the
decision himself or herself because it might be a
particularly sensitive matter, and when you have an FOI
commissioner who has nothing to say about matters
which the government declares are cabinet in
confidence, in those circumstances for the government
to parade around and pretend that somehow it has made
some quantum improvement in access through FOI is
frankly a charade that the opposition will not participate
in. As we have said, an FOI commissioner who had
some teeth and an FOI commissioner who improved
the functioning of the FOI system would be a
commissioner worth supporting.
Mrs Peulich — So an all-party committee is just not
good enough.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mrs Peulich talks about
the all-party committee. All that the all-party committee
is there to do is to be an overseer of the
commissioner — a government-run overseer of the
commissioner.
Despite the fact that we in the opposition have
88 amendments tonight, all of which I expect the
government to oppose, and despite the fact that there
are something like a dozen substantive improvements
that we are seeking, all of which the government is
likely to oppose, the government says — and I think
Mr Philip Davis put it most bluntly — ‘Suck it up and
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support it’. The opposition is not prepared to do that in
the event that none of those improvements is supported.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I know what would
happen if we did: every time we had an issue with the
way the government treated FOI, every time we had an
issue with the fact that the FOI commissioner could not
deal with various matters raised by the opposition, the
government’s response would be, ‘Well, you voted for
it’. That is what Mrs Peulich would say.
In these circumstances, before I formally move the
amendment I have a very simple question for the
minister which I think will inform the discussion from
here on in. Given that the government’s commitment
was to have an FOI commissioner who would have
responsibility for all FOI, a commitment that said —
and I do not want to go back to the government’s
policy — the commissioner would take responsibility
for all first-stage reviews of FOI requests in Victoria,
my question is very simply: why does the FOI
commissioner not have that power over decisions made
by ministers or their officers?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — It is always
good to correct the record. We have to be careful
because what has been quoted is not what the policy
states. The Victorian Liberal Nationals Coalition Plan
for Freedom of Information says:
A Liberal-Nationals coalition government will:
…
Legislate to give the FOI commissioner responsibility for all
first-stage (or internal) reviews of FOI requests which are
currently conducted by departmental staff.

Hon. M. P. Pakula — What about the next page?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — In terms of the
internal review I think it is important to go to the
principal act, which says under the heading ‘Internal
review’ in section 51 on page 70 — and this is what is
in our policy:
(1) Where a decision has been made, in relation to a request
to an agency, otherwise than by the responsible Minister
or principal officer of the agency (not being a decision
on a review under this section), the applicant may,
within 28 days … access to a document …

et cetera. The FOI commissioner bill replaces existing
procedures for internal review with an external review
process to be undertaken by the FOI commissioner.
This essentially means that this is the most significant
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change to Victoria’s freedom of information laws since
their introduction 30 years ago. Clause 6 inserts new
parts IA and IB into the FOI act. Part IA relates to the
establishment of the FOI commissioner, and part IB
relates to the development of professional standards. I
inform Mr Pakula that the government does not support
his argument or his amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! It might
help the debate if Mr Pakula formally moved his
amendment, because that way I can allow members to
discuss it when discussing clause 6.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
formally move:
1.

Clause 6, line 16, after “agencies” insert “or Ministers”.

I would just ask the minister one question. He referred
to page 5 of the coalition’s policy, but he assiduously
avoided page 6. I ask the minister if he denies that at
page 6 the policy that he just quoted from says:
… the Liberal-Nationals coalition’s independent FOI
commissioner will take responsibility for all first-stage
reviews of FOI requests in Victoria.

Does he deny that it says that?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I think it is
important to again reflect back on the policy position,
which is on page 5, and that is to:
Legislate to give the FOI commissioner responsibility for all
first-stage (or internal) reviews of FOI requests which are
currently conducted by departmental staff.

The first-stage review is the internal review as outlined
in the policy. We went to the election with this policy,
and we are committed to establishing Victoria’s first
independent FOI commissioner. As I said, this is the
most significant change to the FOI laws since their
introduction almost 30 years ago. We will not be
supporting Mr Pakula’s amendment.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will be supporting Mr Pakula’s amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 18
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr (Teller)

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr (Teller)
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
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Mikakos, Ms

Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Elsbury, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Darveniza, Ms

Hall, Mr

Pair
Amendment negatived.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
2.

Clause 6, page 5, line 33, omit “not exceeding” and
insert “not less than”.

I want to speak very briefly to the amendment. We
make the simple point that a reasonable period of tenure
is essential for a person with a position such as this to
exercise an appropriate degree of independence from
government. We do not believe it is appropriate to have
a provision which says that the commissioner should be
appointed for a term not exceeding five years because
that could be one or two years. You would then have a
person dependent on government for reappointment.
The bill has made clear that the commissioner can be
reappointed. We do not want to see a situation where
someone gets a 12-month term and needs to in effect
prove his or her bona fides in order to be reappointed
after that. You can never make things perfect unless
you appoint someone as a judge with tenure till the
statutory retirement age. We are not proposing that, but
we are proposing that it would be more appropriate for
the FOI commissioner to be appointed for a term of not
less than five years rather than for a term not exceeding
five years.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this amendment. It is not clear what
is independent about the independent commissioner. In
addition to the government getting to choose how long
it appoints them for, the office has been established as
an administrative office under the Public
Administration Act 2004. The government can create
or abolish one of those any time it wants. The
government has not gone to the full extent of creating
an office by statute. The government has invested some
powers in an office, but at the end of the day it is an
administrative office. It is the same as the way the
previous government turned around and created the
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Victorian Bushfire Reconstruction and Recovery
Authority. The government just signed a piece of paper
saying, ‘There it is. We have created it’. I am not in a
position to create enough amendments to create the
office by statute — the way the Auditor-General or the
Ombudsman has their own stand-alone legislation —
but I think Mr Pakula’s amendment is quite a
reasonable request.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — This
amendment would require the FOI commissioner to be
appointed for a term of not less than five years. The
government does not consider that the independence of
the FOI commissioner would be compromised in
circumstances where the tenure of the FOI
commissioner is less than five years. An appointment
for a period not exceeding five years provides
flexibility to the Governor in Council in appointing an
FOI commissioner.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
By ‘flexibility to the Governor in Council’ what the
minister really means is flexibility to the government.
Amendment negatived.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
3.

Clause 6, page 7, line 28, after “resolution” insert
“passed by an absolute majority”.

This provision is again about making an imperfect
situation better but not perfect. This is about the
provision which provides for the way that the FOI
commissioner can be removed from office. At the
moment the bill provides that each house of Parliament
can simply declare by resolution that the commissioner
ought to be removed from office. There are a number of
ways in which the opposition could have sought to
amend this. For instance, we could have suggested that
it required a two-thirds majority of both houses, which
would have provided that at least the government and
the opposition would have to concur. In these
circumstances we have decided not to go that far and
are simply suggesting what we believe is a very
reasonable amendment, that at least there should be an
absolute majority of both chambers before this
independent FOI commissioner can be removed.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — This relates
to new section 6H provided for in the bill, in terms of
suspension and removal from office. This new
section 6H sets out how the FOI commissioner can be
suspended or removed from office, and the process for
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the suspension or removal of the FOI commissioner is
consistent with the process for other bodies such as the
Ombudsman and the Auditor-General. The amendment
would require the FOI commissioner to be removed
from office by the Governor in Council only if each
house of Parliament declares by resolution, passed by
an absolute majority, that the commissioner ought to be
removed from office. As I said, these removal
provisions of similar office-holders — the privacy
commissioner and the Ombudsman as well — are not
consistent with the amendments proposed, nor are they
consistent with the removal provisions relating to IBAC
(Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption
Commission). The government does not consider the
amendment to be necessary or appropriate.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this amendment.
Amendment negatived.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
4.

Clause 6, page 10, line 3, omit “Minister” and insert
“Freedom of Information Commissioner”.

This is a test for amendment 5. There can be no
question about the wording of the Liberal-Nationals
coalition pre-election policy with regard to this matter.
On page 7 it says very clearly:
The FOI commissioner will also be provided with powers to
impose sanctions and enforce compliance with the act. For
the first time in Victoria, the FOI commissioner will be
charged with developing and enforcing professional standards
for all FOI officers in government departments and agencies.

The bill states that the minister may develop
professional standards, and goes on. Our amendment is
a simple one. We want to remove the reference to the
minister and insert reference to the freedom of
information commissioner, as promised by the
government in its pre-election policy document.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this amendment.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The
government believes that the minister responsible for
the FOI act is best placed to set the appropriate
professional standards and to recommend the making of
regulations to prescribe these standards. The FOI
commissioner will be responsible for monitoring
compliance with prescribed professional standards.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — It
is all well and good that that is what the government
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believes, but that is not what the government promised.
The government’s promise could not be clearer.
Mr Dalla-Riva says now that the appropriate role for
the commissioner will be to monitor them. The
commitment, very clearly, was:
… the FOI commissioner will be charged with developing
and enforcing professional standards for all FOI officers in
government departments and agencies.

There can be no lack of clarity about that commitment
and there can be no pretence by the minister that in any
way the bill acquits that commitment. So my question
to the minister is: why has the government changed its
mind?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I said, the
government believes that the minister responsible for
the FOI act will be best placed to set the appropriate
professional standards and to recommend the making of
the regulations that prescribe the standards. That is the
government’s position.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Pakula,
then I will come to Mr Barber.
Mr Barber — I actually had an answer to
Mr Pakula’s question. I will come back to it.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
am looking forward to hearing it, but I ask the minister
at this stage, given that he now says the government
believes that what is in the bill is what is appropriate,
and given that the minister has not sought to contest the
assertion I have made, which is that its election policy
said something quite different, will he at least concede
that this is a broken promise?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I
indicated, the FOI commissioner will be responsible for
monitoring compliance with the prescribed professional
standards, and the government believes that the
minister responsible will be best placed to set the
appropriate professional standards.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
answer is, for the benefit of Mr Pakula: this stuff looks
pretty good when you are in opposition, when you are
bashing up against these walls every day, but it takes
guts to implement when it is a standard that is applied
to you, and this government does not have them.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 18
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms (Teller)

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
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Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Pulford, Ms (Teller)
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Darveniza, Ms

Hall, Mr

Pair
Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 7 to 10 agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I will call
on Mr Barber to move his amendment 2, which
proposes to insert new clause B into the bill after
clause 10. This new clause deals with the exemption
from FOI for cabinet documents that currently exists in
section 28 of the principal act, the Freedom of
Information Act 1982. To this extent Mr Barber’s new
clause partly overlaps with some of Mr Pakula’s
subsequent amendments but not entirely, because
Mr Pakula’s amendments also deal with section 29A of
the principal act. Mr Pakula will deal with this issue in
clause 11 and should therefore be able to test his
proposition regardless of whether or not Mr Barber’s
new clause is passed.
New clause B
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
2.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 10 —
“B Cabinet documents
Section 28(4), (5) and (6) of the Principal Act are
repealed.”.

Deputy President, you summarised very well the intent
of my amendment. Why do we not support conclusive
certificates, because where they relate to cabinet
documents it should be open to a party affected by this
section to have it reviewed as to whether or not in fact a
document is a cabinet document. Because of the
number of different opportunities that are created for
departments and others to game the system through this
bill, this becomes a particularly pernicious clause.
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Just recently in relation to the Ombudsman Act 1973
and in relation to a different matter, this government
pulled out the conclusive certificate hammer and used it
to refuse the Ombudsman access to the secret Deloitte
report into myki. It is my understanding from my
research that that is the first time a conclusive certificate
has ever been issued under the Ombudsman Act 1973.

such a certificate. Without putting words in
Mr Pakula’s mouth, the government’s position is that
this amendment is also unrelated to the issues dealt with
in the Freedom of Information Amendment (Freedom
of Information Commissioner) Bill 2011, and it would
therefore be inappropriate for the government to
consider this amendment at this time.

For the reasons I stated, we do not believe that a power
to write a conclusive certificate over a cabinet
document should exist here either. People may think it
is very simple to determine what is a cabinet document,
but in fact a large amount of the contestation in some
high-profile cases has been about exactly what is a
cabinet document. It is a definition that at various times
has been widened by Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal decisions, but in the case of the
Baillieu opposition it was successful in some cases in
again narrowing the provision. This simply sets up a
power, where there exists a power, that by signing a
piece of paper it can no longer be reviewed as to
whether or not a matter is a cabinet document, and we
seek to have that power removed.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) —
However, I could be pretty sure that at one time or
another the minister has made an FOI request himself
seeking a document that might have been alleged to
have been a cabinet document — and had it refused. I
could be pretty sure that the minister would not have
been happy if he had received a conclusive certificate
just at the moment when he was seeking to obtain that
document. It is up to him to tell me if that is not the
case.

Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Let me just restate the position that I put earlier and that
I believe Mr Barber understands well, which is that in
the consideration of this bill the opposition will not be
considering or supporting amendments to the principal
act. Let me restate that that is not a reflection of a view
that we have taken about the substance of Mr Barber’s
amendment, but, as I have indicated, the opposition is
giving close consideration to what elements of the
principal act need to be altered. We will do that in our
own time, and tonight we are confining ourselves to
consideration of the bill before the house and the
amendments to it that we believe are required in order
to ensure that it conforms with the government’s
commitments.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank
members for their contributions. This amendment
would repeal subsections (4), (5) and (6) of section 28
of the Freedom of Information Act 1982 to remove the
power of the Secretary of the Department of Premier
and Cabinet (DPC) to issue certificates that
conclusively establish that a document is exempt under
section 28 of the FOI act as a cabinet document. The
decision to issue a conclusive certificate is not
reviewable by the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal.
Given the significance and sensitivity of cabinet
records, it is appropriate that the secretary of DPC, as
the custodian of such records, have the ability to issue

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I said, the
government’s position is that this amendment is
unrelated to the issues dealt with in the Freedom of
Information Amendment (Freedom of Information
Commissioner) Bill 2011, and the government’s
position is that it would be inappropriate to consider
this amendment at this time.
New clause negatived.
Clause 11
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I think
Mr Pakula is inviting the committee to oppose
clause 11.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
We are all trying to keep track of the running sheet at
the moment. Clause 11 is a provision that substitutes
‘Freedom of Information Commissioner’ for
‘Ombudsman’ in sections 28(5) and 29A(3) of the
principal act. I am trying to follow this myself, but it is
my understanding that the effect of clause 11 being
opposed is that this will test a range of my subsequent
amendments with regard to cabinet-in-confidence
documents and national security documents.
We strongly desire that the FOI commissioner have
jurisdiction over documents that the government claims
are cabinet-in-confidence or national security
documents. In the debate about whether or not
ministers’ offices should be included, Mr Dalla-Riva
made great play of page 5 of the coalition policy, which
talked about first-stage refusal by departments, even
though on page 6 of the policy document it said quite
clearly that it would be all first-stage FOI reviews. But
there is nothing in the government’s pre-election policy
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which suggests that the freedom of information
commissioner will have jurisdiction over first-stage
reviews other than where cabinet in confidence or
national security is claimed.
We are not suggesting that documents which might
have some cabinet confidentiality or indeed national
security implications should be exposed for the world
to see, but we are suggesting that the FOI commissioner
ought to be able to determine whether that claim of
exemption is valid or not. I seek an explanation from
the minister as to why claims of cabinet in confidence
or claims of national security cannot be examined and
tested by the FOI commissioner.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I should
provide some clarity to Mr Barber on something that I
did not read from the running sheet that might help in
this discussion, and I apologise for not reading it earlier.
Clause 11 is a consequential amendment that the
government is required to make for sections 28 and
29A of the Freedom of Information Act 1982.
However, in some of his subsequent amendments
Mr Pakula is seeking to repeal the exemptions that
relate to sections 28 and 29A, which are the exemptions
from review of FOI decisions of cabinet-related
documents and documents affecting national security,
defence or international relations. Therefore,
Mr Pakula’s opposition to this clause is a test for
amendments 12, 30, 35, 43, 44, 57, 78, 79 and 82 to 84.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I support
this amendment.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — This
amendment would remove clause 11 from the bill, as it
says. This would mean that sections 28(5) and 29A(3)
of the FOI act would continue to refer to the
Ombudsman. These sections currently provide that the
Ombudsman cannot conduct an investigation in respect
of conclusive certificates. The government’s view is
that this amendment is inappropriate given that the
Ombudsman will no longer be investigating matters in
relation to FOI. Mr Pakula is referring to the
amendment to clause 13. That is where we are at with
clause 11 — —
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
think we are somewhat the victim of the order in which
the bill is structured. Mr Dalla-Riva is technically
correct. Nevertheless, the opposition’s attempt to
remove clause 11 would be the consequence of later
amendments that the opposition might move being
passed — in other words, those amendments that would
reverse the decision of the government to, in this bill,
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have an exemption for documents that are cabinet in
confidence or national security. Whilst it might make
more sense to deal with some of those later
amendments first, because of the way the bill is
structured this comes first.
What I would invite the minister to do is perhaps
address the substantive issue, which is whether or not
the FOI commissioner has responsibility for or the
ability to deal with documents where cabinet in
confidence or national security et cetera are claimed, on
the understanding that, as you have indicated, Deputy
President, this is a test for a range of other amendments
that deal with the same matter.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank
Mr Pakula for explaining. I have the answer. In terms
of the question Mr Pakula raised, there is an overriding
public interest in exempting cabinet and national
security documents. Section 28 of the principal act has
long provided that cabinet documents are exempt from
release. Section 29A has long provided that documents
affecting national security, defence or international
relations are exempt from release. Applicants will,
however, continue to be able to apply to VCAT for
review of decisions relating to cabinet and national
security documents. This amendment would expand the
FOI commissioner’s review function to include
conducting reviews in respect of decisions claiming
cabinet or national security exemptions.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister. We appreciate the longstanding
situation in regard to cabinet in confidence or claims of
exemption for national security. We are not contesting
that. What we are suggesting is that when the
government claims cabinet in confidence or national
security as reason for exemption the FOI commissioner
should be able to test the veracity of those claims in the
same way that the FOI commissioner can test the
veracity of a claim that something is an internal
working document or that it would be against the public
interest for a document to be released. The government
explains why cabinet in confidence is important, but
what the government has not explained is why the FOI
commissioner, rather than VCAT, cannot have any role
in determining whether the claim is a valid one.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I understand
Mr Pakula’s position. The position of the government,
however, is that applicants will continue to be able to
apply to VCAT for review of decisions relating to
cabinet and national security documents. That will be
the government’s position on this.
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“C Section 30 repealed
Section 30 of the Principal Act is repealed.”.

Ayes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
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Drum, Mr
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Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs (Teller)
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 18
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Broad, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Pair
Hall, Mr

Darveniza, Ms

Clause agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Before
progressing, I point out that we have been through
two-and-a-half pages of a running sheet with another
five or six pages to go. I am assuming that means we
have a considerable amount of debate and discussion to
go.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
We have a bit to go, but it is not as daunting as the
running sheet would suggest. There will be few further
divisions.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I have
two amendments, and I need not speak for more than
2 minutes on each one. I do not have the intention of
calling for a division, assuming both sides are willing to
declare their positions for the record.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Is 15 to
20 minutes enough?
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Probably.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Members
can resume their seats, and we will continue.
New clause C
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
4.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 11—

As I said in my second-reading contribution, the
internal working documents exemption within the FOI
principal act is the most abused section of the act. It can
mean almost anything that the FOI officer wants it to
mean, and it is not at all clear to me why in this day and
age that should be secret anyway. The internal
workings of government and the matters that a minister
might have or might not have considered in coming to a
decision are in fact grist for the mill. It tends to be the
exemption clause that the FOI officer reaches for when
they cannot conceivably make any other exemption
clause work. It is the catch-all. Mr Dalla-Riva, the
minister at the table, would be well aware of this,
because he has made many FOI requests; he would
know how often this provision is used and abused.
Mr Pakula in his 14 months in Siberia is probably
starting to get a sense of the same thing. For that reason
it would be a timely modernisation of the act to remove
this clause. It would be no great loss and possibly be to
the benefit, as outlined in the words of former Premier
John Cain, of the functioning of our democracy.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Given Mr Barber has indicated that he wants parties to
express a view, the opposition has already expressed its
view about amendments moved by him which seek to
amend the principal act rather than the bill before the
house. Our view on this matter is the same as it was on
those previous amendments.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — This
amendment would repeal section 30 of the FOI act,
which is commonly known as the internal working
documents exemption. It would mean that agencies and
ministers would not be able to rely on specific
exemptions to exempt material that contains sensitive
advice to ministers.
New clause negatived.
Clause 12 agreed to.
Clause 13
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Pakula’s amendment 11 to clause 13 is his first
amendment referring to the principal officer, which
overlaps with the principle of reviewing decisions of
the minister in many other tested amendments. As was
explained when Mr Pakula was moving amendment 1,
it is therefore better for Mr Pakula to move
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amendment 11 before determining whether
amendments 7 to 10 need to be moved.

principal officers of agencies can be appealed directly
to VCAT, as is currently the case.

Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:

Amendment negatived.

11. Clause 13, lines 28 to 30, omit all words and expressions
on these lines.

I will briefly express why we are moving this
amendment and ask the minister to respond when he
indicates whether the government will support the
amendment. If the answer is that it will not, I would ask
him to indicate why not. Very simply, we do not
understand why the decisions of principal officers of
agencies should not be subject to the jurisdiction of the
FOI commissioner.
As the minister knows, FOI officers and departments
act on a delegation from the secretary of the
department. In those circumstances having a provision
like this leaves the system open to a form of abuse
whereby if a matter is particularly delicate or
controversial, a secretary could withdraw a delegation,
make a determination himself or herself and thereby
oust the FOI commissioner from the jurisdiction. It is
quite rare for the principal officer of an agency rather
than the designated FOI officer to make these decisions,
and in those circumstances the opposition would ask
the government to support the amendment and would
also ask the government to explain why the provision is
as it is in the bill.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — It is not
currently possible under the FOI act to internally review
decisions of ministers or principal officers of agencies.
The FOI commissioner bill replaces existing procedures
for internal review with an external review process to
be undertaken by the FOI commissioner. Therefore it is
not appropriate that decisions of ministers and principal
officers of agencies be appealed directly to VCAT, as is
currently the case.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I am not
100 per cent sure that is right. When a principal officer
makes a decision where there is a need for an internal
review of that decision, they delegate, if you like,
downwards to a different decision-maker who then
undertakes an internal review. The Greens are
supporting the ALP’s amendment, and I think the
minister, in arguing his case for the proposition, is not
quite correct.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The advice I
have from the department is that matters relating to the

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I call on
Mr Pakula to move his amendment 21, which relates to
time periods for the FOI commissioner to do an initial
review of an FOI decision.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
21. Clause 13, page 18, line 1, omit “30” and insert “14”.

Very simply, at the moment under the act internal
reviews need to be conducted within 14 days. The FOI
commissioner bill gives the commissioner 30 days.
That already adds more than two weeks to the process,
and that is before you consider the fact that if the
commissioner finds that documents should be released,
the agency has a further 60 days to consider that
decision. In those circumstances we think the current
time frame of 14 days, which is the time frame for
internal review, is appropriate and should be reflected
in the time frame allowed for the FOI commissioner.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I
understand the logic of Mr Pakula’s amendment. The
Greens have just a practical objection to this. I totally
understand that Mr Pakula is attempting to mirror the
current internal time line, which is 14 days. However,
now that that decision will be shifted to the
commissioner, he will be in a different situation. His
resources will be limited, and he will have large
numbers of applications to deal with. He may want to
intervene in other ways, including asking the
department to reconsider; assessing whether the
decision was properly made; looking at other, related
issues, including whether the original decision-maker
did a thorough and diligent search; and possibly in
parallel dealing with complaints and other matters that
an applicant has raised.
Much as I would like it to be a situation where the
commissioner could deal with an application in
14 days, I think often he will not be able to do so. I do
not want to add delays to the process either. I was very
clear about that in my earlier contribution. However,
the vast majority of the delays are in the other parts of
the process, and the vast majority of improvements to
be made are to the other parts of the process. My
experience is that I am almost always appealing to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal because
the government has not made any kind of decision at
all, much less one on which I could apply for an
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internal review. I think that in many ways these
provisions will be redundant.

agency to adequately reconsider its decision, and the
government will not be supporting the amendment.

On balance, while I understand Mr Pakula’s concerns, I
am coming down on the other side of that line and not
supporting this amendment.

Amendment negatived.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank
Mr Pakula and Mr Barber. Of course, as was indicated
by Mr Barber, the 30-day time period will allow the
FOI commissioner sufficient time to assist the parties to
resolve the dispute informally and to conduct a review
of the agency’s decision if necessary. As was pointed
out, the commissioner may require up to 30 days to
assess a review. This is due to his or her independence
from agencies and the fact that they are removed from
the agency. If this amendment were agreed to, the
applicants would have the right to appeal to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal if the FOI
commissioner did not complete the review in 14 days.
The government considers it would be difficult for the
FOI commissioner to comply with a 14-day time
period, given the important work they will undertake.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! We are on
clause 13 and I am going to call on Mr Pakula to move
his amendment 32, which relates to time periods for a
further review by the FOI commissioner, and which is
also a test for his amendment 81.

Amendment negatived.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
25. Clause 13, page 18, line 25, omit “45” and insert “28”.

Much along the same line, by the time we get to this
provision we will already have had the initial 45-day
period and, as has now been confirmed by the
committee, another 30 days for the FOI commissioner
to review that. The bill provides that if at the end of that
period the FOI commissioner sends the matter back to
an agency for a fresh decision, the agency has another
45 days. We think that that adds just too much delay to
the system and that a period of a further 28 days for the
agency to make a fresh decision is ample.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I agree,
and the Greens will be supporting Mr Pakula’s
amendment.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — This
amendment would decrease from 45 days to 28 days
the time as indicated that the agency has to make a
fresh decision following a review by the FOI
commissioner. New section 49L currently provides that
the FOI commissioner may refer a decision back to the
agency for reconsideration and the agency will have
45 days in which to reconsider the decision. That
45 days is an appropriate length of time to allow the

Sitting suspended 11.46 p.m. until 12.01 a.m.

Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
32. Clause 13, page 19, line 24, omit “30” and insert “14”.

We have to keep track of all these time lines. You have
had your initial 45 days and then another 30-day period,
which is a total of 75 days by this point, and then in the
circumstance where the agency makes another decision
and the applicant does not agree with it, the FOI
commissioner has to recommence the review on the
basis of the fresh decision, and another 30 days is
provided. We are saying that, given there has already
been a substantial period of time, a further 30 days is an
unnecessarily long period of time and a more
appropriate period would be 14 days, again bearing in
mind that at this point we have already had a 45-day
period and a 30-day period. I take on board Mr Barber’s
comments in regard to the earlier amendment that was
moved. This is a further period on top of that, and we
are saying that in those circumstances another 30 days
is more than is necessary.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I agree.
No matter how many different decisions these
decision-makers might be making, fundamentally they
are still in relation to the same set of documents. By this
point in the exercise they should be fairly familiar with
what they want to release and what they want to
contest. I can tell you from experience that they do not
act like that. I have had a number of experiences now
where after extended periods documents have been
handed over to me at the courthouse steps —
metaphorically, not literally; the night before my court
hearing. I am very confident that departments will
simply exploit this as a further turn around the garden
and will be forced to seriously confront what they want
to release and what they want to contest in VCAT only
at the moment they are forced to. Further time in the
process will not serve anyone, and therefore we will
support Mr Pakula’s amendment.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The
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government sees this amendment as a consequential
amendment. It reflects amendments that would reduce
the required period for the FOI commissioner to
conduct a review from 30 days to 14 days. The
government believes that a 30-day period will allow the
FOI commissioner sufficient time to assist parties to
informally resolve the dispute and conduct a review of
the agency’s decision if necessary.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
simply make the point that this is one of the principal
reasons the opposition says that without the support of a
number of our amendments we have difficulty —
which we have expressed — supporting the bill as it
currently stands. The level of delay that is now going to
be built into the process is taking the period of 100 days
out to 150 days. The government might say anything
about the process in the past, but in the past there was a
45-day period followed by a 14-day period. This
provision will entrench in the act periods that could —
depending on the conduct of parties — extend well past
100 days. The delays that have been built into the
process could be considered reasonable only in an
environment where an FOI commissioner with real
teeth has been created.
From the opposition’s point of view it is unfortunate in
the extreme that a confluence of events is created by
this bill — that is, there is an enormous exacerbation of
delay coupled with an FOI commissioner without any
real teeth dealing with a whole range of matters that
will cause controversy between applicants and the
government. We persist with our amendment.
Amendment negatived.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I call on
Mr Pakula to move amendment 48, which relates to the
time period for the release of documents after a fresh
decision. This amendment is a test of his amendments
49 and 75.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
48. Clause 13, page 23, line 5, omit “60” and insert “28”.

In our minds this provision is the most insidious of the
delays that are built into the process. We should remind
ourselves again of the process that is in legislation at the
moment with regard to internal reviews: after an initial
45-day period, if an applicant is not satisfied, there is
then a 14-day internal review period. After that if the
department deems that documents should be released,
they are released. Under this provision there is a 45-day
period followed by a 30-day period in which the FOI
commissioner can review a decision. That 30-day
period has been confirmed by the committee. At the

997

end of that 30-day period if the commissioner orders
the release of documents, the department then has
60 days to consider that decision. Under the current act
this process has 59 days attached to it; now under this
bill the process will have up to 135 days attached to it,
which includes that 60-day period.
At the end of that 60-day period — and the agency
might wait until day 60 — the agency can decide to
appeal the decision of the FOI commissioner and take
the commissioner’s decision to VCAT. We think that
entire process is wholly unreasonable. In the
circumstances we move an amendment which says that
once the commissioner has made a decision,
departments should be able to consider that decision
and decide whether to release documents or appeal the
decision in a period of 28 days. We think that is ample
time; the department will have four weeks to consider
the commissioner’s decision. Notwithstanding our
misgivings about the process itself, 28 days is far more
reasonable than 60, given that at that point the process
has already been running for 75 days.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens support this amendment.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The
amendment would mean that the decision of the FOI
commissioner requiring an agency to release a
document would take effect 28 days after the notice of
decision is given. The bill currently provides for
60 days. The time limits will allow all affected parties
procedural fairness to determine whether a further
appeal is necessary to uphold their rights. This includes
applicants and third parties.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Let me say that it would be the intention of the
opposition to divide on this clause. We think this is
fundamental to the operation of the act. We think it is
wholly unconscionable for the government, under the
cloak of an FOI commissioner’s bill, to surreptitiously
use the creation of the office of the FOI commissioner
to effectively extend the period for responding to FOI
applicants from 59 days to 135 days. The government
could have implemented its FOI commissioner without
entrenching this additional delay in the process. We
will divide on this clause. Let me say again, this is a
deal breaker for the opposition. If this amendment is not
supported, we cannot support this bill on the third
reading.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — May I remind
members that the time limits will allow the affected
parties procedural fairness, as I indicated before. In any
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event, the delays under these significant, historic
reforms will not be longer than the delays under
Labor’s legacy of secrecy.

Amendment negatived.

Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
was not going to get up again, but when he talks about
‘Labor’s legacy of secrecy’ Mr Dalla-Riva invites me
to remind him that there is an insidious and unworthy
new chapter in secrecy that is being implemented by
this government — that is, the practice that has been
commonplace in the last 15 months for FOI decisions
from across government, whether they are applications
made to ministers, applications made to departments or
applications made to agencies, to find their way to a
desk in the Premier’s private office for vetting before
they are released. What makes that even worse is that
this bill formalises the fact that once those matters are
sucked into the private office of the Premier, this
much-vaunted new FOI commissioner has no role
whatsoever.

New clause D

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I remind the
chamber that this bill gives effect to the coalition
government’s election commitment to create Victoria’s
first independent FOI commissioner. This is the most
significant change to Victoria’s freedom of information
laws since their introduction almost 30 years ago. When
we consider what Victorians experienced under the
11 years of the previous government, these time limits
are appropriate.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 18
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Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
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Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
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Finn, Mr (Teller)
Guy, Mr (Teller)
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Darveniza, Ms

Hall, Mr

Pair

Clause agreed to; clauses 14 and 15 agreed to.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
5.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 15 —
“D Applications for review
Section 50(5) of the Principal Act is repealed.”.

This section of the principal act says:
(5) Where a certificate has been given in respect of a
document under section 28(4), the powers of the
Tribunal do not extend to reviewing the decision to give
the certificate and shall be limited to determining
whether a document has been properly classified as an
exempt document within the meaning of section 28.

I have already outlined our problems with the concept
of conclusive certificates.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
The opposition’s position on this amendment is the
same as for all of Mr Barber’s other amendments which
have sought to amend the principal act, which is that we
are not supporting it.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — It is always
good to see Mr Pakula occasionally showing his legal
background.
Hon. M. P. Pakula — There is so much I could say,
Richard.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — There is much more
I could say too, but we love work. Section 50(5) of the
principal act prohibits VCAT from conducting reviews
of decisions to issue conclusive certificates. This
section will no longer be necessary if the right to issue
conclusive certificates for cabinet documents is
removed. This amendment removes section 50(5) of the
FOI act. This is a technical amendment which reflects
the fact that the amendments remove the right of the
Secretary of the Department of Premier and Cabinet to
issue conclusive certificates for cabinet documents. We
will not be supporting Mr Barber’s amendment.
New clause negatived.
Clauses 16 and 17 agreed to.
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Clause 18
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Pakula’s amendments 1 and 11 have tested the
amendments related to this clause, so I will put the
clause.
Clause agreed to; clause 19 agreed to.
Clause 20
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Pakula’s amendments 1 and 11, which did not pass,
were tests for his amendment 77 — I think that was
relevant to this clause.
Clause agreed to; clauses 21 to 23 agreed to.
Clause 24
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
80. Clause 24, page 39, line 1, omit “less” and insert
“more”.

It seems that the finish line is in sight. This is a very
simple amendment. It is about the power to compel a
prescribed agency to produce documents. The bill
contains a provision which says the production notice
must state the documents to be produced, whether the
original of a document is to be produced and must
provide that the time be not less than 14 days. A ‘not
less’ provision means that the time could be any period
beyond 14 days. It could be 14 days, 28 days, 30 days,
45 days or 60 days, and we think the period should be
not more than 14 days. That is the purpose of the
amendment.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this amendment.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Clause 24
provides the FOI commissioner with the ability to
handle complaints. The amendment relates to the FOI
commissioner’s power to compel production of
documents from an agency. In order to compel an
agency to produce documents the FOI commissioner
must do so by way of a production notice. The
amendment will change the amount of time an agency
would have to respond to a production notice to a
period that is not less than 14 days rather than a period
that must be more than 14 days. It is considered that not
less than 14 days is an appropriate time frame under
which the FOI commissioner may seek to compel
documents from an agency.
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Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Can I just ask the minister: why in that situation would
the bill not provide a minimum and a maximum rather
than just 14 days or more? Would it not be appropriate
to have a provision which at least sets some parameters
for how long it must take for an agency to provide those
documents?
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — Can I just
add to and perhaps clarify that question? When the
commissioner, who has the power to compel these
documents, does so, does the commissioner have the
power to send a notice and set a time limit on the
agency for providing him or her with the documents? In
other words, is the intent of this provision that the
commissioner can compel documents within a certain
period that the commissioner determines but that the
commissioner cannot make that period less than
14 days?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — It is in the
FOI commissioner’s interests to seek productions
promptly in order to resolve complaints. It is considered
by the government that not less than 14 days is an
appropriate time frame in which the FOI commissioner
may seek to compel documents from an agency.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 25
to 29 agreed to.
Clause 30
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Pakula
to move his amendment 85, which is a test for his more
substantive amendment 86 which seeks to require the
commissioner to report on efforts to hinder or frustrate
the spirit and intention of the act. I invite Mr Pakula to
discuss both his amendment 85 and the more
substantive amendment 86.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
85. Clause 30, page 49, line 23, omit “Act.” and insert
“Act;”.

In order to understand this amendment you need to read
the entire new section 64, to be substituted by
clause 30, entitled ‘Reporting by the freedom of
information commissioner’. It provides some
reasonably prescriptive criteria the commissioner needs
to follow in terms of tabling a report. The report must
contain the number of requests made to each agency
and minister, the number of decisions where an
applicant was not entitled, the name and designation of
each officer and agency et cetera. The report must then
go through the number of applications to the tribunal
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under section 50, the decision of the tribunal and the
details of any order made et cetera. But new section 64
then goes on to talk about charges collected by each
agency and minister under the act. It asks the
commissioner to report on whether an agency or a
minister has provided a reading room and whether
administering the act has caused any difficulty for the
agency or the minister in regard to staffing and costs,
which obviously invites ministers and agencies to
complain about how costly and time consuming FOI is.
Then, in a quite Orwellian move, subsection (2)(m)
requires the commissioner to report on ‘any other facts
that indicate an effort by the agency or minister to
administer and implement the spirit and intention of this
act’.
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Clause 30 of the bill sets out the matters that the
commissioner must report on; however, the list is not
exhaustive, and the FOI commissioner may include
other matters in his or her report. Accordingly, we will
not be supporting Mr Pakula’s amendments.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
ask the minister: why must the commissioner report on
incidents of the minister or the agency behaving
appropriately in an environment where the
commissioner does not have to equally report on
instances of the minister or the agency behaving
inappropriately in relation to FOI? I would have
thought that if you were going to leave to the discretion
of the commissioner the reporting of matters of
hindrance or frustration, would it not also be
appropriate to leave to the discretion of the
commissioner questions of whether or not the minister
has done the right thing?

That is fine as far as it goes, but the opposition’s
contention is that if you are going to require the
commissioner to report on circumstances that reflect on
ministers and agencies in a positive light, if you are
going to require the commissioner to say when a
minister or an agency has behaved appropriately, then it
is equally appropriate to require the commissioner to
report on circumstances in which an agency or minister
has behaved inappropriately in regard to the conduct of
FOI applications.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I have
indicated, clause 30 of the bill sets out the matters the
commissioner must report on; however, as I have said,
the list is not exhaustive and the FOI commissioner
may include other matters in his or her report.

Therefore we would seek to move our amendment 86,
being the substantive amendment, that says effectively
that as well as requiring the commissioner to report on
‘facts that indicate an effort by the agency or minister to
administer and implement the spirit and intention of this
act’ the commissioner should also report on facts that
indicate an effort by an agency or minister to hinder or
frustrate the spirit or intention of the act. I suspect that
that report would be far more voluminous than the
reporting that is required under the bill as it currently
stands.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I am not
as concerned as Mr Pakula is that somehow this report
could turn into a glossy cover-up for the government. I
suspect that the contents of the report will represent a
litany of descriptions of attempts to obstruct the
provisions of the act. Even the matters covered by
subsections (2)(b), (2)(d) and (2)(e) of new section 64
demonstrate quite clearly that agencies are acting totally
contrary to the spirit of the act, so I am not sure that
Mr Pakula’s amendment is strictly necessary. However,
to be safe I will vote for it anyway.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — In terms of
Mr Pakula’s amendment 85, this is a minor technical
amendment which reflects his amendment 86, which is
below it. Amendment 86 would require the FOI
commissioner to include in his or her annual report any
other facts that indicate an effort by an agency or
minister to hinder or frustrate the spirit and intention of
the FOI act. The bill already requires the FOI
commissioner to include in his or her annual report
details of any recommendations made in the course of
the commissioner’s complaints-handling function. This
could include recommendations in relation to
complaints arising out of attempts to hinder or frustrate
the spirit or intention of the FOI act.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Just reflecting
on advice in relation to the bill, new section 64(2)(m)
on page 49 says, in terms of the reporting by the
freedom of information commissioner, that:
(m) any other facts that indicate an effort by the agency or
Minister to administer and implement the spirit and
intention of this Act.

As I indicated before, the list is not exhaustive and the
FOI commissioner may include other matters. The
government’s view is that it adequately covers the
issue, and accordingly we will not support Mr Pakula’s
amendment.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 31
to 42 agreed to.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AMENDMENT (FREEDOM OF INFORMATION COMMISSIONER) BILL 2011
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

Clause 43
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I invite
Mr Barber to deal with clause 43. My advice to
Mr Barber is that this is also a test of clause 47. Clauses
43 and 47 are linked. If you were to oppose clause 43,
you would need to oppose clause 47, because clause 47
deals with clause 43 of the bill.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I invite
the committee to vote against this clause. The purpose
of this exercise is to maintain the jurisdiction of the
Ombudsman. In a number of important ways the
jurisdiction of the Ombudsman has not been fully
replaced by the jurisdiction of the commissioner. We
have real concerns about that and have not been
successful in prosecuting those concerns with other
amendments, including some that Mr Pakula moved.
For that reason we are seeking to maintain the
Ombudsman’s jurisdiction.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
The opposition supports Mr Barber’s view that the
committee should vote against the clause.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Mr Barber
has invited the committee to vote against clause 43.
This clause of the bill clarifies the proposed role of the
Ombudsman. The effect of the removal of this clause
would be to ensure that both the FOI commissioner and
the Ombudsman have joint responsibility for the
oversight of the FOI act. This is not considered
appropriate because it may result in jurisdictional
confusion, duplication of the performance of functions
and wastage of public funds. The need to vote against
clause 47 is consequential upon the committee voting
against clause 43. Accordingly the government will not
be voting against the clauses.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
government has not exactly put it up in lights that this
new commissioner has fewer powers than the old
Ombudsman, at least in relation to complaints and a
number of other matters that we raised as we went
along. That is the reason for my invitation to the
committee to vote against these clauses: we are seeking
to preserve those powers.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Barber
has invited the committee to delete clause 43. I remind
the committee again that this also has consequences for
clause 47. The question will be that clause 43 stand part
of the bill.
Clause agreed to; clauses 44 to 48 agreed to.
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Clause 49
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
8.

Clause 49, page 60, line 15, omit ‘1982.”‘ and insert
“1982.”.

The viscera of these particular amendments is that the
majority of members of the Accountability and
Oversight Committee must not be members of the party
or parties forming the government. That is to ensure
that the Accountability and Oversight Committee is
independent of the government of the day. A bit earlier
during the debate Mr Philip Davis, who chairs the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, came in
here and lambasted me for not being on PAEC; perhaps
he is missing my company. The previous government
lambasted me for not being on the environment
references committee. I am pretty sure I would be
accused of not caring enough about people if I was not
on the social matters committee, but I love youse all,
the earth and everybody on it.
However, and importantly for this amendment, if
Mr Davis read through some of the historical reports of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, at least
to the extent that I have, he would find a report that
refers to the independent officers of the Parliament,
which at that time were considered to be the
Ombudsman, the Victorian Electoral Commissioner
and the Auditor-General. We are creating new ones all
the time now. That report recommended particular
arrangements for the offices of those office-holders,
how they were to be structured and how they would
report to the Parliament. Mr Davis might draw some
inspiration from that report to support these
amendments, because if accountability and oversight
through the Accountability and Oversight Committee is
actually controlled by the government that the
committee is meant to be holding to account and
overseeing, you might as well change the name right
now to the doublespeak committee. The alternative is to
support my amendments.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Labor will support these amendments.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Mr Barber’s
amendment would amend clause 49 of the bill to
provide that the majority of members — that is, more
than half of the members — of the Accountability and
Oversight Committee must not be members of the party
which has formed government and that the chair of the
committee also must not be a member of the
government party. The amendment would mean that
the composition of the Accountability and Oversight
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Committee was inconsistent with other joint house
committees established under the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003. The government considers this
inappropriate and will not support the amendment.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 50
to 53 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 23
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Guy, Mr
Hartland, Ms

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 15
Broad, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr (Teller)
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pakula, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Pair
Hall, Mr

Darveniza, Ms

Question agreed to.
Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Employment: regional and rural Victoria
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — The
matter I raise tonight is for the attention of the Minister
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for Regional and Rural Development, Peter Ryan. The
Baillieu government said more than nine months ago as
part of its jobs plan that it would convene a business
jobs round table, and more than nine months passed
before this round table was convened. I draw the
attention of the house to an article which appeared on
the Age online on 17 February, which reported:
After being one of the stronger states over the past decade,
Victoria is now clearly the epicentre of job losses, losing
about 1000 full-time jobs a week …

The round table was called — after nine months. In
those nine months jobs were going, and in those nine
months there was a lot of talk. I am seeking from the
Deputy Premier some actions. The first is that if it is to
be convened, someone from regional Victoria is to be
invited to sit at the round table. We on this side of the
house remember a previous Premier describing regional
Victoria as the toenails of the state. I would have hoped
the Minister for Regional and Rural Development
would at least have brought someone from regional
Victoria along to his round table.
I also note — and I am talking of jobs, and I ask the
minister to consider this — that when at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee the Minister for
Innovation, Services and Small Business, Ms Asher,
was asked if she was responsible for financial services,
she said it was Mr Dalla-Riva. When Mr Dalla-Riva
was asked if he was responsible for financial services,
he said Ms Asher was. The issue that we have here is
financial services are 9 per cent of the state and yet
members of this government point fingers at one
another to say who is responsible for the sector.
The Premier just led a super trade mission to India, and
I wish the mission well. I wish it to bring jobs, but the
matter I am raising for the Minister for Regional and
Rural Development is that perhaps he could
contemplate a super jobs mission to go to places like
Shepparton, where jobs have gone; to go to places like
Geelong, where jobs are going; to go to places like
Simpson, where jobs are going; to go to places like the
Latrobe Valley, where jobs are going; to go to Ballarat,
Bendigo and Portland. All these towns have lost jobs
under Mr Ryan’s watch.
The action I am seeking from the Minister for Regional
and Rural Development is for him to bring regional
Victoria to the table and to take a super jobs mission
out to the regional centres of Victoria. While he is at it,
he might just stray through the suburbs, including those
in the Premier’s electorate, where financial services
jobs are being shed daily, and he might take some
action. That is what I am seeking: that he bring regional
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businesses to the round table so they can have an
important input to save the jobs of regional Victorians.

Regional Rail Link Authority: West Footscray
footbridges
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment is for Mr Mulder, the Minister for Public
Transport. Less than a kilometre from my Seddon
office there are two pedestrian and bicycle footbridges
known as the Rising Sun bridge and the West
Footscray station bridge. I actually use the West
Footscray station bridge to walk from my home to my
office. The Regional Rail Link Authority intends to
demolish both these footbridges. Their loss will result
in a kilometre-long stretch of residential area with no
north–south crossing to link Seddon and Footscray.
Again the Regional Rail Link Authority did not bother
to tell the residents, so I had to do so. This resulted in
73 letters from local residents, which I intend to hand to
the minister. I will let some of those local voices tell the
story and read a few extracts:
The bridge is a vital link between Seddon and West
Footscray. It services day care centres, libraries, parks, car
repair yards, the scout hall and numerous other services.
Please don’t make it harder to get to child care.
Such a disgrace to demolish access routes to local facilities
and further inhibit the elderly.
Relocation of pedestrian access to [near] a dangerous
intersection … is an accident waiting to happen with the
extent of trucks and B-doubles using this route.
We use this bridge to take the children to day care at the
Bulldogs with the pram. If the footbridge over the station is
not replaced, this journey would need to be made by car.
All this will do is encourage people to drive, not walk.
I have two little boys that attend Bulldogs child care. We
walk from our home. The boys love walking across the bridge
and watching all the trains. Please don’t get rid of the bridge.
Demolishing the cycle footbridge will push more cyclists
onto Geelong Road which is extremely dangerous.
I use the footbridge to go to work in Barkly Street daily.
I use the Rising Sun bridge daily for my morning run with my
dog to Seddon. Every time I am on the bridge I meet someone
going the opposite way — this is a key link for the
community of Footscray.
Obviously an idea from someone not living in the area.
I ride with my son over this bridge to get to school. To lose it
will really make our trip longer and less safe.
My daughter is starting child care this year and a short walk
will now be a car trip with everyone else in the morning.
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We frequently use both bridges to access and connect with
friends and shops in Seddon.

I hope the minister is able to hear these voices of local
residents. If the Regional Rail Link Authority can
engineer a massive rail project, surely it can work out
how to adapt a simple footbridge. The action I ask of
the minister is that he retains a pedestrian and cycling
link in the same approximate locality as the Rising Sun
bridge.

Respite care: Southern Metropolitan Region
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for Minister Mary
Wooldridge, the Minister for Community Services, and
I was pleased to learn that the minister’s department,
the Department of Human Services, has invited
agencies for people with disabilities to apply for
funding for respite. It is my understanding that these
applications are to be innovative and to reflect some of
the problems and challenges being faced within the
community.
I have visited many organisations in Southern
Metropolitan Region, and one of the things I hear
frequently is this plea from parents, ‘What can be done
with our children during school holidays?’. These days,
when often both parents in a family work, it is difficult
to find care for children who do not have complex
needs, but it is particularly challenging to find
appropriate respite care for children with complex
needs. That is why I was particularly pleased to hear
that the minister had called for submissions for funding
for innovative respite care.
As I said, school holidays are a major problem for
parents trying to make sure that there are appropriate
safety nets and supports in place for their children with
complex needs. The minister has allocated $41 million
to fulfil an election commitment to fund of innovative
accommodation and respite packages, and this is
exceedingly welcome. The action I seek is for the
minister to consider expanding respite services in
Southern Metropolitan Region, especially during school
holidays.

Housing: Horsham North community house
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — Last
Wednesday I had the pleasure of meeting with
community members in Horsham North to discuss
some issues of concern to them. The Horsham North
community engagement project enjoyed bipartisan
support for a number of years; indeed the member for
Lowan in the other place, Mr Hugh Delahunty, now the
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Minister for Sport and Recreation, was a strong
advocate for it when he was an opposition MP.
In 2008 the Brumby government announced funding of
$1.8 million for public and social housing residents in
Horsham, including a number of initiatives to support
the Horsham North community engagement project.
Initiatives included improvements to 44 homes,
establishment of new bedroom units and employment
or training opportunities. These initiatives sought to
provide residents with greater opportunities to engage
in education, employment, training or community life,
and many of them were delivered in partnership with
Horsham Rural City Council and Horsham North
residents — —
Hon. D. M. Davis interjected.
Ms PULFORD — Yes, it is, sorry; the late hour has
made me tardy in mentioning that my matter is for the
Minister for Housing.
The region is now experiencing something of a public
housing crisis. Over the last six months there has been a
19.6 per cent increase in the number of families on the
early housing waiting list. The early housing waiting
list represents those with the greatest housing need in
our community — people who are homeless or at risk
of again becoming homeless. Just last week the minister
took to ABC radio to assure the community that new
dwellings were being acquired and that this problem
was being addressed. For now I will take that assurance
at face value; I look forward to improvement in the next
reporting period.
What the residents of Horsham North need the
minister to urgently address is the need for a
community house for their ongoing community
engagement work. Since its election the Baillieu
government has not continued to support Labor’s A
Fairer Victoria initiative, but accommodation for the
community of Horsham North is still worthy of
government support. A house had been made available
and was perfect for the purpose, but that building is no
longer available. I am told that there is room in the
existing buildings at Oaklands Court in Alexandra
Avenue and that another alternative may be found by
utilising vacant land at 12–14 Forsyth Avenue. I call
on the minister to investigate options for a building or
rooms for Horsham North residents to use while they
continue their important work in and for the wellbeing
of their community.
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Respite care: Western Metropolitan Region
Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening — or rather, this
morning — is for the Minister for Community Services,
the Honourable Mary Wooldridge. There is much love,
laughter and joy in families. When one family member
is dealing with a disability, the family really needs to
come together and work as a team to ensure that
person’s quality of life. This can be exhausting,
especially over a sustained period of time. The matter I
raise with the minister is to do with respite services for
families with a child living with a severe disability.
Just on the weekend I attended a fundraising dinner for
one of the respite services in my region out in the
western suburbs. We heard stories from different
families about how they try to cope with the issues
surrounding their children’s disabilities. They said that
at times it gets quite tough and you just need that little
bit of a break. In fact there was one story which touched
all our hearts about a 10-year-old girl who was very
excited that her parents had organised for respite to
occur on the day of her 10th birthday. She was actually
able to have a slumber party at her house with her
friends — the first slumber party she had ever been able
to have. Her brother was able to use the respite service,
which meant that her friends could have their party and
he would not be upset by them being in the house
when, on his terms, they should not be. She was able to
enjoy that day.
There will be many times in the coming weeks, when
school holidays are up and running, when respite
services will be required, whether it is for a family
outing, a slumber party or any number of different
occasions that require some additional care to be given
to a loved one. I ask that the minister act to develop
further respite services for families with young
children, especially during school holidays, because it
will assist families in continuing to provide the support
and love that they give to children who are dealing with
severe disabilities. It will also ensure quality of life for
all members of their families, especially during the
school holiday period.

Schools: Modern Greek language programs
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — My
matter is for the Minister for Education. I wish to
express concern about the Baillieu government’s
decision not to include Modern Greek as one of the
seven languages chosen for the 18-month trial of the
content and language integrated learning program.
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I welcome any proposal to strengthen the teaching of
languages other than English in our schools. The
previous Labor government had embarked upon the
Victorian languages strategy to do exactly that. It had
considered ideas around immersion teaching, which
teaches mainstream subjects such as maths and science
in a second language. It also looked at the possible
sharing of teachers and resources through local clusters.
Both of these ideas have been taken up in this trial. If
maths and science were taught in Greek, students
would have the benefit of learning that words such as
algebra, Pythagoras, hypothesis and chemistry are
Greek words.
The Greek community ran a hugely successful
campaign for the inclusion of Modern Greek in the
national school curriculum as a language of significant
cultural, social and economic importance to Australia.
The Brumby Labor government backed its inclusion,
and this was subsequently supported by the Gillard
federal government.
This is an issue of particular significance to my
electorate. According to the Australian Bureau of
Statistics 2006 census there remains a significantly
higher proportion of residents in my electorate who
speak Greek at home — 4.7 per cent — than across
metropolitan Melbourne as a whole. But I recognise
that this is also an issue of importance to other parts of
Melbourne — in particular areas with very significant
Greek communities, such as that in Oakleigh.
The retention rate for the Greek language amongst
younger generations is one of the highest of any
community language in Victoria. However, there has
been a long-term historic decline in the Greek language
being taught in Victorian government schools. It was
very discouraging when in 2010 Wales Street Primary
School in Thornbury decided to discontinue its Greek
program, and many parents were rightly disappointed.
It would have meant that there would no longer have
been a feeder primary school for the Greek program
offered by nearby Thornbury High School. After
months of lobbying by parents and support from the
member for Northcote in the Assembly and me, the
former Minister for Education, Bronwyn Pike,
recognised its importance and stepped up to the mark to
provide additional funding for the Modern Greek
language program at that school.
I am aware that Fairfield Primary School, also in my
electorate, has recently dropped its Greek language
program, which I am concerned about. I believe that if
Modern Greek were taught as part of this trial of cluster
arrangements, it would have the potential to solve the
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problem at Fairfield Primary School, as well as at other
schools.
I query whether there was community consultation in
the determination of the languages that have been
selected. What consultation, if any, has occurred with
Victorian schools? I call on the Minister for Education
to include Modern Greek in the trial of the content and
language integrated learning program.

Gas: Terang supply
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Regional and Rural Development. It is in relation to the
extension of natural gas to Terang in western Victoria.
Prior to the last state election the member for Polwarth
in the Legislative Assembly, Mr Mulder, who is now
the Minister for Public Transport, promised the delivery
of natural gas to the township of Terang — one of
12 towns that would be fast-tracked to allow councils to
move swiftly on the project.
In May 2011 Mr Mulder posed for a photograph in the
Warrnambool Standard with long-time Terang resident
and former Corangamite shire councillor Jim O’Brien,
who had been campaigning tirelessly for several
decades for natural gas connections in Terang. In the
article Mr Mulder explained that Terang would be
fast-tracked for natural gas extension. However,
recently a letter to the editor appeared in a local Terang
newspaper, and I think it is worth quoting from it. It is
from Jim O’Brien, who says:
Has this gas project been dropped by our government in its
quest to save money? In November I rang the Melbourne
office of our local member Terry Mulder, MP, to inquire as to
what is happening to the connection of natural gas into
Terang. I was informed Mr Mulder was not available and an
answer to my query would be within five days.
I still have not received the call. I then wrote to Mr Mulder
again with the question, ‘What is happening with gas
connections to Terang?’. Again, I received no reply.
In mid-January I wrote to Peter Ryan, MP, Deputy Premier,
Minister for Regional and Rural Development, with the same
question, ‘What is happening to the gas line connection into
Terang?’
As yet, I have received no reply.

What I am seeking this evening is that the minister
inform me, inform the people of Terang and of course
inform Jim O’Brien about when this government will
honour its commitment to extend natural gas to Terang
and when exactly the project will be completed.
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Water: northern Victoria supply
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Premier. It
concerns water supplied by Grampians Wimmera
Mallee Water through the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline to
10 towns in northern Victoria, including Beulah, Brim,
Donald, Jung, Lalbert, Minyip, Rupanyup, Ultima,
Woomelang and Wycheproof. Since the floods in
January 2011 these towns have experienced major
water quality problems in relation to partially treated
water supplied through the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
and consequently have been required to boil their water.
Portable water tanks have provided some alternative
drinking water supplies for residents.
Yesterday, following more than 12 months of
inconvenience for residents, the Minister for Health
declared in the Government Gazette that water supplied
by Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water to these towns
is now regulated water according to the Safe Drinking
Water Act 2003. This actually means that the water
does not meet Australian drinking water standards and
is unsuitable for human consumption. The purpose of
the declaration is to prevent the public from mistaking
the water supply for drinking water.
Residents have been advised of the declaration by
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water and have also been
informed that Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water is
considering options to upgrade the water supply so
residents receive water that meets Australian drinking
water standards in the future. One option identified by
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water is the installation
of water treatment plants to treat all water supplied by
the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline to towns at an estimated
cost of $80 million and increased water charges for
residents.
I remind the Premier of his promise to ease the cost of
living for Victorians. The action I seek from the
Premier is that he explain to residents what the
Liberal-Nationals government is going to do to make
sure these towns are supplied with water that is fit for
human consumption and to ensure that they are not
burdened with costs they cannot afford.

Dental services: city of Maroondah
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health, and it
is in regard to public dental chairs in the area of
Maroondah and funding towards those chairs. Eastern
Access Community Health (EACH) has been operating
three dental chairs in the Maroondah area for a number
of years. It has managed to push those chairs to the
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point where their efficiency equates to the usage of five
dental chairs.
For the last five years or so EACH has been making a
loss of about $100 000 on those chairs, but it has
subsidised that through other activities. The EACH
board has not been happy about this, but it has accepted
that providing these chairs is an important thing to do
and that this service runs at that particular loss.
The new agreement that the minister’s department, the
Department of Health, has put on the table for EACH
proposes a net reduction of funding compared to last
year for the operation of these three chairs, which
actually operate at an efficiency equivalent to five
chairs. The reduction of funding in the new agreement
is equivalent to $164 000. That means EACH and its
board are in a situation where they need to make a
decision about whether they are prepared to run these
three dental chairs at a loss of over $250 000. EACH
has decided that it cannot agree to this, so what it is left
with is that either it runs the chairs as if they are two
chairs or it takes the funding that it has and asks Knox
and Yarra Valley to operate the equivalent of two chairs
in their areas.
During the pre-election period there was a lot of
rhetoric about fixing problems. I believe this is a
problem that this government has created by cutting
funding to the Department of Health, so the action I am
seeking from the minister is that he fix this problem and
not leave Maroondah in a situation where there will be
no public dental chairs.

Responses
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — A
series of adjournment matters have been raised tonight.
One is from Mr Lenders for the attention of the Deputy
Premier in his capacity as Minister for Rural and
Regional Development. The truth of the matter is that
the member sought about four or five different actions
that went on and on, and it was difficult to divine which
one he put most weight on. However, I assure the
member of the Deputy Premier’s high level of
commitment, and indeed the commitment of the
government overall, to the business round table and its
focus on jobs both in metropolitan Melbourne and in
rural and regional Victoria. I will pass this matter on to
the Deputy Premier for his attention, but I want assure
the member of that strong commitment to employment.
Ms Hartland raised a matter for the Minister for Public
Transport, Mr Mulder, concerning a pedestrian bridge
in West Footscray that is being impacted upon. I do not
fully understand the detail of this matter, but I will pass
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it on to the minister. As I understand it, the Regional
Rail Link Authority has made a number of decisions. I
know much of the decision making around regional rail
was done by the last government, but I will pass that in
good faith to the Minister for Public Transport.
I note the adjournment matter from a member for
Southern Metropolitan Region, Mrs Coote, for the
attention of the Minister for Community Services,
Ms Wooldridge. It concerns advertising and an
approach by the Department of Human Services
concerning respite care for those with complex needs
assistance, including in school holidays and other times,
particularly in Southern Metropolitan Region. I
understand the points made by Mrs Coote, and I will
pass the details of that onto Minister Wooldridge.
A member for Western Victoria Region, Ms Pulford,
raised a matter for the Minister for Housing regarding a
community engagement program and the desire for a
community house in Horsham north. I will pass that on
to the Minister for Housing.
A member for Western Metropolitan Region,
Mr Elsbury, raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Community Services, Ms Wooldridge,
concerning disability. Family members, particularly in
the western suburbs, have a need for greater respite
services for children with severe disabilities. He gave a
number of examples, including a 10-year-old girl who
had had support through a respite program. I can
understand the importance of these programs and his
longstanding commitment to these matters. He seeks
assistance from the minister to develop further respite
programs in the western region of the city, and I will
pass that matter on to the minister.
Ms Mikakos, a member for Northern Metropolitan
Region, raised a matter for the Minister for Education,
Mr Dixon, concerning modern Greek and the
importance of languages other than English being
taught in schools. In particular she talked about
immersion programs, local clusters and the trial that is
being undertaken at the moment by the government. I
am not familiar with all the details, but it is an
important program. I noted the point she made about
the long-term decline in the numbers of students
undertaking modern Greek and heard some of the
examples of specific schools to which she pointed. She
also made a point about Oakleigh. I understand the
importance of the Greek community in Oakleigh, it
being part of my electorate. I would certainly support
Ms Mikakos in recognising the importance of language
education in general, and I will pass that on to the
Minister for Education.

1007

Ms Tierney, a member for Western Victoria Region,
raised a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Regional and Rural Development, Mr Ryan,
concerning the national gas extension, particularly to
Terang. The gas extension program is a very important
one because of its economic significance. The ability to
support industry and jobs is critical. I am not familiar
with the details of the government’s schedule on that,
but I will certainly pass the matter on to the relevant
minister. I note that in the last period of government
there was a commitment to extend natural gas. Many of
the commitments to extend natural gas were not
completed during the last term of government, but I
have no doubt that the Minister for Regional and Rural
Development has this as a significant focus for this
term of government, and I will certainly pass the details
on to him.
Ms Broad, a member for Northern Victoria Region,
raised a matter for the attention of the Premier
concerning 10 towns where water quality has become a
problem. I am very familiar with these towns and, as
she will understand, I have made a set of decisions that
concern public safety and the need to make sure that
people understand about water quality. I can indicate
that the government is keeping a close eye on these
matters, both from the perspective of health, which is
my area, and from the perspective of ensuring that there
are better long-term outcomes. Clearly this relates to the
flooding that has occurred and the issues that have
flowed from that. I will pass this matter on to the
Premier, and we will make sure that a suitable response
is given to the member. I am very conscious of the
importance of this, and there is considerable
government attention on this matter.
Mr Leane, a member for Eastern Metropolitan Region,
raised a matter for my attention concerning public
dental chairs at Eastern Access Community Health
(EACH). This is an important service. I have spoken to
the service about these matters, and I am very aware of
the importance of dental services. The government
increased funding in this year’s budget for dental
services — —
Mr Leane interjected.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — Yes, it did. It increased
funding across the state. There is a need to make sure
that more services are delivered across the state, and we
are very focused on that. I can confirm the quality of
the work delivered by EACH. It is a very important
service in the eastern suburbs, and there have been a
number of discussions.
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Across the state in the last financial year an additional
amount of money was provided. One major service was
not able to take up an allocation, so there was a one-off
allocation to a number of key services around the state,
including EACH, but when you look at actual base
funding the matter looks somewhat different. I indicate
that I will have further conversations with EACH, as I
have on a number of occasions. I understand the
importance of public dental services on the eastern side
of metropolitan Melbourne.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, this
evening at 11.46 p.m. I received an email notification of
a proposed meeting tomorrow evening of the Legal and
Social Issues Legislation Committee from a member
for Eastern Victoria, Mr Edward O’Donohue. I raise
with you this matter because you advised the house on
previous occasions that you have particular views in
relation to adequate notice and consultation upon the
cancellation of such meetings. That advice you gave the
house was in response to my cancellation of a meeting
after a very late Tuesday night sitting of this house. I
am very concerned that at just after 11.45 p.m. on a
Tuesday night members of a committee would be given
notice of a proposed meeting without an agenda
attached.
I took on board your views about adequate consultation
and notice and today advised members of the
committee that if we sat beyond midnight tonight, it
would be my view that the meeting of the references
version of that committee should not proceed tomorrow
night. I did talk with Mr O’Donohue during question
time about that. I talked to a number of members of the
committee, and I asked Mr O’Donohue to pass that on
to the government members of the committee. That
courtesy was not extended to me or other members of
the committee.
It is too late at 11.45 p.m. to receive notice of a meeting
scheduled for the following evening. To not provide an
agenda is completely inadequate. I would suggest that
the calling of the meeting would require an even higher
bar than the cancellation of a meeting. To suggest that
members of the committee should be prepared to attend
a meeting with about 15 or 16 hours notice — I have
not done the calculation — is, I think, grossly
inadequate. I ask you to consider that matter overnight
and to advise the house of your views on it accordingly.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — On the point of order,
President, for your assistance I think it might be worth
noting that good notice is a worthwhile general
principle. I note that a committee I served on with
Mr Viney, the Select Committee on Public Land
Development, met regularly on occasions at quite short
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notice — only a number of hours in some cases.
Meetings were called from time to time at quite short
notice.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I was the Chair, and there
was no difficulty in ensuring that that committee was
able to undertake a large range of work. That is not
unusual practice in my experience on parliamentary
committees, and I have been in this place since 1996.
Mr Viney — That is not what the President advised
the house a few months ago.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — Mr Viney has made a point
of order, and I am making a point which may be of
assistance to the President in framing his response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Does the minister
have any responses to adjournment matters?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I have 19 responses to
adjournment matters that have been raised.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 1.34 a.m. (Wednesday).
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Wednesday, 29 February 2012
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Planning: Phillip Island rezoning
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have two matters I
wish to make brief comments on. The first concerns the
motion in respect of Ventnor to be moved by Mr Tee
later this day. Mr Tee has kindly provided me with
information on the Supreme Court proceedings
involving the matters that are being contested. I have
read through that document and considered it in the
context of the motion to be moved by Mr Tee. Because
a date for those proceedings has not been set I think
there is some leeway between the matters Mr Tee
wishes a select committee to pursue and the matter set
out in the affidavit, and it is acceptable that the motion
should be put to the test. Mr Tee can proceed with
moving that motion in this house later this day.
I point out, though, that whilst I do not see any
impediment to the house establishing a select
committee, if it were to vote that way, I would expect
that as that select committee undertook its work it is
likely that some of the witnesses appearing before the
select committee may have regard to the civil
proceedings in respect of the evidence they would be
prepared to lead and protecting their rights concerning
possible court proceedings. It may well be that the
select committee could find itself in some difficulty in
pursuing some of the lines of inquiry set out in
Mr Tee’s motion; however, I do not see that as an
impediment to his proceeding with his motion and the
house making a determination upon that today.

Legal and Social Issues Legislation Committee:
meeting
The PRESIDENT — I also indicate formally to the
house that I have been advised that the Legal and Social
Issues Legislation Committee is meeting this day,
following the conclusion of the sitting of the Council.
That meeting has been convened by Mr O’Donohue
and the call for that meeting was the subject of a point
of order by Mr Viney, who was seeking my comment
and perhaps ruling on whether it was appropriate that
that meeting should proceed, given the amount of
notice given of that meeting, which Mr Viney
considered inadequate. As I recall, Mr Viney said
notice of the meeting was given to members at around a
quarter to 12 last night. It was very fortunate that the
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members were actually still in attendance to receive that
notice at that time — indeed, on that basis the notice
could well have been given considerably later.
Nonetheless I have considered Mr Viney’s point of
order. It is my view, as I have indicated on previous
occasions, that committees have the ability to conduct
their own business and to have full control of their own
affairs, and I do not see that I am able or have any
power to intervene on the calls for meetings that are set
down by chairmen. In many ways the issue for me
comes down to a matter of courtesy in the time people
are given so that they can prepare for those meetings. In
that context, it may well be that Mr Viney is correct:
courtesy is perhaps at issue in this matter.
In convening the meeting Mr O’Donohue no doubt had
regard to the fact that the committee members, in their
roles as members of the alternate committee, would not
be engaged in the deliberations of that committee on
that night. I think he genuinely considered that this was
an opportunity to perhaps look at some other aspects
with the legislation committee. But, as I said, I do not
believe I have any ability to set aside that meeting or to
request that Mr O’Donohue change his position. The
fate of that meeting and any meeting is, in my view, in
the hands of members of committees.
I suggest that when meetings are being called by
committee chairs they might have due regard to at least,
as a minimum, the convention of the house, which is
invoked on many occasions, when matters are
introduced to the house and it determines that those
matters will be dealt with on the next day of meeting.
Essentially that provides a 24-hour notice period for
matters to be considered and allows members to
prepare for those meetings or deal with those matters in
cases where issues are before the house. Members
might well have regard to that in the future.
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President —
and you, President, might want to take this point of
order on notice — I am of the understanding that that
meeting tonight will not be quorate. If my
understanding is correct and that becomes evident to
you during the next hour or so, then I guess in relation
to your ruling about the standing order involving the
house adjourning at 6.30 p.m. on Wednesdays if no
committees are meeting, the issue is then about how
those two matters interact if four members of that
committee inform you in the next hour that the
committee will not be quorate.
Mr O’Donohue — On the point of order, President,
I am not aware that that is the case. I am not aware
those apologies have been made, and I am surprised
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that the Leader of the Opposition knows that
information when I, as Chair, do not.
Ms Hartland — On the point of order, President, I
want to clarify that I will not be attending the meeting,
because the Legislative Council sat until after midnight
last night and received notice of the meeting at only
11.45 p.m. last night, which I think is very
discourteous.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, I understand that paragraph (c) of the
amended order provides that on Wednesday if there is
notification that a standing or select committee is
meeting that day the house would not normally sit. But
this is a matter for the committee to determine. We
have in effect six committees; three committees are
paired with another committee, and they essentially
work together. It is a matter for those committees to
work their way through their schedule of work and
particular tasks.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President,
these are important matters for all committee chairs. As
Chair of one of the Legislative Council committees, I
would like you to make your ruling having considered
all matters. In response to Ms Hartland’s point that she
will not be attending the meeting tonight because the
house sat late, it is my understanding that if committees
do not meet on Wednesday nights, the house continues
to sit. Therefore there are no light duties or going home
early; the work continues. Those who voted for the
committee system should ensure that they support it.
Mr Viney — President, I can advise you that I will
not be available for this committee meeting tonight.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is not a point of
order — —
Mr Viney — I wish to add to the point of order.
President, you have previously advised the house, in
relation to a matter involving me, that adequate notice
should be given, and on numerous occasions the clerks
have advised me that there should be a no-ambush
principle. I do not know if you have seen the notice of
the meeting from Mr O’Donohue, President. It is the
first meeting to be held in 12 months since
Mr O’Donohue was elected to chair the committee, but
that notice does not include an agenda. All it says is,
‘We are going to have a discussion’. I am not sure who
is bringing the butcher’s paper and the crayons or
whether we are sitting cross-legged on the floor, but it
is absolutely inappropriate in the context of your
previous advice to me that adequate notice should be
given and that members should be consulted.
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I point out that yesterday I consulted with
Mr O’Donohue about my concerns that if the house met
beyond midnight, the references committee should not
meet. That is a position the committee has adopted at a
meeting. It is a position the committee considered at a
meeting and adopted. I have followed absolutely your
advice to me and to this house that there should be
consultation, there should be adequate notice and it
should be a decision of the committee. That is the
position I have followed. This is not the same situation.
I put it to you that 18 hours notice with no agenda is
absolutely inadequate. It is perfectly reasonable on that
basis, on the basis of the no-ambush principle, on the
basis of proper notice and on the basis of consultation,
for members to say that they are not available for the
meeting — and I am not.
Ms Mikakos — On the point of order, President, I
support Mr Viney’s comments on the lack of an agenda
for this meeting. I wish to confirm Mr Lenders’s advice
to the house that I will be unavailable for this meeting
and therefore there will be no quorum.
Mr P. Davis — On the point of order, President, I
have listened carefully to the argument, which has
been, in my view, unrelated to the substantive point.
The point is that you, from the chair, have given a
direction, which is that there is no capacity under the
standing or sessional orders to deal with any matter
relating to the operation of the committee. That is a
matter for the committee itself, just as the operation of
joint parliamentary committees is a matter for those
committees. It is up to them to govern themselves, just
as it is for this house to govern itself.
You have given a clear direction in my view, and
nothing positive in terms of an argument has been
relevant to that substantive principle, which is that
Mr O’Donohue has properly given notice of the
meeting. He has given formal notice of the meeting,
and in relation to giving notice of matters that may be
considered the next day, I remind the house that new
business can easily be taken until 10.00 p.m. at night to
be considered the next day at 9.30 a.m.
Mr Lenders — By leave.
Mr P. Davis — Indeed, thank you, by leave. The
point being that these are matters for the governance of
the Parliament itself and the governance of the
committee itself. If it is that there are certain members
of the house who choose to absent themselves from a
meeting that has been properly convened, that is their
free choice, but the committee can then in their absence
deliberate on whether or not the meeting should
proceed.
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Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, in regard to the issues covered by Mr Philip
Davis, essentially this is a matter for the committee to
govern itself.
Mr Elasmar — On the point of order, President, I
hope you will allow me to clarify a couple of things.
First of all we were called to come to a meeting at
8.00 p.m. tonight, and then because it was a late night
last night Mr Viney, who is the deputy chair, cancelled
that meeting after negotiating with all members. We
were willing to come at 8.00 p.m. but we cancelled, and
Mr O’Donohue, who knew about the cancellation,
suddenly came up with the decision to hold this
meeting tonight. The Leader of the Opposition knew
about the discussion; everyone knew about the
discussion. That is why I am declaring that I cannot
attend the meeting tonight, and I support Mr Viney.
Mr Viney — Further on the point of order,
President, the flaw in Mr Philip Davis’s argument that it
is not a matter for you is that that would be true if you
had not previously given the house advice — whereas
you have done so. I would put it to you, President, that
the position that this meeting should be held with such
limited notice, with no agenda and in this manner is
inconsistent with your previous advice to the house.
That is why I think Mr Philip Davis’s argument simply
does not stand up. You have indicated to the house
what you expect of these committees. Since you
indicated that, I, as chair of the references committee,
have followed that advice, and I put to you that
Mr O’Donohue has not.
Mr Barber — On the point of order, President,
Mr Philip Davis’s assertion is quite wrong, and this
goes exactly to why we need a resolution of this matter
right now. Mr Philip Davis said it was purely up to the
committee whether it met or not and that it had nothing
to do with the governance of this house, but in fact
standing order 5.02 notes that on Wednesdays the
house adjourns at 8.00 p.m. if standing committees are
meeting; otherwise the house would adjourn earlier. We
will therefore find ourselves here this evening still not
knowing whether or not that committee meeting is
occurring, having to have the same argument and not
knowing at what time we are meant to adjourn.
Therefore it is appropriate that we resolve this now.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank the members
who have participated in this debate. As
Mr Rich-Phillips said by way of interjection, it seemed
as though I was taking RSVPs for the meeting! Can I
suggest that the RSVP process is going to be important
during the day. I would expect members who do not
believe they can make the meeting to advise
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Mr O’Donohue within the next hour, so that he can
give me the courtesy of advising me whether or not
there will be a quorum for the meeting and whether it
can or cannot proceed. I can then look at the
circumstances of the house, which goes to Mr Barber’s
point and a point which I think Mr Philip Davis
mentioned.
With respect to the comments made in support of the
point of order originally raised by Mr Lenders, the
Leader of the Opposition, I would make the following
points. The first is that I do not think I have been at all
inconsistent in what I have said this morning compared
with the previous ruling I gave. In my previous ruling I
advised that a committee chair ought not be in a
position of unilaterally making a decision to cancel a
meeting without reference to the members — in other
words, that the committee had charge of its own destiny
and ought to determine whether or not there was a
policy in place for that committee as to whether it
would meet or not meet in certain circumstances. As I
understand it, this committee, chaired by
Mr O’Donohue, has in fact arrived at a position, and
Mr Viney gave effect to that yesterday in a notification
to members that if the house proceeded beyond
midnight, I believe it was, the committee would not be
meeting tonight. Mr Viney’s position is that that is in
deference to both the members and staff involved in
those committee proceedings.
Mr Viney complied with what I regarded as a courtesy
and also a matter of consistency in terms of the
management of the committees. The issue I ruled on
previously concerned the extent to which the chair
could go in making a blanket policy on these things
without getting the approval of the committee for such
a policy. That was the issue upon which I gave a ruling
previously, and I do not see that that is necessarily
contingent upon the matter before me now. I certainly
do not feel that there has been any inconsistency in this.
One of the concerns I have with these matters is that
there is obviously now quite a bit of jousting between
these committees. The committees were visited upon us
in a circumstance where we believed that they would
advance the work of the house and give us an
opportunity to have a full and proper focus on
legislation as well as a focus on references in the
respective areas of policy and government
administration. In trying to balance those committees
the house sought to establish alternate chairs and have
representation from the various members of the house
in the management and conduct of those committees. It
appears that in a couple of cases there has been, as I
said, some jousting between those committees, and I
certainly regard the matter before me now as a matter
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of one-upmanship. That concerns me because I do not
think it is in the interests of the committees’ work going
forward. In terms of the outcomes of the deliberations
of this house and that of the committees, it has always
been my experience in this place that the best results
come when people can work together and find common
ground rather than trying for a circumstance where they
are able to get some tactical advantage in the short term.
The calling of this meeting tonight would seem to me to
have been somewhat opportunistic in the respect that
the other meeting had been cancelled. I share
Mr Viney’s concern and that of the Leader of the
Opposition that the notice was probably discourteous to
members at best, given the late time at which it was
served. The advice I have been given this morning is
that an agenda is not available for that meeting and that
it is going to be a general discussion, which to me
certainly indicates that members are at some
disadvantage if they are to attend a meeting and not
really be aware of what the discussion at that meeting is
going to be. Again, I certainly think that in the best
interests of proper debate and examination of issues it is
incumbent upon those people who are convening
meetings to provide advice to members about what is
proposed to be discussed so they can prepare for those
meetings. As Mr Viney has mentioned — and I know it
is a term that came from the clerks rather than
Mr Viney — there is a ‘no ambush’ principle in a lot of
these deliberations, and there are very good reasons for
that; as I said, it goes to the conduct of the house
overall.
In respect of the matter raised by Mr Philip Davis —
and it also goes to Mr Lenders’s original proposition —
it is my view that, under the standing orders, if none of
the committees are to meet, there is a real possibility
that the house will continue with its deliberations on
other business this evening. That will be a matter for the
house to determine by way of a vote, but if there are no
committees meeting, it is open to the house to consider
the conduct of its business program. In that context I
will be asking members to advise Mr O’Donohue if
they are likely to be apologies at the meeting tonight,
and in that case Mr O’Donohue will inform me and we
will be in a position to determine what the house might
be doing later today.
Essentially what I am saying is that if the committees
do not meet, it is in the house’s ability to determine
what happens. The default position is that we go to
general business at 8.00 p.m. That is the position that is
set out in the standing orders, but of course the house
can resolve by a motion that it will adjourn at an earlier
time. That is why I am saying it is within the ability of
the house to determine what happens later this day, but
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the default position laid down in the standing orders is
very clear, which is that we return to general business.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Victorian certificate of applied learning:
funding
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
This petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council the state
government’s axing of $48 million funding for the Victorian
certificate of applied learning program.
In particular, we note:
1.

VCAL provides an important learning alternative to the
VCE for students across Victoria.

2.

Secondary schools stand to lose up to $125 000 in
funding which will impact heavily on teachers expected
to deliver the support and services despite having
inadequate time and resources to do so.

3.

Funding has been axed despite strong objections from
principals, teachers, parents and students across Victoria.

The petitioners therefore request that the state government
immediately reverses its decision and restores funding to this
vital program as a matter of urgency.

By Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(30 signatures).
Laid on table.

Children: Take a Break program
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council that funding for the
Take a Break occasional child-care program, which is
provided at more than 220 neighbourhood houses and
community centres across Victoria, will cease after
31 December 2011.
The Take a Break occasional child-care program allows
parents and guardians to participate in activities including
employment, study, recreational classes and voluntary
community activities while their children socialise and
interact with other children in an early learning environment.
Full funding for the program was provided by the previous
state Labor government, but will not be continued by the
Baillieu government beyond December 2011.
The cut to funding will mean that families across Victoria will
be unable to access affordable, community-based occasional
child care to undertake tasks that benefit the family and allow
them to take a break.
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The petitioners therefore request that the Baillieu government
reinstate funding for the Take a Break occasional child-care
program.

By Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria)
(51 signatures).
Laid on table.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am in effect inviting
a point of order from David Davis because I want to
give a ruling on it.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On a point of order, President,
I read this out earlier, but it may have been lost in the
hurly-burly of that lengthy point of order. The sessional
order on the interruption of business amends standing
order 4.06(1) to indicate that the President will interrupt
business at 6.30 p.m. on Wednesdays if there is
notification that a standing or select committee is
meeting that day. I would argue that notification has
been given. It is a very clear and direct statement in the
sessional order, which obviously overrides the standing
order for the purposes of this Parliament.
The point is that if notification is given that a
committee is meeting, then people will make decisions
or make organisational arrangements on the basis of
that notification. Notice is usually given to the house at
that point, and people become aware that the committee
is likely to meet. In those circumstances I think it is
very clear what the sessional order says, and I see no
other way to interpret it.
Mr Viney — On the point of order, President,
Mr Davis just said that when notice is given people can
make arrangements. I remind people in the chamber
that at 11.45 p.m. I was still in the chair. I did not
actually see that email until the beginning of the
adjournment. I am not quite sure what time that started,
but I suspect it was around 1 o’clock in the morning. I
think Mr Davis’s argument is flawed. If he thinks that
at 1 o’clock in the morning I am going to be making
arrangements for the next night, he is sadly mistaken.
Maybe he can do that. Maybe his life is so sad that that
is okay for him, but it is not the way my life runs.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, I do
not want to re-prosecute the earlier points of order, but I
do want to add that notification to the house in many
areas of its business is often short. An example was,
and someone could attribute the motive for it, the
attempt to ensure that the house continued to sit after
midnight so Mr Viney’s self-imposed rule in relation to
the operations of the committee could be enforced. Like
him, at 11.45 p.m. I had to find a place to sleep for the
night because it was too late to go home, and I was
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without a change of clothes. The opposition can suck it
up because we had to pay the price for its shenanigans,
which were clearly orchestrated.
Mr O’Brien — On the point of order, President, I
want to make a further point on standing order 4.06(1)
as amended by sessional order 1. It refers to notification
of the meeting of a standing or select committee. It says
in effect that the house will adjourn at 6.30 p.m. on a
Wednesday if there is notification that a standing or
select committee is meeting that day. It does not make
any reference to an anticipated quorum. I know you
ruled out of order those comments from members of the
house about whether or not they would attend. The
point of it is that it is for the committee to determine
whether there is a quorum at the time of the meeting,
not in anticipation of it. All the sessional order requires
is that there be notification. Mr Davis’s further point of
order regarding the fact that the house should adjourn at
6.30 p.m. is valid.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I did seek to have this
point in regard to notification brought into the
proceedings and an opportunity for me to rule on that
publicly because I think it is an important point. I
reiterate that this Parliament works best if members act
in good faith, with respect for one another and in a
genuine way. I do not accept Mr David Davis’s
conjecture that notification is sufficient to give effect to
the house adjourning and the committee notionally
proceeding. I believe the notification of a meeting must
be genuine and that there should be a reasonable
expectation that the meeting will proceed and have a
quorum with which to go about its business. If that is
not a reasonable expectation, then this process of
simply giving notice could be used disingenuously to
disrupt the processes of the house in a way that is not
respectful of members of the house or the processes we
have.
Whilst the words of the order might say all that needs to
happen is that notice be given, we could have from this
day forth a sham motion that says, ‘There is going to be
a meeting tonight’, and the Parliament would make its
decision on that basis, but subsequently there would
really be no reasonable expectation that a meeting
might proceed or have a quorum.
It certainly seems that members have indicated that a
quorum is perhaps unlikely for the meeting this
evening. Members also need to look at whether or not
their decision not to attend this meeting is based on a
genuine principle or whether this is simply a boycott,
because that would be disrespectful to other members.
This is a most unfortunate situation before the Chair
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today. I am not very happy about it, and I think
members ought to think about this pretty seriously.
With respect to the point of order Mr David Davis has
raised, I rule that it is not sufficient, in my view, simply
to give notice of a meeting and for the house to accept
that motion if there is not a reasonable expectation that
the meeting will proceed. I do that in the context of
saying that I do not want to see in the future motions
coming before this house just for the sake of derailing
the proceedings of the house, because that would, as I
said, be disrespectful to other members and the house
itself.

ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
Environment Protection Amendment
(Beverage Container Deposit and Recovery
Scheme) Bill 2011
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan)
presented report, including appendices, extracts
from proceedings, minority report and transcripts
of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In doing so could I say I hope it cheers up your day. I
think this has been a good example of a process
resulting from a new committee system that has been
established. I believe it is a historic moment for this
Parliament, certainly for this chamber and for all the
people who have been involved in the production of
this report — both the staff, the committee members
and, of course, all those who made submissions in
response to a reference given to the committee by the
chamber on a bill that was introduced by Ms Hartland,
a member for Western Metropolitan Region, and
worked out in quite some detail by a range of people
associated with her, including her staff.
There is a minority report; it is a minority report that
was submitted by Ms Pennicuik, a member for
Southern Metropolitan Region. I note that her report
states that she does not disagree with the significant
findings of the report and, more so, that she has
concerns about nuances and shades of meaning. Could I
just say that I accept that this is indeed how
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Ms Pennicuik feels. I found the process very rewarding,
very genuine and very productive. In particular I would
like to commend the committee members. There was, I
think, substantial agreement on the process and the
outcome. I would think that even Ms Hartland herself
and her staff, who very competently appeared before
the committee, would recognise that there were many
flaws or unanswered questions in the bill that would
probably make it better suited to be considered as a
draft bill for consultation. No doubt Ms Hartland and
the proponents of the bill have taken significant
information out of the inquiry.
This report is unusual insofar as it does not make a
determination as to whether the bill should proceed or
not. It lays out the reasons, or value adds points for
consideration by this chamber. And, indeed, it presents
to the Council and asks that the Council take note of a
range of factors, very significant factors, before
determining its position on this bill. Ms Hartland,
obviously, is the proponent; the opposition and the
government are to formulate their responses, and I hope
this report will assist.
There is currently a Council of Australian Governments
process considering a range of matters, including a
national beverage container deposit scheme. It was the
view of the committee that, whilst on the surface the
CDL (container deposit legislation) concept had
significant appeal, it also involved significant and
complex policy issues, and that, with the COAG
process in train, it may be premature to introduce a
state-based scheme before this process is complete and
all the matters have been thoroughly considered.
The committee did not feel that it had the technical
expertise to be able to perform assessments of the
cost-benefit analysis; we did not have access to all of
that information. Also there were contested positions on
the constitutional and legal issues surrounding the
introduction of the bill, which, of course, the
government of the day would need to contend with in
forming a view as to whether or not it would support
such a bill following its introduction and during other
stages of debate.
The lack of independent economic modelling for the
proposed Victorian scheme and the possibility that
funding shortfalls would be incurred by the state also
presents some difficulty for this chamber, because there
are financial implications. Notwithstanding the advice
of the Clerk — very good advice that it is up to the
chamber to decide whether this bill proceeds or not —
there are dollar implications, and the chamber needs to
consider whether it is appropriate for such a bill to be
introduced in the Legislative Council.
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There were also concerns about the impact of the
proposed scheme on established curbside collection.
Victoria’s situation is unlike that of South Australia,
where the CDL scheme was the first one on the ground
and subsequent businesses evolved around that. Much
of that had not been factored into the report.
I would like to thank all those who appeared before and
made submissions to the committee. In particular I
would like to thank the committee staff. It was a new
process, and we found ourselves in unfamiliar territory.
Their dedication and hard work and their turning
around of material and drafts within very short time
lines was something that all committee members
greatly appreciated. I would like to thank the committee
staff, in particular Mr Keir Delaney and Mr Anthony
Walsh, for their work on the inquiry, along with all the
committee members. I also commend Ms Hartland and
her staff for the enormous amount of work they put into
a concept which still deserves further consideration by
the broader community in the light of the COAG
process.
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) —
Ms Hartland’s private members bill is substantially the
same bill that she introduced during the last Parliament.
The then Labor government had a number of concerns
with the bill and, while it passed in the Legislative
Council with coalition and Greens support, it was never
introduced to the Legislative Assembly. Let’s be clear:
the Hartland bill’s reference to the legislation
committee was a convenience for the government
because the government needed something to keep the
Environment and Planning Legislation Committee
busy. It was preferable to have attention focused on a
Greens bill rather than have the committee and the
media raking over government legislation.
As Mrs Peulich has already indicated, the committee
found a number of concerns with the bill itself and also
with the policy the bill implies. The bill proposes an
environmental levy of 10 cents on certain drink
containers. The idea is that manufacturers and
importers will pay the Environment Protection
Authority 10 cents for every container they distribute in
the market, and for each redeemed container 10 cents
will be refunded. The scheme assumes that not all
containers will be redeemed and that the EPA is
permitted to keep the deposits for its administrative
costs as well as for projects that promote litter
collection or other related initiatives.
As Ms Hartland indicated, the Boomerang Alliance
argues that the scheme would be self-funding.
However, the EPA told the committee that it was more
likely the scheme would operate at a loss. The
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overriding concern Labor members have with the
container deposit legislation scheme is that it focuses
disproportionately on one type of litter, treating
away-from-home drink container retrieval as separate
from the overall waste management system. We think
this issue should be dealt with as part of the bigger
waste management system. I commend the report to the
house.
Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — I speak
in support of the Environment and Planning
Committee’s report on the introduction of a bill for
CDL (container deposit legislation), as put forward by
Ms Hartland, which has been presented to the house.
From the outset this was an idea that showed some
promise. However, unfortunately we were unable to get
figures to back up assertions that were made on the bill,
and this caused me great concern. Basically, if the CDL
did not reach the financial goals that it set itself, the
Victorian taxpayer would once again have been paying
for a scheme to assist the environment in some way.
Another point I would like to make about the CDL is
that it seeks to make one form of trash into a viable
economic option whilst ignoring other elements of
rubbish. This is a major concern for me, as someone
who has been a volunteer with Clean Up Australia Day.
It was even apparent in materials we saw from Keep
Australia Beautiful and in evidence we have received
from other environmental groups espousing the CDL.
In one video in particular I noticed a gentleman
rummaging through rubbish to find bottles. But he left
plastics and other pieces of debris behind, seeking only
the cash cow. If this is an effort to try to reduce rubbish,
I am rather dubious about that particular point.
Hon. M. P. Pakula — The coalition was all for it
last term.
Mr ELSBURY — I was not in the chamber,
Mr Pakula. In any case, it was a good idea, but
unfortunately I do not believe it will reach the
outcomes. I support the report.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Environment and Planning Legislation Committee has
looked into Ms Hartland’s Environment Protection
Amendment (Beverage Container Deposit and
Recovery Scheme) Bill 2011. The process took us six
months. It was a fair process, but I take issue with what
Mr Elsbury said. I would suggest that there was
conflicting evidence about the financial implications of
the bill, and there was conflicting evidence about the
legal and constitutional issues associated with the bill.
They are reflected in the report.
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As Mrs Peulich indicated, I have prepared a minority
report which is there for all to see. I do not want to go
to it, but I agree with Mrs Peulich that I do not
significantly disagree with the findings of the main
report. However, I feel the report is more negative
about CDL (container deposit legislation) as a concept
than was the evidence presented to us, particularly
during our excursion to South Australia to see how it
works there. There is a more successful CDL scheme
there than the report suggests. That is what I say in my
minority report.
I remind the house that of the 11 billion beverage
containers used in Australia every year, 9 billion end up
in landfill. South Australia recycles 38 per cent more
PET, or polyethylene terephthalate, and 49 per cent
more glass than the national average. In South Australia
87 per cent of beverage containers are recycled. In
Victoria it is 35 per cent. We have a long way to go.
We need a national scheme, but in the absence of a
national scheme Victoria should lead the way.
I would like to thank Keir Delaney and Anthony
Walsh, the members of the committee and everyone
who made submissions to the committee and came to
the hearings. Their contributions have all been valuable.
I commend the report to people. I suggest people read
the major submissions if they want to know more about
this issue — its day will come, and soon I hope.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak on the Environment and Planning
Legislation Committee’s inquiry into the CDL
(container deposit legislation) scheme. I commend
Ms Hartland for bringing this matter to a committee for
investigation. The results of the investigation are
inconclusive about the financial impact of this scheme.
Whilst I commend the work of Ms Hartland and her
staff member Liz Ingham for their work on it, this
report is inconclusive in terms of the financial impact
on existing recycling businesses and the ultimate
reduction of litter in our parks and gardens. I worry
about the amount of capital that existing recycling
businesses would have to commit in order to make this
plan effective. I worry about the impact on rates and the
revenue of councils which, right now, take a very small
margin from their recycling businesses. To extricate
that from them will, based on some of the evidence we
received, have a financial impact on residents and
ratepayers.
I am a former president of an Apex club which used to
make money out of Cash a Can, an aluminium can
recycling scheme. If this container deposit legislation is
enacted, it will have some financial impact on local
communities, including groups such as Apex, Lions
and Rotary clubs, which utilise funds from recycling to
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build parks and help people who need a hand. In the
case of the Apex club at Healesville, where I was the
president, we bought a lawnmower to help cut the
lawns of people who could not afford to do it
themselves. If we take that money out of the system, we
affect people and their lives.
I like the idea of cleaning up litter in the streets, but this
scheme does not go to that. It is simply about getting
bottles out of the system and recycling them — bottles
that may or may not be in parks and gardens and
people’s homes. We would be creating a diversion
away from what the main emphasis was.
I congratulate the committee and Mrs Peulich on her
chairpersonship of the committee. Others could take a
bit of a lesson on how to chair a committee from
Mrs Peulich. It was a delight to be part of this
committee. We learnt a lot, but the results are
inconclusive.
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to make my contribution as a member of the
Environment and Planning Legislation Committee. I
want to assure the house that I believe all members of
the committee put in their best efforts. We had to deal
with the synthesis of a lot of information from
submissions that we sought and received and from
evidence presented to us in the hearings. I think there
are some salutary lessons to be learnt from this process.
I would like to make an overarching statement: as we
move forward as a society we must adopt sustainable
practices to save the planet and bring about positive
environmental outcomes.
The fundamental principle that we always need to look
for is to see that it is economically sustainable, because
all the stakeholders will dissipate, and we will not have
the robust commitment as a society if something is
going to fall over financially and need to be propped up
by agencies, ratepayers and taxpayers. The perspective
and the input of government committee members was
that we genuinely wanted to find out more as to the
latest thinking and the latest schemes. Importantly, we
acted in a responsible fashion in our deliberations so
that if we were to embrace and recommend a scheme
through a bill such as this going forward, it would also
have a responsible impact on the taxpayers and
ratepayers of Victoria. The jury is still out in terms of
the economic and financial sustainability of such
projects. I can speak with a measure of authority — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Time!
Motion agreed to.
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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Review of 2009–10 and 2010–11 annual reports
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) presented report,
including appendix, together with transcripts of
evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In so doing, I will make a few remarks. This report is
part of the accountability process which the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC) runs in
regard to the outcomes of Victorian government
operations. The report is important in that it contains
information which will be relevant and of interest to all
members. The report found a lack of consistency and
reporting from various government departments and
agencies. The committee has subsequently
recommended 43 courses of action to assist
organisations to improve transparency and
accountability.
Annual reports contain important financial performance
information, information about the operation and
performance of reporting entities against targets.
Annual reports are an essential component of the state’s
accountability mechanisms. They provide crucial
information about an entity’s performance which can
inform the government’s decision making. They also
provide to stakeholders, including the wider Victorian
community, transparency about the government’s
performance. The Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee examined the annual reports of the
11 Victorian government departments, Parliament’s
annual report, the three independent offices of
Parliament and six selected emergency services
organisations.
Overall PAEC made three major findings in the review.
The first is that there is much variety and details on
operations reported by the departments and agencies,
with some providing substantial information about their
activities while others provide only the barest minimum
of information required by government. The second
major finding is that while most reviewed entities have
complied with the majority of the government’s
directions for annual reports there was a significant
degree of non-compliance with some directions. The
committee considers that there is some work to be done
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by the central government agencies to ensure that all
entities are aware of the requirements and that the
guidance materials are clear and not unnecessarily
complex.
The third major finding of the committee is that there is
scope for some additional areas of reporting to be
mandated by the government. As part of its inquiry the
committee identified a set of better practice criteria for
annual reporting based on work done by various
auditors-general and other bodies. The committee
found that not all of these criteria are being met and that
anomalies exist because compliance with some criteria
are neither mandated nor universal. PAEC’s
43 recommendations in this report require that more
details and consistency in annual reporting are provided
by departments so that they are useful for the Victorian
community and will assist the government in meeting
its aim of increasing transparency and accountability.
There is an enormous body of work undertaken by the
secretariat to prepare such a report and review the
annual reports of departments and other entities. I need
to acknowledge particularly the work of the secretariat,
effectively led by executive officer Valerie Cheong.
The senior research officer for this project, Christopher
Gribbin, led a team including research
officers Priyanaka Narayan, Bill Stent and Flavien
Dreno. The business support officer is Melanie
Hondros, and the desktop publisher is Justin Ong. I
thank all the members of the secretariat staff for their
dedication generally but particularly to this report. In
addition I acknowledge the cooperative approach of the
committee members. We make a genuine attempt to
bring in bipartisan reports, and I am pleased to
acknowledge that not just members of the government
parties but also members of the opposition work with
that in mind to advance transparency and accountability
to the Parliament.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — In
my 2 minutes I will make some brief comments.
Firstly, because I do not want to run out of time to do
this, I want to thank the chair for his comments and the
secretariat, particularly executive officer Valerie
Cheong, Chris Gribbin, Priyanaka Narayan, Bill Stent,
Flavien Dreno, Melanie Hondros and Justin Ong for all
their work in helping the committee to compile this
report. Secondly, I would like to take the opportunity to
encourage members to fill out the feedback survey
inside the front cover of the report. It is an important
way for the committee to ascertain the usefulness of our
reviews of the annual reports. I am not sure that those
surveys have been widely returned in years gone by,
and it would be an encouraging change if members
took the time to view the report and return the survey.
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I want also to draw attention to one particular element
of the report which is on pages 10 and 11 — that is, the
position put by committee members that we believe it
to be inappropriate for the Parliament to be included by
the Department of Treasury and Finance as an
applicable reporting entity. We say that because the
separation of powers is entrenched in the Constitution
Act 1975 and we consider that the sovereignty and
independence of the Parliament needs to be recognised
by the Department of Treasury and Finance, and as a
result the Parliament should be removed from the list of
applicable reporting entities.
That is an important recognition of the separation
between the executive and the legislature, one that
needs to be respected by the Department of Treasury
and Finance, that the Parliament needs to guard very
closely and that the committee brings to attention in the
tabling of this report.
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showing that more Australians are discussing organ and
tissue donation among their families.
Last year 337 organ donors were responsible for saving
or improving the lives of 1001 patients requiring an
organ transplant. This was the highest annual total of
deceased organ donors and transplant recipients in our
history. Crucial to these improvements was the 2009
agreement between the federal Labor government and
the states to implement the national health and hospital
reform package, with the federal government funding
160 doctors in 77 hospitals across the country to work
especially on organ, eye and tissue donation. To
continue this ongoing improvement, governments of all
persuasions need to continue to invest in education
programs that highlight the benefits of organ donation
to the entire community. I also look forward to the
recommendations from the parliamentary inquiry into
options to increase organ donation that is due in a few
months.

Motion agreed to.

Clarinda library: reopening
PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Government Advertising and Communications,
February 2012.
Public Transport Performance, February 2012.
Border Groundwaters Agreement Review Committee —
Report, 2010–11.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Bus Safety Act 2009 — No. 9.
Cancer Act 1958 — No. 8.
Road Safety Act 1986 — No. 10.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
DonateLife Week
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Last week was DonateLife Week. As an active
supporter of organ donation programs and a registered
donor myself, I fully encourage and promote initiatives
that will lead to an increase in organ donation and
awareness. This year the main focus of DonateLife’s
national awareness week was to encourage young
adults to think about organ and tissue donation.
Regrettably, only 57 per cent of Australians know the
donation wishes of their loved ones, despite statistics

Mr TARLAMIS — On another matter, I was
delighted last month to attend the official opening of the
refurbished Clarinda library. The $620 000
refurbishment included a redesign of the library’s
multipurpose room, which has provided a more flexible
and adaptable community space. This is an important
community asset which will provide great value to the
local community for many generations to come, and the
City of Kingston should be congratulated that at a time
when many councils are merging their library services
it is expanding them.

Animals: welfare
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — On
24 February I was privileged to attend an evening with
Lyn White, hosted at Federation Square by Animals
Australia. Lyn gave a profound and inspiring speech,
beginning with the suffering of animals in the live
export trade, for which she has become well known and
has worked on for more than a decade. Regrettably in
the past 24 hours we have seen that the brutal treatment
of live export cattle continues. The live export trade is
inherently cruel and must be stopped.
Lyn spoke of the daily suffering of billions of animals
at the hands of humans, in agriculture, research and
other fields. She posed the question why, when most
people are so distressed by animal suffering — such as
is seen in her footage of the Indonesian abattoirs — that
they cannot bear to see it, they can be contributing to
that suffering by the choices they make every day if
they do not know or do not want to know about it.
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In the audience that night was Siobhan O’Sullivan.
Two nights earlier, on 22 February, at Melbourne
University I attended the launch by Peter Singer of
Siobhan’s book, Animals, Equality and Democracy. In
her book Siobhan explores why it is that we treat
animals differently depending on their status or their
use for and by humans and whether or not they are in
public view. Laws and regulations for the protection of
the same species of animal can differ markedly
depending on these factors. This is something we all
know but most people rarely think about, and Siobhan
argues that this is inconsistent with liberal democratic
values.
I pay tribute to these wonderful women and to the team
at Animals Australia for their tireless efforts on behalf
of animals. I believe the treatment of animals is
becoming an important ethical issue in the 21st century,
as it should.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Mum for Mum program
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — One of the most
common things you hear a new mum say is, ‘Babies
don’t come with a manual’. While a new family
member is an exciting and often long-awaited event, it
is likely that we all know a new mum who has been just
a little bit daunted by the whole situation. That is why I
was honoured to launch the Mum for Mum pilot last
week. This wonderful program run by the National
Council of Jewish Women of Australia brings women
together in understanding and supporting relationships.
Not every new mum has an extended or close family
and not every new mum has a network of
understanding friends. That is why Mum for Mum is
such a great way to help with the transition to parenting.
This program matches volunteers with mums who need
a helping hand or just a bit of support or advice.
Mum for Mum complements the services the Victorian
government already offers new mothers, including
maternal and child health services. It is a not-for-profit
volunteer organisation and a project that is thriving
through community and local business support, all
without the need for or expectation of state government
funding. As a government we know that the health and
wellbeing of mums has a big impact on the health and
wellbeing of their children. The Mum for Mum pilot is
an exciting endeavour, one which will make a real
difference to entire families. I look forward to seeing
the progress of this program, which has already had
success in the United States of America and Israel.
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Rail: St Albans level crossing
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — Last week I
visited the Main Road rail crossing in St Albans with
my parliamentary colleagues in the Assembly the
Leader of the Opposition, Daniel Andrews, the member
for Mulgrave; Fiona Richardson, the shadow Minister
for Public Transport and member for Northcote;
Marlene Kairouz, the member for Kororoit; and Telmo
Languiller, the member for Derrimut. It was personally
disappointing, although not surprising, to see that this
dangerous crossing, which has taken too many lives in
the past and most recently caused another two deaths
between October and January, has been ignored.
Once again the current Liberal government has
neglected the safety of people in my electorate in the
west. The Main Road rail crossing in St Albans is
ranked no. 3 on the independent priority list as needing
an urgent safety upgrade. I am baffled as to why the
government has ignored the urgent need to upgrade this
crossing and has instead decided to upgrade the New
Street rail crossing in Brighton, which was formerly
ranked no. 233, in the electorate of the Deputy Leader
of the Liberal Party in the Assembly, Louise Asher. Is
this another example of prioritising the needs of those
on the other side of the Yarra River? How many more
people need to have their lives tragically taken?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Time!

Police: Koo Wee Rup station
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I was
pleased to join the Deputy Premier and Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, Peter Ryan, and the
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, the member for
Bass, Ken Smith, at the official opening of the new
$1.65 million police station at Koo Wee Rup on
17 February. The new station will provide a boost to the
police presence in the growing township of Koo Wee
Rup. The station is now manned 16 hours a day and has
one sergeant and four senior constables. Located next to
the old station, the new police station features modern
facilities such as an entrance foyer, reception counter,
watch-house, mess room, interview room, holding
room and lockup garage. It also includes some
sustainable features such as rainwater tanks, a solar
energy system and drought-tolerant garden. The new
station was warmly welcomed by the growing
community and will be a great asset to it.
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Rail: protective services officers
Mr O’DONOHUE — I was pleased to see the first
protective services officers (PSOs) graduate from the
Victoria Police Academy on Friday, 17 February. Soon
thereafter they commenced their important work. This
is part of the delivery of an important government
commitment and promise.
I remember with interest the comments of the Chief
Commissioner of Police reported in the Herald Sun of
20 February. He talked about the benefits that PSOs
will bring to the public transport system and how
regrettable it is that only 37 per cent of people feel safe
travelling on our railway network in the dark. It is time
the Labor opposition got on board and declared its
position in relation to protective services officers and
whether it will remove or keep the officers if it wins the
next election or continue to do what it has been
doing — sitting on the fence.

Darebin Community and Kite Festival
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — On
19 February with other parliamentary colleagues I
attended the annual launch of the Darebin Community
and Kite Festival. Fortunately the weather was kind on
the day, so attendance was up from last year. The
Chinese community again flew colourful kites to the
delight of all the children present. I commend Darebin
City Council staff on organising this well-attended
annual event.

Islamic Museum of Australia: soil-turning
ceremony
Mr ELASMAR — On another matter, on Friday,
17 February, I was invited to participate in a
soil-turning ceremony for the proposed Islamic
Museum of Australia. The founder and director of this
museum is Mr Moustafa Fahour, who, along with the
federal Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade,
organised an extremely well-attended ceremony. Guess
what? The Victorian Premier was there, so government
members cannot attack me! Several senior federal
cabinet ministers as well as state ministers were also
there on that historic occasion. When it is completed the
project will be the first of its kind in Australia. I
congratulate the organisers and the Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade.

Nurses: enterprise bargaining
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — My
statement today is especially relevant because we are
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wearing out teal ribbons to acknowledge ovarian
cancer.
I am concerned over a constituent’s distressing
experience as a result of strike action by nurses at the
Bendigo hospital. A young woman was scheduled to
have an operation in Bendigo hospital yesterday
morning. This operation has been weighing on her
mind as well as those of her husband and her parents, as
it will determine both the status of her health and
whether she can ever have children. The diagnosis is
unknown but could be as bad as that she has ovarian
cancer.
Feeling very anxious about this operation, early
yesterday morning she left her home near Seymour
with her husband and drove to Bendigo in a very bad
storm. After waiting for some time she was told that her
surgery had been cancelled due to the nurses strike.
This young lady has taken a week’s unpaid leave from
work, and her husband had to take a day off work to
take her to the hospital and care for her. She will need
further time off work when her operation is
rescheduled. She was very upset, but she also feels this
situation is going to have a flow-on effect to others for a
long time yet. She is angry that this sort of situation can
happen due to strike action. The financial and
emotional costs are disturbing for those who take
unpaid leave and pay for their own transportation to
hospital, which can include taxi and taxpayer-funded
patient transport.
Whilst I support the right of any member of the
Victorian community to protest, I have difficulty
accepting the sort of supposed evidence that says the
health and wellbeing of Victorians are not being
impacted by the Australian Nursing Federation’s action
in relation to this and other cases.

Domenica Rossi
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I pay
tribute to Domenica Rossi, who, sadly, passed away in
November 2011. Domenica made a significant
contribution to the community in the northern suburbs
by assisting in the development of services and
programs for migrant women. She was a longstanding
president of the Elderly Italo-Australian Women’s
Group of Darebin and a founding member of northern
women’s health groups as well as being involved in
many other organisations. Domenica was inducted into
the inaugural Victorian Honour Roll of Women in 2002
and received a Medal of the Order of Australia. Our
community is stronger and better for the contribution of
Domenica Rossi, and she will be sadly missed by all.
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Whittlesea: youth fair
Ms MIKAKOS — On 16 February I was pleased to
join the Assembly members for Yan Yean, Mill Park
and Thomastown to support the Whittlesea Youth
Employment Opportunities Fair organised by
Whittlesea Youth Commitment. The fair provides
youth in Whittlesea with a network of contacts to find
employment or gain further training. Finding a job has
become increasingly more challenging for today’s
youth with the latest youth unemployment figures at
20.6 per cent. It is more challenging due to a lack of
action on jobs by the Baillieu government and cuts to
the Victorian certificate of applied learning program
and apprenticeship traineeships. The fair was well
attended and included workshops that equipped youth
with the tools they will need to enter the job market and
further their skills.
Congratulations to the Whittlesea Youth Commitment
team and the partners and volunteers who helped make
this a positive and engaging experience for young
people in Whittlesea.

National Union of Greek Australian Students:
Epimetheus and Paradigm
Ms MIKAKOS — On a final matter, on 9 February
I had the pleasure of attending the launch of the
National Union of Greek Australian Students national
convention and the launch of their two new magazines
Epimetheus and Paradigm. NUGAS is a 42-year-old
organisation that supports students of Greek heritage. I
congratulate the national president, Lex Georgiou, the
Victorian president, Natole Jasonides, and the
committee members on a successful launch.

Lawn bowls: 2012 Australian Open
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — On
23 February I was pleased to represent the government
at Bowls Australia’s 2012 Australian Open, which was
a nationally televised event and was held in Darebin in
Melbourne’s north, one of Melbourne’s great places to
live, work and play.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — It is a great place.
Ms Mikakos should visit Melbourne’s north every now
and again and check out what it is like.
The winner of the women’s competition was Australian
captain Lynsey Armitage. She just pipped 18-year-old
Lisa Phillips from Victoria, who was last year’s winner.
An 18-year-old playing women’s bowls in the
Australian Open — what a compliment that is to the
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sport in general. The winner of the men’s competition
was Commonwealth Games gold and silver medallist
Mark Casey, and he claimed that trophy in spectacular
fashion.
I commend the president of Bowls Australia, Joe
Aarons, who is a recipient of the Medal of the Order of
Australia, and his board. I also commend the
vice-president of Bowls Victoria, Rosemary Varty, a
former member of this place, on her wonderful work
there. I commend the chief executive Neil Dalrymple
and his management team who put together a
wonderful televised event that put Darebin and
Melbourne’s north on the map. In particular I pay
tribute to Des Ryan, who is the operations manager at
Bowls Australia and who made things appear to be
seamless. They provided Australians right across the
country with a great event that was well televised on
Fox Sports.

Windarring
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — A few
weeks ago I had the great pleasure of visiting
Windarring, a vibrant provider of services and
supported accommodation in Castlemaine. As I walked
through that organisation’s front door, the whole
atmosphere enveloped me. It was absolutely terrific.
There were a lot of people doing so many different
things. I want to put on record my praise for everyone
involved: the volunteers, of whom there were many, the
management and the participants. It was just a really
great service.
The successes of Windarring are numerous, especially
in the local community. It is involved with snooker
nights, bike rides for charity and art exhibitions; it is
involved at every level of the community. Whilst I was
there I spoke to representatives of the organisation.
They praised the huge support they have had from their
local member, Damian Drum, a member for Northern
Victoria Region, and they wanted to commend him on
all the help and support that he gives to the
organisation.

Mount Alexander Shire Accommodation and
Respite Group
Mrs COOTE — It is also interesting to note that I
was given a package from Robyn and her team from
the Mount Alexander Shire Accommodation and
Respite Group. This organisation is building a new
respite centre on which it is to be congratulated.
Ms Wooldridge, the Minister for Mental Health, has
given them a $300 000 grant. The Lions Club has
provided help to the organisation, as have many
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community members; indeed a local farmer has given
the organisation 7 acres of land for the location of this
very much-needed respite centre.
This was a great community at work. It was terrific to
be there. I really want to congratulate everyone who
was involved.

Rail: protective services officers
Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — I was
stunned to read the Herald Sun of 22 February and find
the headline ‘Metro warned to keep eye on new
protective services officers at stations’. The article
states:
Station staff should be trained to recognise and report any
gun-happy behaviour by protective services officers who hit
Melbourne platforms today, Metro has been told.
The rail operator has also been warned that plain-clothes
ticket inspectors could be at risk if PSOs did not recognise
them during showdowns with fare evaders.

This information was provided by the Rail, Tram and
Bus Union secretary, Trevor Dobbyn, who goes on to
say that armed protective services officers ‘were a
danger to the public and Metro staff’. I can understand
why the union is upset; these are people on train
platforms from whom it does not collect any revenue
by way of membership fees.
I then found a media release from the Greens in which
Sue Pennicuik, a member for Southern Metropolitan
Region, said:
I am very concerned that 18 newly graduated PSOs are
heading out tomorrow night with semiautomatic weapons on
our most crowded stations …

This is not the latest instalment of the Police Academy
film franchise. These are people who have been well
trained by the Victoria Police Academy. They know
what they are doing. They know how to handle their
weapons and they know what they need to do to deal
with people who are in bad situations.

Firefighting: rural championships
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — Last Sunday I
had the pleasure of attending the District 6 rural
firefighting championships event at Beeac near Colac,
an event at which junior and senior firefighters test their
skills in a competitive environment, at the same time
building fitness and developing friendships that
encourage them to begin their careers as volunteer
firefighters. This occurred under the stewardship of
legends such as Dot McGee.
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According to Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria, rural
fire brigade competitions have been running in Victoria
since 1872, when brigades discovered their training and
efficiency improved when they engaged in training
competitions with neighbouring brigades.
The event at Beeac proceeded despite the sweltering
conditions. I applaud the organisers of the event, which
included brigades from Connewarre, Napoleons, Ascot,
Irrewarra, Truganina, Wallington, Beeac, Woodford,
Elaine and a small one from Warrion that was merged
in with the Beeac brigade.
The firefighting skills on display were called into action
over the weekend as grassfires threatened the outskirts
of Ararat, coming within 3 kilometres of the town. Over
250 Country Fire Authority and Department of
Sustainability and Environment firefighters were
involved in containing the blaze, which burnt over
1000 hectares. Fortunately there were no injuries or
building losses as a result of the fire.
I commend the men and women involved in protecting
lives and property in this part of western Victoria. It is a
reminder of the dangers of complacency even at this
late stage of the fire season.

Country Fire Authority: Pura Pura brigade
Mr O’BRIEN — On the same note, this coming
weekend I will have the pleasure of handing over the
rebuilt Pura Pura Country Fire Authority facility to the
local brigade, which is one of our important country
brigades near Skipton. I reiterate our government’s
commitment to support the CFA and its staff by
providing them with modern facilities to carry out their
important work.

CITY OF MORELAND: PLANNING
SCHEME AMENDMENT C140
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I move:
That amendment C140 to the Moreland planning scheme be
revoked.

It is with some sadness that we find ourselves here
again. It is another week and we have another decision
made by this Minister for Planning to ride roughshod
over local communities, local councils and processes.
Today the victims of this planning minister are the
residents living near the Brunswick terminal station in
Moreland. The existing terminal station has been there
since 1939. It is bounded on one side by Merri Creek
and on the other side, literally across the road, we have
a number of residents. We have families, we have
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communities and we have children. The proposal by
this minister will force on this community a massive
expansion of the Brunswick terminal station.

the responsible authority, am going to rely upon
SP AusNet to do the consultation’. That is in his media
release.

We have another example of bad practices leading to
potentially bad outcomes. Again we have the minister
unilaterally changing zoning. In this case he is changing
the zoning from residential to special use, but what is
common for this minister — the form we have come to
expect from him — is that in doing so his actions are
unilateral. He is ignoring the council, he is ignoring the
community and he has taken the issue out of the hands
of the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal,
where the matter was to be heard, and is set to impose
his own will on this community.

Mrs Peulich — You’re talking about moral
obligations.

As I have said, this minister has form in this area. He
has the dubious distinction of being the only Victorian
planning minister in history to be sued twice in as many
months. We have a planning process across the state in
which this minister does not discriminate: his actions
are littering the state, whether it is in Portland, Torquay,
Serendip or Footscray. All are examples of at best
mind-boggling incompetence and potentially something
a lot worse. Today’s example is just another one; it is
really just the next instalment.
What we are being asked to look at today is the
minister’s decision to supercharge the Brunswick
terminal station. This is the biggest change to hit this
station and probably this community in 70 years. The
community’s members are being asked to tolerate and
be exposed to a fourfold increase in the power surging
through this substation. The protection community
members have — their buffer — is literally the fact that
they live across the road. That has caused some concern
in the community. We have a substation that interacts
with families with children, and the minister has
ignored and turned his back on this community.
As I said, that is not new. That is the form this minister
has. He operates regardless of local communities and
regardless of their councils, and he disregards the
notion of any process. So arrogant and so dismissive
has he become that he refuses to even consult.
Consultation, he says, is below him. On 15 February he
put out a media release in which he said:
SP AusNet consulted with the Brunswick community and
other stakeholders in developing its plans.

The minister has contracted out his obligation — his
moral obligation at least — to look this community’s
members in the eyes, consult with them, listen to them
and address their fears. These are not minor, trivial
matters. We are talking about a fourfold increase in the
capacity of this power station, yet the minister says, ‘I,

Mr TEE — It might be even more. I do not have
any issue with SP AusNet. Like all others involved, it
has been let down by this minister and this process —
or the lack of any process. At the heart of this is a lack
of regard for the community. This is coming out of the
minister’s own words. This is not my view but the
minister’s view as set out in his media release. Mr Guy
is the planning authority, the minister with whom the
buck stops; this is his decision and he has to take
responsibility, yet he refuses to even set up a process
through which he could consult with the community.
He has ridden roughshod over the community. In
addition, once again — as we have seen occur right
across the state — he has disregarded the views of the
council.
It should be noted that the council did consult. It had a
consultation process, and it came up with an outcome. I
will come to that later, but it is worth noting now that
the Greens, Mr Barber, have not necessarily covered
themselves in glory on this one.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr TEE — No. It is worth noting and putting on the
record that when this motion came up before the
council — —
Mr Barber — What motion?
Mr TEE — The motion to approve the permit
application. When that came to the council — —
Mr Barber — When was that?
Mr TEE — On 23 November. It was moved and
seconded by not one but two Greens councillors. This is
an application that came before that council because of
the support of two Greens councillors.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr TEE — It will be interesting to see, Mr Barber,
how you dissect the position taken by those two
councillors in relation to your own. I look forward to
your contribution on that matter. I do not think there is
much difference between what was before the council
and what ultimately the minister approved, though I
stand to be corrected on that.
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Cooler heads prevailed, and the council rejected the
Greens motion. In rejecting the motion the council
focused on the health impact of the substation. What
the council said — and this is from the minutes of its
meeting of 23 November — was that:
The proposal is contrary to … the Moreland planning scheme,
because the applicant has failed to satisfactorily demonstrate
how the buildings and works will reduce the impact on the
health of the community and how the works will satisfy a
policy of prudent avoidance to eliminate any health effects
associated with exposure to electromagnetic energy fields.

The council went on to say:
The proposal is contrary to council’s human exposure to
electromagnetic radiation policy, February 2000.

That is important for two reasons. What the council is
essentially saying is that it cannot guarantee the health
of the community — those families, those residents and
those children who live across the road. That is a very
important consideration that has certainly moved me in
terms of my position on this motion. It is important for
another reason. In addressing this issue by reference to
its policies in relation to health, the council has
followed the advice of none other than the Minister for
Health. The Minister for Health was approached by the
community in relation to the health impacts of this
massive increase. Through his chief of staff the minister
said this to the community by way of a letter dated
16 August 2011:
I thank you for bringing the matter to my attention and
encourage you to participate in the planning process which I
understanding is currently before Moreland City Council.
I am also advised that the council has a public policy on
human exposure to electromagnetic radiation. This policy
indicates that council will seek to achieve agreement with
power companies on a Moreland prudent avoidance process
and enforce compliance with this process in all new
developments and upgrades. I recommend that you also
discuss your concerns with the council with a view to seeking
input into their precautionary strategy discussions with the
power companies as part of the council’s prudent avoidance
process.

What we have is the Minister for Health saying, ‘I
understand that you have health concerns, but there is a
council process. There is a council policy. Work
through that council process, and work through that
council policy’. Of course what happens when that
council process and that council policy are worked
through is that the council uses that policy as grounds
for rejecting this planning approval. The community is
given comfort by the Minister for Health that its issues
will be addressed. Its issues are then addressed by the
council, but the Minister for Planning disregards not
only the community but also the process that the
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Minister for Health in his own government encouraged
the community to pursue.
We have a disconnect between the Minister for Health
and the Minister for Planning. We have the Minister for
Health saying one thing to the community and the
Minister for Planning riding roughshod not only over
the community but also over the Minister for Health.
The Minister for Planning comes trampling in like
some sort of dark knight, disregarding all the work the
council has been doing and all the material it has in
terms of the compliance of this proposal with its
policies. He disregards all of that and once again
imposes his own view on this community.
I do not hold myself out to be an expert on the health
impacts of this expanded facility. That is not something
I am an expert on, but neither is the Minister for
Planning. You would have thought that on something
so critical and so important where having gone through
the process the minister is going to walk away from the
views of the council and disregard that outcome, he
would put in place some independent review that at the
very least would give this community some comfort in
relation to its very real concerns about the health
impacts. Before you quadruple the power flowing
through the system, you would have thought that you
could get some independent advice. We are talking
about a facility that has been there for more than seven
years and a facility that will probably continue to be
there for generations, yet, coming back to
Mrs Peulich’s point, this minister does not have the
moral fibre to stand up and say, ‘Hang on a minute. For
my own sake I want to know that there are no health
impacts. For the sake of this community I want to know
what the health impacts are’. There is no comfort to this
community or indeed to any community from this
government.
For us, the health and safety of this community are
paramount. If this planning scheme amendment is not
disallowed, the community will be stuck with this
decision by this minister for a very long time, so what
the opposition is doing today is appealing to those in
this chamber to vote to revoke this planning scheme
amendment. We do so on the basis that this community
deserves a proper process — a process that has a look at
the health impacts and a process that has a look at
whether this is the best way to proceed with this
expansion. Such a process should look at how this
massive structure being imposed on this community —
a structure that has some three buildings, some of
which are 50 metres wide and 10 metres high — will be
a major impost on the landscape. However, once again
the minister has had no independent verification of
whether this is how the structure ought to be built.
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There is no independent verification of whether you can
do it differently, do it better or do it in a way that is
safer. Our view is that before dumping this on the
community the minister should have consulted and
spoken to the community. Before the government rams
this through it should be fully informed, and the
requirement for independent advice is paramount in
terms of that.
I am not doubting for one moment that the power
companies have done their jobs to the best of their
abilities — I do not have any evidence to the
contrary — but this community has a number of
concerns about the location, size and shape of this
development. I congratulate the local member of
Parliament for Brunswick, Jane Garrett in the
Assembly, for her excellent advocacy on behalf of the
local community in making sure that its views are
properly and appropriately represented. She has done a
sensational job of making sure that the community is
aware of what is happening in relation to these issues
and that these issues are brought to everyone’s
attention.
Again, what we have is a flaw in the processes adopted
by this government and this minister. There is a flaw in
the planning process, because once again they have
failed to deliver a process. It is not even that we ended
up with a flawed process — we have no process. There
has been no independent panel, there has been no
independent review of the merits of the proposal and
there has been no independent review of the health
impacts on the community. The government and the
minister have failed to give this very important issue the
very serious consideration it is due.
We on this side stand shoulder to shoulder with the
community. We stand shoulder to shoulder with its
request for an independent process — a process that
will examine all the areas that are contested and a
process that will make sure that we get a better outcome
not just today but for generations to come. It is only
then, once we have had an independent process, that the
chamber and members in this house can really be
confident that this is the best way forward and, more
importantly, that this will not impact on the health of
this community.
We are very keen for this planning scheme amendment
to be revoked so this minister can do it properly and can
get it right, so we do not flay about without any idea as
to the consequences of the decisions that are being
made, so we do not end up with an outcome that we
come to regret because this matter was acted on in haste
and without any due consideration. We would urge
members today to support my revocation motion.
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Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I am
very pleased to rise to speak in opposition to this
motion. The Minister for Planning, the Honourable
Matthew Guy, is a very good minister and one who has
taken many steps to improve planning regimes in
Victoria following the appalling track records of a
succession of poor planning ministers under the
previous regime. Minister Guy has approved
amendment C140 to the Moreland planning scheme
allowing rezoning of the Brunswick terminal station
site to special use zone. This allows for a vital upgrade
of the terminal station.
I think a key point, and the nub of this whole
conversation, goes to the fact that this station has been
located at the same site since 1938. That site will now
be zoned special use. It is not a huge step forward, but
this means that SP AusNet, as the owner of that station,
can begin its upgrade to those works to ensure security
of supply of electricity across inner Melbourne,
including the northern and western CBD and many
inner suburbs. This is not in my electorate, but I think it
would be a basic and key principle for a society that
enjoys a reasonable standard of living: a secure and
reliable power supply is a basis for how we live our
lives, and it is the provision of an essential service that
people have a right to expect. Many of our elderly
people have been impacted during heat waves because
of infrastructure that has been allowed to become
run-down over a long period of time, and I think a step
forward to progress an outcome is where this
government wants to be; it wants an outcome that
ensures that that power supply meets the needs of
Victorians.
The planned upgrade is expected to cost around
$271 million. SP AusNet has consulted with the
Brunswick community and other stakeholders in
developing these plans, and this facility will be located
on a site that is not an outdoor site — it is actually
enclosed — and extensive landscaping has been
included to ensure that there is some local amenity for
that community. I think that is all part of good and
proper planning for where we need to go.
Mr Barber — What about the wind turbine?
Mrs PETROVICH — These are all alternatives in
the mix, I would have to say, Mr Barber, and as part of
a suite of alternative measures these are things that need
to be looked at. But currently they are not going to
ensure the provision of a secure essential service for
Victorians. Looking at clean and green energy is
something that we need to work towards with
appropriate planning processes around it, which this
government has also provided for under Mr Guy’s
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guidance. It has ensured that people will not have the
sort of infrastructure imposed on them in rural zones
which is effectively an industrial use and which has a
great impact on those communities. They have been
very divisive. Under the previous government’s wind
atlas, with no consultation — —
Mr Tee interjected.
Mrs PETROVICH — That is nonsensical and
absolutely what I would expect from Mr Tee. We need
to understand that these things are solutions for the
future, but as it stands now we need to work towards
that future with an appropriate planning process to
ensure that people are not impacted on, that their lives
are not ruined and that whether it is a real or imagined
health risk — the community is still out on that — —
Mr Tee interjected.
Mrs PETROVICH — I think a 2-kilometre buffer
is very reasonable if you are living under a turbine,
Mr Tee. When you look at the process that has
surrounded the approach to the planning of this and the
claim that there has been no consultation and the fact
that the council actually rejected this planning
application, it is interesting to note the breakdown of
the vote on that council. This matter was taken to an
urban planning committee of the Moreland City
Council which was made up of seven councillors. The
council planning department recommended granting the
Brunswick terminal station permit with some minor
conditions. Interestingly the vote went like this. For the
upgrade: Jo Connellan, Greens; Toby Archer, Greens;
Alice Pryor, Labor Left but pro Greens — —
Mr Barber interjected.
Mrs PETROVICH — That says a mouthful too,
Mr Barber. But anyway, the councillors who voted
against were: Enver Erdogan, Labor Socialist Left,
anti-Greens — —
Mrs Peulich — Can you say it again? Sorry, we
missed that last one.
Mrs PETROVICH — I will just reiterate for
Mrs Peulich’s benefit: Cr Enver Erdogan, Labor
Socialist Left, anti-Greens; Cr Stella — excuse me if I
do not get the pronunciation of these people’s names
right; people have trouble with my name too —
Kariofylidis, Labor Socialist Left; Cr Lambros Tapinos,
Labor Right. What does this mean? Is this a split in the
Greens-Labor alliance? Or is this actually cheap politics
on behalf of Labor, which is doing what it does best,
which is using community issues as a springboard for a
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cheap political shot. Is this another Labor cook-up? Is
this misusing — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mrs PETROVICH — I am not sure what Mr Tee’s
involvement is in this, but we have seen the debacle, the
infighting and the factionalism and how constructive
that has been at a federal level for Australia.
Ms Tierney interjected.
Mrs PETROVICH — Relevance is modus
operandi, Ms Tierney. We clearly demonstrate who we
are by what we do. The modus operandi of the Labor
Party is self-serving and cheap political point-scoring; it
could not organise the proverbial — —
Ms Tierney — On a point of order, Acting
President, on the matter of relevance, I ask that the
member be drawn back to the matter that is before the
house.
Mr Finn — On the point of order, Acting President,
clearly Mrs Petrovich was speaking about the
decision-making processes of the council. If the
decision-making processes of the council are not
relevant to this debate, I am not sure what is. Clearly
she was in fact being very relevant to the point at hand.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Tarlamis) —
Order! I remind Mrs Petrovich to come back to the
matter at hand.
Mrs PETROVICH — The matter at hand is that we
have a democratic process of the responsible authority,
which is the Moreland City Council, which is actually
engaged in its business, but when you actually break
that down to understand its process it is not quite as
transparent as people would have you believe. We need
to understand that this is an important piece of
infrastructure. It is a simple planning amendment for
the benefit of central Melbourne and the western
suburbs of Melbourne — Labor heartland in fact — and
yet these people, on the basis of cheap political
point-scoring, cannot support their own community.
When you actually break down that component of the
council and look at the make-up of that planning
committee it is important that you also note that the
terminal station is located in Moreland’s south ward,
where the representative councillors are Jo Connellan,
Greens, who voted for the upgrade; Alice Pryor, Labor
Left, voted for; Lambros Tapinos, Labor Right, voted
against — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
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Mrs PETROVICH — They want to have a bob
each way. Does this go to demonstrate that these people
could not organise a proverbial? Am I clear now? They
cannot govern Australia. They cannot make a simple
planning amendment.
It is clear that the coalition government has taken
appropriate action to ensure that the lights stay on in
Melbourne, in the CBD and in western Melbourne. At
the request of Brunswick residents and the Merri Creek
community group, nine alternative sites were
considered. Is that consultation? Each site went through
the statutory regulatory investment test investigation
which applies to all new electricity works under the
national electricity rules. Alternative sites investigated
included two sites in Kingsville and sites in Brooklyn,
Newport-Yarraville, Coburg, North Fitzroy, inner
Melbourne and Kew. The result of those investigations
was that the net benefit for energy users was greatest at
the terminal station located in Brunswick. Is that a
process? Is that looking for an outcome for a
community? This whole motion today is very insulting
to the responsible authority, and it is very insulting to
those communities.
The motion is irresponsible on the basis that these
people deserve a reliable power source. The terminal
station is a piece of infrastructure that has been sitting
there since 1938. Times have moved on. Construction
costs for these options varied from about $387 million
to $916 million, with operating costs of up to $4 million
a year. Had the terminal station been moved to
Brooklyn, it could have cost each of CitiPower’s
310 000 customers an extra $360. This is coming right
back to responsibly providing those services at a
reasonable cost to the consumers, who are spread across
suburbs including West Brunswick, Northcote,
Richmond, Collingwood, St Kilda, Camberwell,
Gardiner, Caulfield, Deepdene and Kew. The extra
costs would have been passed on to energy users in the
form of bigger bills. That would have meant a higher
cost of living for the consumers and a higher cost of
living for the people who those sitting opposite purport
to represent.
It is reasonable for Victorians to expect governments to
make decisions that will reduce costs and take the
pressure of rising electricity prices off families. The
decision that has been made in this case will save
310 000 CitiPower customers a considerable amount of
money and will help ensure their security of supply into
the future — not that that seems to have entered
Mr Tee’s head. SP AusNet has carried out significant
community consultation and the upgrade will house the
station. As I said, it will not be something that is sitting
out there on its own; it will actually be housed and be
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consistent with the character of the community in
Brunswick.
If we talk about irresponsibility and where we go with
all of this, we must look at what has happened in the
great quest for a sustainable power supply. We talk
about alternative power supply, and then we have a
federal government that introduces the carbon tax.
Ms Crozier — A great big tax.
Mrs PETROVICH — A great big tax, Ms Crozier,
you are absolutely right. Instead of looking at how we
can reduce the carbon footprint, the whole
conversation, as we saw this last week, resembles more
the ‘Look at me, Kimmy’ approach that has been taken
up by Labor politics. Is the carbon tax the conversation
about reducing carbon dioxide? No. The carbon tax has
been about, as Ms Crozier rightly pointed out, a great
big tax, which has actually detracted from the whole
issue of looking after what we need to, reducing our
carbon footprint and looking at alternative energy
solutions. This is about money. This is about a pot of
money.
It is very interesting to look at the cost to communities.
The opposition talks about what is responsible and what
we are doing here today. This is going to be a simple
amendment to improve a piece of infrastructure. This
motion today says there has been no consultation and,
no, we cannot do it. Looking at the impact of the carbon
tax on the broader community, we see a deficit by 2015
of $5 367 629 to Benalla; a deficit to the city of Greater
Bendigo of $54 653 304 and a loss of 489 jobs; a deficit
to the city of Hume $77 585 860 and a loss of 494 jobs;
a deficit to the Macedon Ranges, where I live, of
$13 049 462 and a loss of 115 jobs; a deficit to Mildura
of $20 245 027 and a loss of 154 jobs; and Mount
Alexander will have a dollar value loss of $4 586 691
and a loss of 30 jobs, which is significant for that small
community.
Mr Leane — What is this based on? The report you
wouldn’t release?
Mrs PETROVICH — Mr Leane, this is based on
an irresponsible Labor Party scoring cheap political
points instead of looking for solutions for communities.
That is the analogy I am drawing. I am speaking so
strongly today against this motion because it is
ill-conceived; it is clearly just another cheap political
swipe. I think Labor needs to have a damned good look
at where it is operating and how it is operating, and that
has been very clear in the last week or so.
Last week I witnessed an appalling set of circumstances
for Australia. I think it has been a shameful chapter in
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the history of Australia; putting politics ahead of
governing is something that will resound in the hearts
and minds of Australians for very many years. There is
a very interesting piece I have around — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Tarlamis) —
Order!
Mrs PETROVICH — I think we have lost our way
on the real issues and where we should be, which is
going back to proper planning and looking at science.
We should not get caught up in a grab for cash or in
cheap politics but get back to what we are elected and
what we have a responsibility to do, which is to provide
infrastructure. Our mandate as a government is to cut
the red tape, get out of the way and actually assist, and
after 11 years of neglect things are moving.
I have to say that this motion is typical of a Wednesday.
It is ill-conceived and has not been thought out. There
has been a lack of research; the opposition has just said,
‘Oh my God, what are we going to put on the notice
paper? It is opposition business day’. The little bit of
contrivance that is going on here is just cheap political
point-scoring, and I cannot support anything to do with
it.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I
compliment Mr Tee on bringing forward this motion as
a kind of last-ditch effort to have this proposal
reconsidered and brought down to a scale that is more
acceptable to the local community. His analogy with a
wind farm is very apt. If this were a wind turbine in
Brunswick, under the government’s rules everybody
within 2 kilometres would get to vote and to veto it, and
if it were not built by 15 March, the permit would be
lost. It is difficult for the government to explain the
difference between the two types of proposals in terms
of impact and the way it sees the planning scheme
operating.
The proposal goes back a lot further than Mr Tee’s
awareness of it. Although the previous two speakers
devoted most of their time to which political party was
most to blame, the reality is that this proposal was
around for a long time before the community first
became aware of it. This vote in the Parliament today is
not the last ditch; it is not the last opportunity to have
this proposal modified. I will come back to that when I
have explained the context.
Most members of the community became aware of this
proposal, unfortunately, when the yellow notice went
up on the chain-link fence around the substation. I
heard about it very shortly afterwards as the community
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got organised. I went out and walked the site, I visited
those community members who were raising the alarm,
and I attended a number of community events designed
to build community support and get the government on
side. However, the proposal has been around since
2007 when it was being dealt with under the Electricity
Industry Act 2000 under the responsibility of our then
state energy minister, Mr Batchelor, and our then
federal energy minister, Mr Ferguson.
In 2008 CitiPower put together a proposal where it
argued the necessity of this development. When the
matter first came to light in my community I had to go
back and research to find the genesis of this project.
Back then, as I have said, under the regulation of state
and federal Labor energy ministers, CitiPower put
forward and sought approval for the major expansion of
this site. As a highly regulated operator monopoly of
electricity distribution it is governed under clause 5.6.6
of the National Electricity Rules and has to go through
a number of reliability and market benefits tests to get
up a major capital works project like this.
I will not go through the entire paper trail on that one
but will put it in simple terms for anybody who is not
familiar with that area of regulation. The operator has to
demonstrate that the investment is necessary, and if it
can, not only can it do the capital works but it can then
charge us all more on our electricity bills to recover the
cost. It is aiming to achieve a reliability standard for our
electricity supply. That standard is that electricity is
delivered 99.998 per cent of the time and that in
addition to reliability the necessary capacity is also met
at the best cost that can be obtained. It is these kinds of
processes that have been largely responsible for the
spiralling cost of electricity. Upgrades to the local
distribution systems make up the largest single chunk
of our electricity bills and are contributing most to the
growth, and it is the government’s failure to get these
sorts of regulations under control that is ensuring that
our electricity bills will continue to rise.
CitiPower says it looked at a number of options.
However, all of its options were about building bigger
and charging us more for it. Options such as reducing
the demand for electricity in the CBD and the inner city
area or encouraging other forms of embedded
generation to do the same job in a different way are not
CitiPower’s responsibility. As you read through its
documents, because that was all it was required to do,
you see it simply sat around waiting for someone to
present it with such an option. Its incentives are only to
build bigger and charge us more for it, and there is
nothing built into the rules to make operators look at
demand management, reduction in consumption or
localised generation at a lower cost to avoid
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investments like this in East Brunswick or anywhere
else. Those rules need major reform, and without it our
bills will continue to spiral. Who knows how many
other communities like that in East Brunswick are
going to have proposals like this dropped on their
doorsteps?

he delivered them late in the day — just before the
election — but he did not act in the same way on this
site. If he had locked in a set of controls, I think it
would have been much harder for Mr Guy to scrap
those and bring in some new ones, and we would not be
in this situation.

In terms of the planning controls on the site, as those
familiar with it would know, it is a residential 1 zone
with no specific rules relating to the substation, except
the substation has been there so long that it has
pre-existing use rights. Throughout this entire period —
from 2007 onwards, up until when the community first
became aware of it and until November 2010 — the
then planning minister, Mr Madden, now the member
for Essendon in the Assembly, did not act to bring
down a set of rules on this site that would have satisfied
the community’s needs. Instead the council was left to
the tender mercies of the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal while the company constantly
threatened to go to VCAT, where the outcome could
not be assured because of the lack of definite planning
controls. It was pre-existing use versus the residential
zone. No-one was able to give any certainty to the
community as to how VCAT would treat that.

However, as I say, this is not the last opportunity for
this project to be sent back to the drawing board. I
never thought I would say these words as long as I
lived, but Martin Ferguson to the rescue. The federal
Minister for Resources and Energy now has the powers,
through his regulatory control over the electricity
industry supply, to send this one back to the drawing
board. If he does not think he can get it through the
National Electricity Rules, he should introduce
legislation to do so. I know Adam Bandt, federal
member for Melbourne, has written to both
Minister Ferguson and the federal Minister for Health,
Tanya Plibersek, in relation to health impacts, and we
all agree that there is an inadequate amount of
regulation for such a high-emitting facility in such close
proximity to residents. We still have a chance to stop
this proposal and have it modified to a level that the
community would accept.

In the absence of action by either the previous
government or the current one to lock in some rules that
would define how big the project could be and its other
requirements, the council, as always, was left in an
invidious position. No wonder the council ended up
splitting between those who thought they got the best
deal they could have out of the modified proposal
versus those who said, ‘No, let’s spin the wheel and
take our chances at VCAT’. Mr Tee has never been a
local councillor, so he has never had to look his
community in the eyes and say to them, ‘We can take
the deal we’ve got now or we can risk it all at VCAT’.
That is in fact a very difficult job for councillors.

In my view the upgrade of this site is itself unnecessary.
CitiPower should have been forced to look at demand
reduction options in the area that is supplied here. It put
numbers on that in its reports, but it is not CitiPower’s
responsibility under the rules to make those options
happen, and the government — and I say this about all
governments over a set of rules that have been
established for a very long time — is just not interested
in that. All the rules drive an incentive to build bigger
and bigger and let electricity bill payers cover the cost.
That is a necessary and urgent reform, but it is not as
urgent as the steps that Mr Ferguson needs to take to
block this proposal at the last ditch — and I know he
will have the support of Adam Bandt if he does so.

Mr Tee — Is that how you justify it?
Mr BARBER — It is not how I justify it, Mr Tee, it
is reality. It is reality in the absence of planning
controls, which only the state government can approve,
that say what they mean and mean what they say.
Here it was just a great big blank. And no, this is not the
Greens versus Labor; this is local councillors — who as
a bloc would say this — versus the state government’s
laissez-faire view, including Mr Madden’s laissez-faire
view of how the planning scheme ought to operate. It
did not stop Mr Madden intervening in the Moreland
planning scheme to introduce height limits in another
area that he found politically sensitive. Those were
controls that the local council had been demanding, and

I am supporting Mr Tee’s motion. The government has
already declared that it will use its numbers and we will
not succeed here today, but I believe we still have an
opportunity to get this one right and get it right for
many other similar investments across the whole
electricity grid.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
oppose Mr Tee’s motion. I have to say, there is a
certain deja vu feeling about this. I read this motion and
thought, ‘Here he goes again; he just can’t help
himself’. Can I suggest to Mr Tee that he might like to
go for a walk. Can I suggest to Mr Tee that he get up
from his seat, go out of the chamber, walk around the
corridors and down the steps of this building, and he
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will see that clearly marked on the pillars down the
front it says ‘Parliament of Victoria’. It does not say
‘Moreland City Council’, it does not say ‘VCAT’
(Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal), it does
not say ‘Department of Planning and Community
Development’; it says ‘Parliament of Victoria’, and that
is where we are.
This Legislative Council is not the place to bring your
planning problems. It is a bit like going to Melbourne
Park and expecting to watch the football; you have
come to the wrong place — again. Some people never
seem to learn, and this bloke is very slow on the
uptake — extraordinarily slow on the uptake. Mr Tee
has come to the wrong place; he has done it again. I can
only suggest to Mr Tee that if he is really enthusiastic
about judging planning matters, he might like to run for
council. I can absolutely guarantee him that nobody on
this side will miss him, so if he wants to run for council,
I will even come out and give out how-to-vote cards for
him. How is that for an offer? If Mr Tee wants to run
for Moreland City Council, I will come out and give
out how-to-vote cards for him.
It has to be said that I have a fair bit of faith in the
Moreland council for the first time in many a long year.
That is largely because councillors actually had the
ability this time to choose a mayor who is worthy of
support. I think Cr Kavanagh is probably in for a very
long spell in the mayoral office in Moreland, and I wish
him very well. He is doing a very good job, and I am
sure he will continue to do a good job. He certainly
does not need the grandstanding nonsense of Mr Tee,
who comes into this place and tries to undermine the
role of the Moreland council. I say to Mr Tee: this is the
Victorian Parliament; this is the Legislative Council —
this is not a planning authority. Our role is very
different. We are a house of review. We are a number
things. There is often discussion about what the
Legislative Council does, and in fact I think in an
upcoming report from the Electoral Matters
Committee — and we might be having a look at it, so I
would not want to — —
Mrs Peulich — Pre-empt it.
Mr FINN — Pre-empt anything at all — indeed,
Mrs Peulich; I would not want to do that at all.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr FINN — Perhaps I could call him something
else, but I will not. I will say one thing to Mr Tee, and
that is that we have a lot to do as members of
Parliament.
Mrs Peulich — TW, time waster!
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Mr FINN — Absolutely. That is what I am getting
to, Mrs Peulich. We in this Parliament have a great deal
of very important work to do. Why does this bloke over
here insist on coming in here every Wednesday and
wasting our time? Why does he come in here dragging
this stuff up for a quick headline, for a bit of a rah-rah
in the suburbs? He knows, we know, everybody knows
he has come to the wrong place. I might have to say this
time and again until it permeates through his skull. He
has come to the wrong place. The Legislative Council
of this Parliament is not the planning authority of
Victoria. Mr Tee should go to the council, to VCAT or
to the Minister for Planning, but this is the wrong place.
He should not waste our time. We have more important
things to do. He might not be aware that we had
11 years of Labor government that we have to recover
from. He might not be aware that for 11 years we had
the sort of neglect that has left our state on the
precipice. As members of Parliament, we have a great
deal of work to do to get Victoria up and running again.
It is absolutely shameful for Mr Tee or Mr Leane to
come in here and waste our time every Wednesday. As
Mrs Peulich points out, they are even turning wacky
Wednesday into a farce. If they are going to come in
here and they want to talk about something, they should
at least make it relevant to the point. Let us at least
discuss an issue in a forum where we can actually do
something. It is a nonsense for Mr Tee to come in here,
to reach into his bag of tricks every week and pull out
something new and to try to drag this over the coals. As
I say — and I will say it again — he has come to the
wrong place.
I have to wonder if this is in fact not so much about a
planning issue as it is about the need to solidify the
Labor vote in Brunswick. As we know, for some time
the Greens have been eyeing off the seat of Brunswick.
It is only by the good grace of the Liberal Party that the
Labor Party actually holds the seat of Brunswick.
Mr Tee — They are doing us a favour.
Mr FINN — We did. I do not know whether we did
Victoria a favour.
Mr O’Donohue interjected.
Mr FINN — The lesser of two evils indeed.
Mr O’Donohue has hit the nail on the head. You have
to wonder if this is about planning or if it is rather about
the need of Mr Tee and his Labor colleagues to win a
few points from the Greens. Mr Tee knows the Greens
are in Brunswick. I know Mr Barber is often in
Brunswick. They can feel the hot breath of the Greens
on the back of their necks. It is very unpleasant. Labor
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members can feel that, so they are now coming in here
trying to do a big song and dance and trying to tell the
people of Brunswick that they are on their side. We
know that is a nonsense, and the people of Brunswick
know that is a nonsense.
I say that as I was a resident of Brunswick many years
ago. Many years ago I lived in Brunswick, and even
then there was a view that the Labor Party had failed
the people of Brunswick, as it has failed so many in the
inner city, the northern suburbs and the western
suburbs. That is something the Labor Party obviously is
feeling very sensitive about, and with good reason,
because it has betrayed those who have voted for it over
such a long time.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Mr FINN — Labor members come in here trying to
beat something up in an area that we cannot actually do
anything about. Mr Lenders is over there carrying on
like a two-bob watch. I might say that is not unusual; it
is pretty much par for the course. Would Mr Lenders,
as the Leader of the Opposition, like to tell the shadow
Minister for Planning that this is not the planning
authority for Victoria? This is the Legislative Council.
It is legislative; it is not planning. It is about making
laws; it is not about listening to various planning points.
This is the Parliament of Victoria. I am not sure how
many times I have to say that.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — I know. I told Mr Tee to go down and
have a look, Mr Ondarchie. He should go down. In fact,
Mr Lenders might like to take him down there.
Mr Lenders might like to take him down and show him
the sign at the front which says ‘Parliament of
Victoria’. We have nothing to do with planning; we
have authorities for that. We have VCAT, we have
councils and we have the Department of Planning and
Community Development. This is the Parliament. I
might be accused of repeating myself, but some people
just need to hear that message being reinforced time
and again, because week after week the Labor members
come in here doing the same thing. It is very weak
indeed. A weak performance on a weekly basis, it has
to be said. I will repeat that message to Mr Tee for as
long as it takes to get the message through. He should
not waste the time of this Parliament. He should not
waste the time of the Legislative Council on matters
that are best dealt by municipal councils, by VCAT or
indeed by the minister himself.
You have to wonder what is in the minds of those on
the other side of the house when we discuss electricity
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because, as Mr Barber has pointed out, the cost of
electricity is rising substantially and will continue to do
so, particularly in the wake of the carbon tax that is
about to hit our country in the middle of this year.
However, I do not hear anybody from the Labor Party,
or indeed from the Greens, saying that the carbon tax
should be scrapped in order to prevent these price rises.
I find that very sad because the carbon tax that is about
to be presented to us by the Gillard-Brown government
in Canberra is going to wreck a lot of families, it is
going to wreck a lot of jobs and it is going to wreck a
lot of businesses. This tax is going to cause a huge
amount of damage, social disharmony and human
misery, and this is something about which we do not
hear anything from members opposite. They really
need to take this seriously.
Instead of coming here wasting the time of this
Parliament, talking about things that this Parliament
does not have responsibility for, perhaps they should be
talking about a campaign to urge the federal
government to scrap the carbon tax. That would
certainly be something. If they really cared about the
people of Brunswick, or indeed the people of Victoria,
they would be on the front foot and they would be
calling on the Prime Minister to scrap her carbon tax.
We can only hope that that will happen at some stage,
although I will not be holding my breath. Maybe Kevin
Rudd will, I am not sure. Mr Tee comes in
here, President — —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Legal and Social Issues Legislation Committee:
meeting
The PRESIDENT — Order! Members will recall
that earlier this morning I asked if members who were
making an apology for tonight’s Legal and Social
Issues Legislation Committee meeting could indicate or
confirm those apologies to Mr O’Donohue, a member
for Eastern Victoria. I asked if Mr O’Donohue could let
me know if he anticipated that there would be a quorum
at the meeting tonight. I expect that the apologies were
conveyed to Mr O’Donohue, but Mr O’Donohue has
indicated to me that there will be a quorum for the
meeting tonight and that the meeting can proceed. The
basis of that quorum will be members who are already
members of that committee and have indicated to
Mr O’Donohue that they will be in attendance as well
as two participating members nominated by the
government. That is in accordance with standing
order 23.05. The meeting will proceed.
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Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, I seek
clarification. Is it the case that the government is able,
through this mechanism, to propose participating
members take part in a process of manipulating this
chamber so that only government members will attend
the meeting tonight — without an agenda — in order
for this house not to debate a matter relating to a
member for Western Victoria, Mr Ramsay, when
Mr Ramsay is one of the participating members? Is that
the proposition the government is putting before us?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I understand that an
agenda has been circulated to all members of the
committee, including those who gave an apology for
tonight’s meeting. Some of those members may well
find that their diaries are now clear and that they will
attend, particularly in the context of a rather lopsided
committee in terms of representation. I am not prepared
to comment on what was a fairly charged statement as
to what the government’s intention might be in this. It
is not for me to speculate on the government’s
intention. I am just advising the house that
Mr O’Donohue believes he can convene a meeting with
a quorum this evening.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — By
leave, I wish to make a very short comment. I indicate
that the government would be prepared to talk to parties
about ensuring the smooth working of the committees
and to have an informal discussion, if that would be of
assistance to members of all parties.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I certainly think that
would be helpful.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Manufacturing: productivity
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade, Mr Dalla-Riva. In question time
yesterday the minister was not able to define the term
‘productivity’, claiming that it was too broad a concept
to define. The Victorian Competition and Efficiency
Commission is able to define the term in eight words.
After 24 hours of research time can the minister now
define the term ‘productivity’?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I am sure
members opposite will be familiar with the debates
over technical definitions of ‘productivity’. Some
economists hold that multifactor productivity
encompassing the contribution of both labour and
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capital inputs is the more robust measure. Others prefer
labour productivity which expresses output relative to
labour input or, more simply, gross value added per
hours worked.
However, the real point of the productivity debate is not
about econometric definitions but about how policy
reforms can help businesses improve their
competitiveness by working smarter and better. The
economic modelling undertaken by the Victorian
government shows that even a small improvement of
just 0.1 per cent in manufacturing labour productivity
would result in a lift in Victoria’s gross state product of
$8.3 billion over 15 years. As the Reserve Bank
governor, Glenn Stevens, noted today, the productivity
debate is not some arcane academic argument. It is a
tough challenge for business and workers alike. It is
about management and employees ‘grinding out
difficult changes to the way they do things every day’.
The Victorian government believes government can
and should help in encouraging businesses to undertake
an upgrade in skills, technology and processes that will
allow them to lift productivity. Given that growth in
productivity in the Victorian economy slowed
dramatically during Labor’s decade in power, the
Baillieu government is determined that lifting our
performance on this measure is vital to ensuring that
Victorian industry remains strong and successful.
Supplementary question
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I thank Mr Dalla-Riva for his answer. Can the minister
inform the house whether inflation is incorporated in
the calculation of productivity?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — As I said
yesterday, and I will say it today: those opposite do not
get it. What they want to do is put a position into a box,
and then once that box is assured that is where they
head. I also explained earlier in my substantive reply
that we are not into some arcane, economic argument.
But the answer is no.

India: trade delegation
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — My question is to
the Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and Trade, the
Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva, and I ask: can the
minister inform the house on how the Victorian
government’s super trade mission to India helped
identify potential business opportunities for Victoria’s
automotive industry?
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I thank Mr Koch
for his question, because what we have heard over the
last two days has been a mocking of the super trade
mission. I was pleased to focus on one of the key
sectors involved in the super trade mission to India, the
area that those opposite want to continually talk
down — that is, the automotive sector.
As I mentioned yesterday, the Indian super trade
mission was the largest trade mission to ever leave
Australia, with over 200 Victorian businesses and
organisations involved in identifying new market
opportunities in one of the world’s high-growth
economies. We had 17 companies and research
organisations from the automotive sector taking part.
They were in India to demonstrate their world-class
capability as innovative, state-of-the-art suppliers into
the global automotive industry supply chain.
I have spoken many times in this place about the
importance of the Victorian automotive industry and, in
particular, the importance of Victoria’s specialist
capabilities in design and engineering. I keep on
reminding those opposite that Australia is one of only
13 countries in the world with the full manufacturing
capability to take a vehicle from concept stage through
to production, completion and onto the showroom
floor.
The Indian automotive sector, with its extraordinary
production volumes and relative low cost structures, is
an emerging powerhouse in the global automotive
industry. We met with industry leaders in India to
discuss new opportunities for industry and research
partnerships. One exciting development during the
trade mission — this is for those opposite who are
interested — was the announcement of a feasibility
study into Mahindra Reva Electric Vehicles setting up a
manufacturing plant here in Victoria. That is what we
are about, actually generating opportunities for
manufacturing here in Victoria, and this would be the
first Mahindra Reva plant outside of India. I believe
there will be many more opportunities for us to explore
similar collaborations with the prospect of joint
ventures and other partnerships between Victorian and
Indian companies.
I had the opportunity to speak at the Future Technology
Trends in the Automotive Sector conference in Pune,
where I detailed how Victorian ideas, technology and
automotive components are found in hundreds of
vehicles worldwide.
Mr Lenders interjected.
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Mr Lenders, for your
ears, we visited the very impressive Maruti Suzuki
plant, an operation which produces a motor vehicle
every 12 seconds. I met with the head of Ford India,
Michael Bowman, who is an Australian expatriate, and
I heard about Ford’s plans for a significant expansion
and upgrade of its investments in India. I also visited
General Motors India to see its massive new production
plant outside Pune. We also toured the plant at Tata
Motors, where there are 10 000 employees at a change
of shift.
This was an opportunity for the Victorian government
and the trade delegations to gain an understanding of
the scale and sophistication of the Indian automotive
industry and to identify the possibilities for closer
cooperation with the emerging giant of global
automotive manufacturing. It is an opportunity for tier 1
and tier 2 suppliers to get involved in the global supply
chain. I have said it before and I will say it now: we
understand it, we get it — they do not.

Transport Industry Council: meetings
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations. Owner-drivers are in many cases
small businesspeople — sometimes large
businesspeople, but generally small businesspeople —
who have to contend with a great many issues. They
make an enormous contribution to the Victorian
economy. Many of their issues, particularly
occupational health and safety and model rates for the
industry, are dealt with through the Transport Industry
Council of Victoria, which is an organisation under the
minister’s authority. I am wondering whether the
minister can inform the house when the Transport
Industry Council last met?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I am very
pleased to talk about the Owner Drivers and Forestry
Contractors Act 2005, because essentially this is aiming
to improve the position of small businesses in the
transport and forestry industries and provide them with
information and essential support to run successful
operations. In 2010 the rates and cost schedules were
updated for both the transport and forestry industries.
This schedule provides current information about
typical operating costs applying to businesses enabling
parties to negotiate fair contracts. We are focused on
supporting owner-drivers, and I will take on notice the
question as to when they last met.
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Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for the lesson in the history of the act
and for taking on notice the question of when the
council last met. He mentioned the 2010 rates, which
are up on the Business Victoria website. Can the
minister confirm that the rates have not been updated
since 2010 — we are now in 2012 — and that the
reason they have not been updated is that since he has
been the minister he has not appointed a chair of the
Transport Industry Council and the council has not had
an opportunity to update the rates because it has never
had a meeting?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I said, I
am very supportive of the council in terms of what it is
doing. I will take the question on notice because it goes
to the details of the operations of the particular council.

Nurses: enterprise bargaining
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Health, Mr David Davis,
and I ask: can the minister inform the house of any
further recent developments relating to the EBA
(enterprise bargaining agreement) negotiations with the
ANF (Australian Nursing Federation) union?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I thank
the member for her question. Whilst, as I have said on a
number of occasions, I will not provide details of
precise negotiations, I will update the house with
respect to matters around the EBA with the ANF union.
I make the point that yesterday there was a very
significant ruling, after our question time, by
Justice Tracey in the Federal Court. He ordered the
cessation of the union’s illegal activity — it was
unprotected activity. He ordered that the actions cease.
He demanded that the union place on its website, on its
Twitter account, on Facebook and so forth clear
indications that the illegal actions were not to continue.
Mr Jennings interjected.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I have to say the ANF put
out on its Twitter account about 7.30 last night a
statement saying that it would be complying with the
orders, but it does appear now that there is a
coordinated action at a number of hospitals around the
state that is impacting severely on patients and that the
ANF is behind that action. The ANF union has made
the decision to proceed with unprotected action which
is now illegal action since the section 418 order on
Friday. So we have seen on Saturday, Sunday, Monday,
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Tuesday and now into Wednesday illegal activity in
defiance of Fair Work Australia orders and in defiance
of orders by Justice Tracey in the Federal Court. These
are having a very significant impact on patients, many
of them vulnerable patients.
I can say that today there have been 59 further elective
surgery cases cancelled and two category 1s cancelled
and that there has been illegal activity at Barwon,
Albury-Wodonga, Latrobe, Northern, Peninsula,
Dandenong and Clayton. In some cases cancellations of
surgery were made yesterday, ahead of the court order;
in other cases they have been made today, in response
to the ANF union’s decision to pull nurses out from
activity. This is extraordinary. It is targeted action. It is
guerrilla-type action designed to hurt patients, designed
to harm people and designed to make vulnerable people
suffer — and it is quite wrong.
Victorians understand that we live in a system where
there is a legal framework. We are all required to obey
the laws of the land. We are all required to act in
accordance with the law. The ANF union has taken it
upon itself to act against the laws of the land and to act
against lawful instructions from the Federal Court. This
is a very serious matter. It is a very serious matter
because of its impact on patients and particularly the
most vulnerable patients. It is also quite wrong in
principle for the union to be acting in this way and to be
facilitating it. The orders of Justice Tracey could not be
more clear:
… be restrained from:
… organising or continuing to organise industrial
action …
… directing, inducing, procuring, advising or assisting
any person engaged to perform the relevant work to fail
to attend … or fail to perform, that work, or to perform
that work otherwise than in accordance with the manner
in which it is customarily performed …

It is clear that Lisa Fitzpatrick is determined to hurt
patients, to put patients at risk. She needs to obey the
law, as does the ANF union.

Department of Premier and Cabinet: catering
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Manufacturing, Exports
and Trade. Last sitting Thursday the Leader of the
Government in the adjournment said that ministers pay
for meals they have at cabinet and meals they have at
cabinet committees. My question to the minister is:
how much does he pay per week for these meals?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — It is

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday, 29 February 2012

COUNCIL

interesting — and I must put this on the record — to
note that the Leader of the Opposition in this chamber
is more interested in my meal catering bill than he is in
jobs and manufacturing. He has asked me this, as the
manufacturing minister. We have a significant issue
with the manufacturing sector, we have an issue with
the carbon tax, and what do we hear today from the
opposition leader in this chamber? He is worried about
whether I pay for the catering at cabinet. This is the
priority of those opposite. I think it just demonstrates
where their priorities are.
We know the focus of the Labor Party in the last week
has been about leadership. We know the focus of the
Labor Party has been about what is happening there.
Where have we been? The Premier and three ministers,
including the Assistant Treasurer, Mr Rich-Phillips,
have been overseas, fighting for investment in this great
state, fighting for manufacturing, fighting for tourism,
fighting for every opportunity that we can see in one of
the largest emerging markets in the world — and we
have the Leader of the Opposition asking about the
catering bill.
What I can say is I get a quarterly bill and I pay it.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — Unlike those opposite.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Yes. As has been
pointed out, unlike those opposite, who were, when
they were in cabinet, getting it for?
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — Free.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Free. And who was
paying for that?
Mr Drum — The taxpayer.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — The taxpayer,
Mr Drum. We are paying it now. We have the Leader
of the Opposition, who is interested in wanting to know
whether I pay for cabinet lunches. I pay the quarterly
bill as and when due. I am happy to even let him know
that we just pay it as it comes in. If this is where we are
going in question time, heaven help the Labor Party
into the future.
Supplementary question
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for actually finally admitting it. It has taken
adjournment matters to the Premier, adjournment
matters to the Leader of the Government and questions
on notice, and I am delighted that finally a minister is
prepared to answer the question. I ask in my
supplementary question to the minister: does he pay
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upon consumption or is it a notional charge that is a
political smokescreen?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade) — I can say
that — —
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — We do have lemons;
I do occasionally see lemons. We have a very modest
menu and, can I say, not the lavishness that was there,
paid by the taxpayer, previously. I pay the bill as it
comes in — —
Hon. D. M. Davis interjected.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — As Mr Davis says,
and, as I am sure, every other minister pays it. I find it
staggering that at a time when we have significant
issues in the global economy and the Victorian
economy the focus is on what we eat at cabinet and
what we pay for. I pay for it, as does every minister —
and I find that question staggering in the circumstances.
All that Labor members seem to be interested in is their
own jobs. They are not interested in what is happening
in the broader community.

Planning: city of Stonnington
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Planning, Matthew Guy.
What action has the Baillieu government taken to
directly tackle antisocial behaviour through the use of
the Victorian planning system?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) —
Question time has now updated from sandwiches to
substance. I appreciate the question from my friend
and colleague Mrs Coote about a very serious issue of
antisocial behaviour throughout the city of
Stonnington and predominantly in what is called the
Forest Hill precinct, which is in and around South
Yarra. I am pleased to inform members of the
chamber that the Baillieu government has taken some
immediate action to work with the Stonnington City
Council by approving amendment C159 to its
planning scheme — —
Mr Tee — What about the election commitment on
this?
Hon. M. J. GUY — Here I am talking about
antisocial behaviour, and Mr Tee is acting like a hoon
by interjecting opposite me. I am talking about
antisocial behaviour and curbing antisocial behaviour.
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Mr Tee might want to listen to the answer, because it is
one of significant interest.

Forest Hill precinct while allowing residential change
to occur.

Planning scheme amendment C159 prohibits new
venues that have more than 200 patrons from trading
after 1.00 a.m. and caps the number of venues of that
type to around 50 in the Forest Hill precinct in the city
of Stonnington. It is exceedingly important, and it has
been widely well received, particularly by traders and
people in and around the city of Stonnington’s Forest
Hill precinct.

What we are doing on this side of the chamber — and it
is far from talking about sandwiches and lunches — is
getting on with the job of government, providing real
leadership for people who want to live in inner city
Melbourne, protecting residential amenity and also
allowing residential growth and working with councils
to ensure that their requests for mandatory controls to
assist with antisocial behaviour are dealt with
positively. I thank the member for Prahran in the
Assembly, Clem Newton-Brown, who has been very
solid on this issue, who has advocated for this issue and
who has been an excellent representative of his
community, as have Mrs Coote, Ms Crozier and
Mr Davis.

As Mrs Coote, Ms Crozier and David Davis would
know, their being members for Southern Metropolitan
Region, Stonnington City Council is changing in this
area. There is urban renewal taking place in and around
the Forest Hill precinct. People will be able to see from
the CBD some of the new residential towers that are
going up in that precinct. A large number of people are
moving into that precinct, so we have to be sure that
urban renewal takes place while maintaining the
vibrancy of the precinct. However, that should not
come at the expense of residential amenity. That is
what the Baillieu government has done in relation to the
agreement regarding the C195 amendment. The
Stonnington mayor, John Chandler, said:
Council is delighted that the Minister for Planning, Matthew
Guy, has approved an amendment to the planning scheme,
which means mandatory planning controls for Chapel Street
licensed venues, to reduce alcohol-fuelled antisocial
behaviour.

The council was particularly grateful that the
government gave direct attention to this matter and
showed strong leadership in insisting those controls be
mandatory, because, as I said, antisocial behaviour is an
issue in our community which we need to directly
address.
This is not the first time the Baillieu government has
used the planning system to directly intervene in an
issue beyond the broader scope of planning approvals.
Members of the chamber would be aware of the
Baillieu government recently using reforms to the bulky
goods sector to bring forward nearly 1000 jobs in
Victoria over eight months. You, President, would be
very well attuned to the support for, interest in and
importance of using the planning system for bulky
goods reforms.
While I am talking about bulky goods, it is worthwhile
noting that in the Forest Hill precinct in the city of
Stonnington I recently authorised planning scheme
amendment C141 to provide interim controls to enable
the preservation of the shot tower in the Jam Factory.
An existing piece of heritage will be preserved in the

Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry: report
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development. I refer the minister to Report
of the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry, which was tabled yesterday, and specifically to
recommendation 7, which calls for an increase in
investment and appropriate infrastructure in universal
services, including maternal and child health,
kindergarten and community playgroups, to
communities that have the highest concentration of
vulnerable children and families, and I ask: why did the
government’s initial response, announced yesterday,
not include any Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development funding for this
recommendation?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I note that the report
of the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry is the responsibility of Minister Wooldridge, the
Minister for Community Services, so I do not intend to
take wide-ranging questions on this report. However, I
welcome the tabling of the report, which is a damning
report on the former government’s management of
child protection. These are issues the Baillieu
government takes very seriously, and that is why
Minister Wooldridge established this inquiry. A
committee of ministers will advise the Premier on a
comprehensive response to this report.
Supplementary question
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — The
report from the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable
Children Inquiry actually contains a number of
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significant recommendations that relate to the portfolio
of the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development, so I expect her to be responsive to
questions in relation to them. Given the minister’s
refusal to commit specific additional funding, will she
at least commit in principle to the notion that increased
resourcing of maternal and child health, kindergarten
and community playgroups will improve early
intervention for at-risk children?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — This is a
comprehensive report that goes across government. A
committee of ministers will advise the Premier on a
response to this inquiry.

Information and communications technology:
data centres
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Technology,
Mr Rich-Phillips. I ask: can the minister inform the
house of any recent investments in data centres in
Victoria?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Minister for
Technology) — I thank Mr Davis for his question and
his interest in data centres. Data centres are a great
opportunity for the Victorian ICT sector. We are seeing
increasing demand for cloud computing services
throughout Victoria and increasing demand for
third-party data management provision throughout
Victoria, creating further demand for data centres.
Victoria is well recognised as a great location to
establish data centres. We have a reliable electricity
supply, which is very important, we have a good
climate, which is also very important to reduce the
operating costs of data centres, and we also have good
land supply, which is important, particularly for the
location of data centres outside the CBD. Increasingly,
with a view to security concerns, companies are
wanting their data centres to be located outside the
CBD in areas away from their operational bases.
Two weeks ago I was delighted to be in Deer Park for
the turning of the first sod for the Digital Realty data
centre. I know Mr Finn and Mr Elsbury were both very
keen to see that project come on stream. The new
Digital Realty data centre is a $150 million investment.
It is going to create around 200 jobs during the
construction phase and a further 33 jobs ongoing. The
estimate by Digital Realty of the impact of this data
centre in the western suburbs is around $365 million. It
is a substantial investment in Deer Park which will have
very strong flow-on effects for the western suburbs. It
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highlights the great strength that Victoria has in the data
centre market, it highlights the great strength that
Victoria has in the provision of relevant staff and skills
for ICT investments and it highlights that the Victorian
government is getting on with the job of delivering new
jobs for the Victorian community.

Midwives: graduate positions
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Health. In its 2011–12
budget the government cut the number of graduate
nurse positions from 1330 to 1305. This has had a
profound effect on student midwives, because some of
them have not been able to find a graduate-year
placement and therefore cannot complete their studies
and become registered midwives. I am aware of at least
one student who has had to go to Canberra to do her
graduate year, leaving her husband and children behind
in Melbourne. The minister would be aware that last
year in the report Maternity Services — Capacity the
Auditor-General talked about the crisis we currently
have in maternity services. The question I ask of the
minister is: will he see sense and restore funding for
these graduate nurse positions so that we can have more
registered midwives in the future rather than fewer?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I thank
the member for her question. I do not accept the
premise that there will be fewer graduate midwives
than last year. The information I have suggests that the
government does not set the number of nursing and
midwifery graduates at health services across the state.
That is a matter for individual health services, including
those in the private sector. I make the point that in the
last financial year around 24 per cent of graduates were
employed in the private sector. There has been
significant growth in the private sector, and it is likely
that a slightly larger number might be employed in the
private sector this year.
I also note that last year in the public sector there were
1609 nursing and midwifery graduates, but this year
there will be around 1600. Obviously the final number
has not been set, because the year has not finished, but
it is likely to be around 1600, so within a tiny number
of graduates either way. Frankly I do not accept the
premise of the question. The government is very
committed to graduate placement, and I note that it has
a computer matching system that operates across the
state and is the envy of other states. I am quite happy to
put on record that this computer system has existed for
a number of years and has provided a useful means for
graduates to find places to undertake their graduate
training.
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This year in Victoria the inflow of graduates was larger
than the numbers going out, and that is generally the
case. It is true to say, and I think the member will
understand this, that not every graduate is provided
with a graduate position in either the public or the
private system. That has been the case for a long time.
The numbers are broadly the same this year across both
sectors, and Victoria still continues to do very well on a
national level.

I am disappointed that Ms Darveniza did not get a berth
to ask this question during question time, because she
shared my great excitement and delight just 13 days ago
when we announced three of these grants in Shepparton
that are going to greatly assist a lot of young people in
her electorate of Northern Victoria Region and the
Hume region. Ms Tierney would appreciate the
significance of the announcements made in Ballarat last
week when I was there.

Supplementary question

In total four recent announcements have been made
under this program. The first is directed towards
strengthening regional food and dairy manufacturing
education. It is a joint project headed by Goulburn
Ovens Institute of TAFE, known as GOTAFE,
including the University of Ballarat, which will enable
graduate certificate programs in food technology areas
to articulate directly into bachelor programs in food and
nutritional sciences.

Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
would suggest that the minister should be speaking to
the midwives who do not have a graduate year because
of the 25 positions that the government is not funding in
this budget to see whether they think the matching
system is working well. They tell me it is not. I ask the
minister: of those 1600 nursing and midwifery
graduates, how many are fully registered? As he would
understand, students cannot be registered after doing
three years of training unless they have done their
graduate year. Does the minister have the number of
those 1600 graduates who are not registered?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I do
not have that figure to hand, but I can find that for
Ms Hartland.

Higher education: regional and rural students
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Higher Education and Skills, who is
also the Minister responsible for the Teaching
Profession, Minister Hall. I ask: can the minister advise
the house on how the Baillieu-Ryan coalition
government is working with tertiary education
institutions to extend higher education opportunities for
students in regional Victoria?
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I welcome the question from my
colleague Mr O’Brien because it gives me the
opportunity to talk about one of the best programs that
the Baillieu-Ryan government has implemented, and
that is the Regional Partnerships Facilitation Fund. I
remind members that it is a $20 million program of
which $11 million has now been allocated, with a final
$9 million being put out to expressions of interest later
this year. The program has seen of the order of
1700 places provided for regional students, either
directly in higher education programs or in education
pathway programs amongst the eight successful
ventures that have been funded.

We also announced a program in Shepparton which is
directly targeted towards assisting indigenous and
refugee people, providing them with an opportunity to
undertake a foundation study course that would provide
them with an entry pathway to a higher education
degree. There was also an announcement involving
Swinburne TAFE and Mansfield Community
Education Centre, where 12 adult education centres in
the Hume region participate with La Trobe University
in the delivery of pathway programs that directly
articulate to La Trobe University degree programs.
In Ballarat there was a very exciting project. I
particularly welcome the interest of Mr O’Brien,
Mr Ramsay and Ms Tierney in this project. It is a
partnership between the Australian Catholic University
and the University of Ballarat which will see for the
first time physiotherapy and podiatry degrees being
delivered by the Australian Catholic University in
Ballarat. That is a fantastic outcome for that region,
given that these areas of health science are much in
need and have not been delivered in the region before.
Students being able to receive certificate level and
diploma level training from the University of Ballarat
and to articulate that to a degree in podiatry and/or
physiotherapy through the Australian Catholic
University is an outstanding outcome.
I am delighted to have had the pleasure of announcing
the grants for those programs in the last fortnight —
over $3 million worth of government contributions
towards the Shepparton announcement and over
$1 million towards the one in Ballarat. I think that is
Victorian taxpayers money well spent, and I am sure
such announcements are welcomed by all members on
both sides of the chamber.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 3791,
3793–6, 3800–2, 3805 and 8221.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
just ask the Minister for Planning again, with respect,
whether he intends to provide me today with the written
response he undertook to provide me with in the last
sitting week?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I
apologise. I will give that to the member today.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
would like to raise the matter of outstanding questions
from 2011. There are 17 of those standing in my name
still, and questions 139 and 140, directed to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, will
celebrate their first birthdays on Friday, 2 March.
Instead of questions being answered in 30 days there
are now questions that are 363 days old. In addition,
questions 167, 175, 3566, 8178 and 8179 to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services remain
unanswered; there are three questions to the Minister
for Agriculture and Food Security relating to aerial
baiting that date from 22 March last year and are
unanswered; there is one unanswered question from
24 May last year to the Minister for Youth Affairs on
the musical equipment bank; two questions, 711 and
714, to the Minister for Education are unanswered;
there are three unanswered questions to the Minister for
Ports from September, October and December last year
relating to tidal stream notices and shoaling notices at
the port of Melbourne in particular; and there is a
question to the Minister for Public Transport,
Mr Mulder, on Eastern Freeway and Monash Freeway
noise from 11 October last year.
There is also one question to the Assistant Treasurer,
from 11 October last year, regarding WorkSafe
bullying complaints, but I received the answer to that
question last night. I have received an answer to only
one of all the questions outstanding from last year —
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and that was from a minister in this house. The
ministers in the other house have not answered them.
President, I have those numbers on paper, and I can
give them to the Leader of the Government, but I also
have details of how many times my staff and I have
contacted the offices of those ministers asking for
responses to those questions.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I will
take a copy of those numbers if I can, and I will follow
them up. As I think has been pointed out in this
chamber before, including during the term of the last
government, it is more difficult to get answers from
members of the other place than it is to get them from
members in this place. I will diligently follow those up.
I think there was a very large number of questions
answered yesterday. I have pushed — —
Ms Pennicuik interjected.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — No, just in general a
significant number of questions. I understand there are
still outstanding questions.
It may interest the house to know that the current
question 8229 was answered this week and that it was
the same question as question 12 432, that question
having been asked originally on 31 August 2010. It is a
replica question, as it were, a question seeking
information that had not been answered under the
previous government but that has been answered under
this one. I make that point by the way and will take
Ms Pennicuik’s list, if I can, and will follow those
through.

CITY OF MORELAND: PLANNING
SCHEME AMENDMENT C140
Debate resumed.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — Before we
found out about Mr Dalla-Riva’s luncheon
arrangements and other riveting issues of the moment, I
was trying to tell Mr Tee exactly why we were here in
this Parliament. Until I heard from Mr Lenders, with his
line of questioning during question time, I did not quite
realise that perhaps we might have been better off
sticking with the planning debate. You have a bloke
who comes in here when we have huge issues
around — we have manufacturing in crisis, we have a
carbon tax about to belt us all around the ears — and all
he and those opposite can do is ask, ‘Who paid for your
lunch?’. I mean: what is going on in this state? I do not
know who paid for Mr Dalla-Riva’s lunch, but he has
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certainly paid for Mr Lenders’s! There are no two ways
about that.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — I do not see Mr Lenders being all that
happy, it has to be said. I might just give him a
thickshake — very thick indeed.
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‘Dear God, the once great Australian Labor Party is
reduced to producing members of Parliament — to
producing shadow ministers — like him’. Do the
people of Victoria know that if Labor wins the next
election, Mr Tee is going to be a minister? Can you
imagine him sitting at the cabinet table? Can you
imagine him answering questions in question time?
Good God!

With respect to the motion moved by Mr Tee, once
again, as I pointed out before question time, Mr Tee has
come into this place wasting the time of the house on an
issue that is not up to us to decide. These planning
issues are matters for councils, they are matters for the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal and indeed
they are matters for the minister, but they are not
matters for the Legislative Council. They are not
matters for this Parliament. We have an inordinate
amount of work to do, as we discovered at 2 o’clock
this morning when we were still here doing that work.
We have a lot of work to do; there are a lot of very
important initiatives being taken by this government.
There is a lot of heavy lifting to do to get Victoria back
on track again. So you would almost have to say that
Mr Tee coming in here wasting the time of the
Parliament in this way is a criminal waste. Even Mr Tee
must have something better to do than to waste the time
of the house in this way.

Mr P. Davis — He would be the most boring
minister in history.

Mr Tee gets up on his high horse and likes to rip
into — —

Mr FINN — I have some bread rolls upstairs, which
I will put together.

An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — He is not very high; he was a bit lower
than Mr Somyurek on his podium, which he had a few
problems with during question time.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — No, he could not. I will leave that
alone.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FINN — Thank you, Ms Crozier.
Mr Tee comes in here and likes to think he can give
Mr Guy a bit of a belt around the ears. Well, he is
failing badly. After hearing the performance again
today, you have to wonder if this bloke can do anything
right.
Mr Ondarchie — It’s a wet lettuce.
Mr FINN — It’s not even a wet lettuce; it’s a
dehydrated lettuce. It is just pathetic. I listen to him
when he comes in here, and I shake my head and think,

Mr FINN — Mr Davis has been unkind enough to
suggest that Mr Tee might bore for Australia if he had
the chance, and that is probably a fair point, but I was
not actually going to that. The point I make is that
Mr Tee has great difficulty grasping reality, as do his
comrades on the front bench over there. In terms
Mr Barber might understand, they are off with the
fairies. They are not in this real world, and we have
seen that displayed with this motion and in question
time today with Mr Lenders’s performance in asking
Mr Dalla-Riva about his lunch. I have been in this caper
for a very long time, but I do not think I have ever
before heard a minister asked during question time
about his lunch.
Mrs Peulich interjected.

I find it astonishing that, in this time when the federal
Labor government is driving Australia into recession,
the best the state opposition in Victoria can do is ask the
Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and Trade about
his lunch. I find that astounding, but given the standards
set by the Labor Party in this state over a long period, it
should not come as a surprise to any of us. Labor Party
members must be getting close to hitting rock bottom,
but it has to be said that every time we think they have
hit rock bottom, they go a bit lower. They are just
remarkable! The depths to which they will sink astound
me. They are an extraordinary crew.
Mr Tee comes in here and tries to rip into Mr Guy, but
to no effect at all. What Mr Tee should be aware of is
that we on this side of the house are particularly proud
of our Minister for Planning. We reckon he is doing a
great job, and we think he is doing a great job based on
the fact that he in fact is, as well as by comparing his
performance to those who were planning ministers
before him.
We remember what happened. We remember when
Justin Madden, now the member for Essendon in the
Assembly, was the Minister for Planning. He sat just
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over there where Mr Dalla-Riva is now. He did not
know what day it was. He would not have known what
day it was if he were locked in a calendar factory. He
was totally bereft of any ideas. He did not know what
was going on with planning. Members will remember
the episode with the Windsor Hotel and his staff. He
said that maybe his staff were telling him one thing, but
maybe they were not; he did not know. He did not
know what was happening in his office.
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, we have a situation now where the member
is clearly putting on a theatrical performance. It really
does not befit his standing as a member of Parliament
in this house when we are discussing a very serious
issue. I specifically draw your attention to the issue of
relevance. We are talking about the Brunswick — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! Points of order should be heard in silence.
Ms Mikakos — We are discussing issues dealing
with the Brunswick power station; they have nothing to
do with all these other matters that Mr Finn is speaking
about.
Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, even on the most casual reading of this
motion a reader would note that it is about planning.
That is what I was talking about. I was talking about the
current Minister for Planning, the former Minister for
Planning and the way planning has been handled in this
state over an extended time. If that is not directly
related to the motion, I for one would be very surprised.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! I have heard both members on the point of
order. I will uphold the point of order on the issue of the
member’s demeaning caricature of the former Minister
for Planning. I have listened very carefully to the
contribution. Everything the member has said has been
relevant in the sense of the point the member has made.
I do not know that it is unparliamentary to say he is
entertaining in the way he makes his point, often using
irony as a form of entertainment, but theatrics whereby
a former member of the house is imitated et cetera are
probably considered unparliamentary when having
regard to the standing orders in this house as I
understand them. I will not ask the member to
withdraw, because I am not sure if there were any
verbal comments; it is more about the theatrics that
accompanied them. I will uphold the point of order in
relation to that aspect and ask the member to continue
with his contribution.
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Mr FINN — Thank you, Acting President. I take on
board your comments. I have not before heard a chair
referring to a member impersonating other members,
but you have to admit it was pretty good impersonation.
To get back to what I was saying before about the way
planning has been handled in the state over an extended
period, we had Justin Madden, who was a joke. He did
not know what was going on in his ministerial office.
He did not know what was going on in his
parliamentary office. He had a bloke called Hakki
Suleyman out in his office in Keilor running the
Brimbank council from his office, and the minister did
not have a clue. Here was a minister who was
responsible for the planning decisions in this state also
being responsible for all sorts of actions of the
Brimbank council, which was being run by his
electorate officer from his own electorate office.
Apparently he did not know, so is it any wonder that
when we see Mr Guy we puff out our chests with pride,
because we have a real planning minister? We have a
planning minister who knows what is going on. He
knows what is going on around him, and he has vision.
He can see where he is going, and he can see where this
state is going.
Mr Leane interjected.
Mr FINN — I can see the look of distress on
Mr Leane’s face. I hate to do that to him, but I ask him:
if the truth cannot come out in the Parliament of
Victoria, where can it come out?
Hon. M. J. Guy — I agree wholeheartedly.
Mr FINN — Mr Guy is with me all the way. When
Mr Tee comes into this house and attacks the Minister
for Planning in the way he has, which is pretty pathetic,
he should remember who we had as a planning minister
in this state just a short time ago.
Hon. M. J. Guy — And who he sat behind.
Mr FINN — And who he sat behind — exactly
right. I did not hear him when Justin Madden was
riding roughshod over council after council from one
end of Victoria to another. I am loath to use the word
‘shonky’, but perhaps it is appropriate. I will not use it.
It is a word that — —
Mr Leane — On a point of order, Acting President,
making accusations against a member of Parliament, as
Mr Finn is doing at the moment, needs to be done
through a substantive motion and not through a debate
about a power generator in Brunswick.

CITY OF MORELAND: PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C140
1042

COUNCIL

Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, I was in fact thinking out loud, if you will,
and debating in my own mind whether I would use the
word ‘shonky’. I did not say that Mr Madden was
shonky; I was merely debating out loud whether or not
I would do that. I do that occasionally, as members on
this side of the house and some members opposite
would be aware.

Wednesday, 29 February 2012

voted for them both, and indeed the majority of
members did. It is not a question of me casting
aspersions on the former minister, Justin Madden. It is
the fact. It is the reality. This house passed two motions
of no confidence in Justin Madden as planning minister
as a direct result of his performance as minister. I will
pause there and come back after the lunch break.
Sitting suspended 1.02 p.m. until 2.07 p.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! I do not uphold the point of order, but I am
happy for the President, if necessary, to rule on a
general question which arises from the point of order.
The member did not use the word ‘shonky’; he actually
said he was not using that word. The question is that, in
saying that he would not use the word ‘shonky’, is he
then implying it, especially if he does not substitute it
with another word? We all heard that word, so is that
what is really going on? I think that is the essence of the
point of order. If the member is happy to proceed with
the contribution in relation to what he is prepared to say
rather than what he is not prepared to say, we should
probably not make implications within that. If there is
any further clarification or further points of order
Mr Leane wants to make, I am happy to hear them.

Mr FINN — Before we went to lunch — and I am
tempted to ask the various ministers who are in the
house at the moment what they had for lunch and how
they paid for it, but I will leave that alone — I was
pointing out to the house the result of some of the
planning decisions we have seen in this state over
recent years, not just the planning decisions themselves
but the circumstances surrounding those decisions. We
had a situation where the former Minister for Planning,
Justin Madden, formerly of this house and now the
member for Essendon in another place, actually had
two motions of no confidence in him moved and
passed, which had never happened before in the history
of this Parliament. In the context of the debate on this
motion it is extremely important that we remember that.

Mr Leane — On a further point of order, Acting
President, a number of accusations were made about
the member, for example, riding roughshod over
councils. A number of accusations were made about the
member’s behaviour. Accusations against a member of
Parliament should be made by way of substantive
motion.

If we are talking about what Minister Guy has done or
is alleged to have done or not to have done, we should
also take into consideration what has gone before. We
should take into consideration what Mr Madden’s
performance was like as planning minister. You would
have to say it was a joke. If it was not so serious, it
would be laughable.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! I do not uphold the further point of order. Riding
roughshod is not an unparliamentary thing to say in the
context of the debate in relation to a motion such as this
one. The word ‘shonky’, if used, was potentially
implying improper conduct. It is at the border of that,
which is why I think Mr Finn himself questioned
whether he could use the word. He did not use it. He
did not substitute it with another word. I will call him to
return to the motion. The question of the implications of
an unused word is a matter I will refer to the President
in case he wishes to add any more to it. I call on
Mr Finn to continue his point, but I note the time. He
might just finish his sentence, and then we will have
lunch.

The bottom line is that when Justin Madden was the
planning minister of this state the planning processes
had no credibility at all. Nobody in business or
anywhere took him seriously or took what he was
trying to do seriously because, quite frankly, they did
not know what he was trying to do; quite frankly, he
did not know what he was trying to do most of the time.
It is important that we take that into consideration in
making any judgements about the current minister,
Minister Guy, who, as I said before, we on this side of
the house are extremely proud of because he is proving
to be an outstanding — I do not think that is
underestimating it — Minister for Planning. We on this
side of the house will — —

Mr FINN — I am not sure what sentence I was up
to at that point. I will just make the point before lunch
that two motions of no confidence were carried against
the former Minister for Planning in this house. Two!
That had never happened before in the history of this
Parliament. That is an established fact. I was here. I

Mr Lenders — He aspires to be Gough Whitlam.
Mr FINN — I do not think, Mr Lenders, that
anybody aspires to be Gough Whitlam. The only people
who might aspire to be Gough Whitlam are Kevin
Rudd or Julia Gillard — they are the only two Prime
Ministers of this country worse than Whitlam! They are
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the only two who aspire to be like Whitlam in any way,
shape or form. That is just a little bit away from this
motion, so I will get back to it. Mr Lenders should not
lead me astray by way of interjection.
This motion is basically a nonsense. As I pointed out, it
is a total waste of time. I do not understand why
Mr Tee, who moved the motion — Mr Tee moved the
motion, did he not?
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Mr Lenders — You would indeed.
Mr FINN — You would think that if the opposition
leader was doing his job, he would demand that Mr Tee
be here. He would demand that Mr Tee, the mover of
this motion, actually be in the chamber while it is being
debated.
Mrs Petrovich — It is a shame.

Mr FINN — He has paid for it. We are back in here
after lunch on wacky Wednesday and the mover of the
motion, Mr Tee, the shadow Minister for Planning, is
not here. He is not even in the house. It is the first item
on the notice paper, and he is not even here. I am not
going to speculate as to where he might be, because that
could — —

Mr FINN — It is a shame. It is absolutely ludicrous
that this bloke has come in here and moved a motion,
the debate continues and he has shot through. He is not
here; we cannot find him. I have been talking about this
for the last minute or so. I would have thought that if he
was listening to the debate in his office, he might have
come in — but no. Clearly he has no interest in this
debate, and if he does not have any interest, why should
we? It is a nonsense that we are debating something
which, as I have pointed out before, should not be in
this chamber anyway. This is a matter for council, a
matter for VCAT and a matter for the minister in his
capacity as the ultimate planning authority. It is not a
matter for this chamber, and by his absence the shadow
planning minister, Mr Tee, has shown that he agrees
with that.

Mr Koch — He is having lunch with
Mr Dalla-Riva.

Mr Ondarchie — He is not a shadow of a planning
minister.

Mr FINN — Mr Koch says he is having lunch with
Mr Dalla-Riva. Presumably Mr Dalla-Riva will be
paying, just in case Mr Lenders was wondering.

Mr FINN — He is not a shadow of a planning
minister indeed, Mr Ondarchie; that is true. I find it
astonishing that he would absent himself from the
chamber when his motion is being debated. If he does
not have any interest in the matter, I do not see why
anybody else would.

Hon. M. J. Guy — Apparently.
Mr FINN — Where is he?
Mrs Peulich — He is having lunch.
Mr FINN — Where is he?
Hon. M. J. Guy — He is paying for his lunch.

Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — He may well be. This motion would
have serious ramifications if it were to be passed, yet
we have a situation where the mover of the motion, the
shadow Minister for Planning — a frontbench member
of the Australian Labor Party — is not even in the
chamber. For all we know he might not even be in the
building; there has been ample evidence to suggest he is
not even on the planet, but that is something else
altogether. The bottom line is he is not here now when
we are debating his motion. I have words of wisdom for
him; he needs them, and I am happy to give them to
him, but he is not here. I do not think I have ever seen a
situation where somebody has moved a motion in this
house, the debate has been continuing and they have
just disappeared — they have gone down the garden
path or wherever they might have gone. He is not here,
and that is a very sad reflection not just on Mr Tee but
also on the opposition, and indeed the opposition
leader, not that I would wish to cast aspersions on the
opposition leader in this place.

We saw during the course of Mr Madden’s reign as
planning minister — if you could call it that — that
Melbourne was allowed to expand in an extraordinary
manner. In fact I well recall Premier Brumby talking
about how Melbourne would soon be the biggest city in
Australia. He took some pride in that; it was going to be
the biggest city in Australia. I am not sure how he
expected all those people he was attracting to Victoria
and to Melbourne to get along if he was not going to
provide them with an electricity supply. That is what
the minister has done.
He is back. Hallelujah! Mr Tee returns. I can only hope
he will listen to my words and perhaps learn something.
I was just saying that what we need for a growing
city — which is what we have and have had for some
time now — is a strong and reliable electricity supply.
It has been a concern for the last few years that on
particularly hot days, for example, we are going to have
blackouts. We are going to have nursing homes,
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hospitals and schools without any cooling on 40-degree
days — not that we get many of those any more; that
will be climate change, global warming, no doubt. But
on those particular days we need an electricity supply.
What Mr Guy has done is ensure that that supply is
safe, that it is reliable and that it meets the needs of
those in the inner east and the CBD. How embarrassing
would it be if as the capital of Australia, as John
Brumby was telling us, when it gets over 30 or
35 degrees, half of the city closes down, all the lights go
out and the heating goes off? That is just nonsense.
Mrs Peulich — Wait for the wind turbines.
Mr FINN — Mr Barber’s wind turbines may well
help. I do not know how many wind turbines you
would need to provide electricity for millions and
millions of Victorians.
Mr Barber — You haven’t read the detail of the
capacity.
Mr FINN — How many?
Mr Barber — You haven’t read any details about
the capacity.
Mr FINN — It is going to provide —
Mr Barber — How much? Ten megawatts? One
hundred megawatts?
Mr FINN — Now we have got the battle between
the Greens and Labor for the Brunswick vote here; this
is going to be good.
What this is going to do is provide reliability of service
for the CBD and the inner east. That seems to me to be
a pretty reasonable sort of thing. If we are fair dinkum
as a government, we should be providing an electricity
supply that people know will be there when they flick
the switch. It is no good saying, ‘Hey, come and live in
Melbourne! I’ll sell you these great houses for millions
of dollars with views of the Yarra. There are
marvellous places to live right throughout the city —
but there is no electricity’.
Hon. M. J. Guy — And, by the way, we are going
to close Latrobe Valley.
Mr FINN — Indeed. As Mr Guy points out, and
Mr Barber will probably chime in here, those opposite
wish to close Latrobe Valley — there are no two ways
about that — in which case of course there would be no
lights anyway, so it would not particularly matter.
Mrs Peulich — And have a great big tax.
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Mr FINN — Then, as Mrs Peulich points out and as
I mentioned earlier, to top the whole thing off we are
about to have a great big new tax on everything, which
will achieve precisely nothing. I could go into the rights
and wrongs of global warming, which actually does not
exist. I could talk about climate change, which has been
going on now for probably a couple of hundred
thousand years. I think it is probably a bit arrogant of
some on the left in this country to think they can stop it
by slapping a tax on everything. The only things that
the Brown-Gillard government will succeed in stopping
are business, employment, jobs and a happy home life
for millions of Australians who will be thrust into
poverty as a result of this carbon tax. That is something
that we on this side of the house find repugnant. We
will not and we cannot in all conscience tolerate that or
support it in any way.
Yet those on the other side, those in the Labor Party and
the Greens, do not have a problem with hurting
Australians; they do not have a problem with hurting
families; they do not have a problem with closing
businesses; they do not have a problem with people
losing their jobs; they do not have a problem with
people losing their homes because they cannot afford to
pay their rent or their mortgage; and they do not have a
problem with children being turfed out of their schools
because their parents cannot afford to pay the fees —
not that that would worry them, because they do not
believe there should be private education in this country
anyway.
They do not care about any of that, and that is
something you really have to take into consideration on
a motion such as this, because it is all encompassing. It
is not just a matter of planning at all; it extends into the
much wider reaches of civic debate. These are matters
that should be taken into consideration. We cannot have
a situation where the previous government let
Melbourne grow like Topsy with, it seems, very little
control from anybody or anything and then not supply
electricity to enable the city of Melbourne to function
properly. That would be a nonsense.
This motion is something that, as members may have
gathered by now, I am not going to support. Firstly, it is
in the wrong place. As I may have mentioned in
passing, this is the Parliament of Victoria. This is the
Legislative Council. It is not the planning authority for
Victoria. Secondly, we need electricity. I do not know
what it is about people on the left in this country who
have got it in for electricity, whether it be by way of
tax, closing down Latrobe Valley or any number of
other acts of lunacy that some of these people propose.
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Either way this motion is one that is deserving of
defeat. If this motion is defeated today — and I suspect
that it might be — I am hoping Mr Tee will listen and
will think about the ramifications of bringing in
motions that are a waste of time on future wacky
Wednesdays. Is Mr Tee listening? I hope Mr Tee is
listening and that in future he will consider what he
does before he brings motions in here that waste the
time of the Parliament. I oppose Mr Tee’s motion.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak in support of Mr Tee’s motion, and I take this
opportunity to thank him for and congratulate him on
bringing this motion to the house. I also take this
opportunity to express my thanks for and acknowledge
the hard work of the local member, the member for
Brunswick in the Assembly, in continually raising the
concerns of her local constituents on this issue. I am
certain that some of those constituents will be interested
to read today’s Daily Hansard tomorrow, in particular
Mr Finn’s dismissive comments about their concerns. It
is a shame that they will not be able to see video
evidence of Mr Finn’s performance, because if they
could, they would be absolutely appalled at his carrying
on, particularly before lunchtime. Mr Finn seemed to
forget that he was in the Legislative Council of the
Parliament of Victoria. He must have thought he was at
the corner pub. He put on quite a performance.
We have a serious matter before us. The Brunswick
community has been expressing legitimate and
genuinely held concerns around this issue for some
time. The Brunswick community wants to be assured
that parliamentarians in this place are actually listening
to it. Tomorrow, when members of the Brunswick
community read today’s Daily Hansard, I am sure they
will be absolutely disgusted that members of the
Baillieu government have treated their concerns with
such utter contempt. What has been clear from the
process to date, which has brought this revocation
motion before the Parliament, is that the government is
not interested in the community’s concerns around this
issue.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — There has been a longstanding
history, Mr Ondarchie, going back many years.
Mr Ondarchie — Have you met with them?
Ms MIKAKOS — You would be surprised at how
many conversations members of Parliament, including
me, have had with constituents around this issue for
many years. This issue has come about because the
Minister for Planning has made a decision to rezone the
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area in which the Brunswick terminal station is situated
to allow for an upgrade and expansion of the station,
which will see its size grow fourfold. The community
has expressed a number of concerns that are still
unresolved.
The member for Brunswick has done an excellent job
of listening to those concerns and advocating for her
local community. The Leader of the Opposition has
been listening to those concerns. In fact he visited the
site early last year. However, we have had very little
interest from members of the government on this issue.
It will be interesting to see whether Mr Ondarchie will
get to his feet and contribute to this debate. I noticed
that neither he nor Mr Guy are on the list of speakers
for this debate today, despite the fact that Mr Ondarchie
represents that area, as do I. I look forward to seeing
whether Mr Ondarchie will actually make a
contribution and defend the government’s position,
because I am sure he wants to run away from this issue
as quickly as he can.
The government’s response indicates that it is trying to
wash its hands of this issue. The community has
expressed genuine concerns about this issue. Families
in Brunswick have expressed concerns around health,
safety, the environment and amenities. They are
concerned about this proposal, but Mr Finn has said in
this chamber today that it is a criminal waste of the
Parliament’s time to be discussing this issue. It is an
absolute outrage that members of the Baillieu
government do not believe the Parliament of Victoria
should be concerned about a government process that
has not allowed community input and has not allowed
an independent process to be undertaken to consider
these concerns. A council has expressed an opposing
view on this proposal on two occasions, after which the
proposal went to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal (VCAT). The minister then called the matter
in and just steamrolled the decision, ignoring the wishes
of the local council and the local community. He
allowed this project to go ahead with all those
unresolved issues and without the community receiving
answers about their concerns.
Mr Finn asked before, ‘What are those issues?’. I will
put some of them on the record. Mr Ramon Colodetti,
one of the key people involved on behalf of the local
community, wrote to the Minister for Health about the
issues last year. He received a response dated
16 August 2011 from the Minister for Health’s chief of
staff, Rosemary Calder. Mr Colodetti raised issues
around electromagnetic radiation and the concerns of
some people in the community about that. I am not an
expert in this area — no members of Parliament are
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experts in this area — but the community deserves
some answers on this issue.
In the response that the Minister for Health’s chief of
staff wrote to Mr Colodetti it is quite clear that there are
still some unresolved issues. I want to quote from this
letter, because I think it raises some issues that the
community wants aired and which have not yet been
responded to:
I am advised that a new standard for electromagnetic
radiation protection has been under development for a
considerable period by the Australian Radiation Protection
and Nuclear Safety Agency … and that the previous exposure
standard published by the National Health and Medical
Research Council has been withdrawn. As a result of the
delay in publication of any new guidance, on 20 May 2011
the minister —

and I think in that case the reference is to the Minister
for Health, David Davis —
wrote to the commonwealth Minister of Health asking her to
expedite the publication of a new standard.

Effectively what this letter is confirming is that there is
still no agreed standard from the federal government
about electromagnetic radiation, and I understand this is
still the case. However, the state government has
proceeded with a decision without knowing where the
bar is going to be set, what that standard is going to be
in the future and whether this proposed expanded
power station is going to exceed that standard. You
would have thought the state government would wait to
get some of those key bits of information before it went
ahead and called the matter in, ignoring these issues and
allowing this project to go ahead.
I thought Mrs Petrovich’s contribution on this issue was
very interesting. She has been advocating for
2-kilometre buffers for wind turbines, but the people of
Brunswick apparently do not deserve the same level of
protection in relation to electromagnetic powerlines.
There are a lot of concerns that could have been
considered through an independent process, and
perhaps people’s minds might have been put at rest if
scientific evidence indicated that the community should
not be concerned. But because there has not been an
independent process, the community will never know.
Members of the community will never be able to put
their minds at rest knowing there are no health dangers
they should be concerned about. I can tell the house that
the community is very concerned about these issues and
if there had been an independent process, all of these
issues would have been able to be considered.
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This proposal affects Brunswick East, which is located
in the Moreland municipality but is very close to the
border — —
Mr Ondarchie — What street is it in?
Ms MIKAKOS — It is in King Street. Perhaps
Mr Ondarchie should go and visit it. It borders the
municipalities of Darebin and Yarra, municipalities that
are in my and Mr Ondarchie’s electorate. Mr Ondarchie
has been conspicuously silent on this issue.
This is an area that was previously zoned residential 1
and borders many homes and the parkland in the Merri
Creek corridor. The Brunswick terminal station is
owned and operated by SP AusNet, with CitiPower
distributing electricity from the site to approximately
25 000 customers in the inner northern suburbs of
Melbourne, including Brunswick, Northcote, Carlton,
Fitzroy, Fairfield and Collingwood. I know residents
even further north, for example in Reservoir, which is
very close to my electorate office, are also concerned
about this proposal because it will lead to high voltages
travelling through powerlines situated over homes that
have been there for many years. There are some
concerns held by people not just in the Brunswick area
but also further afield. I think Mr Ondarchie should get
out there and have a chat to some of the residents about
these issues, because he would be surprised about the
level of concern.
We have had references made to previous council
decisions in the course of this debate. For the record I
want to refer to that issue briefly. There was quite a
considerable discussion at Moreland City Council’s
urban planning committee meeting on 23 November
2011, and I have a copy of the minutes of that meeting.
Two motions were discussed that evening. The first
motion, moved by Cr Connellan and seconded by
Cr Archer, both Greens councillors, supported this
proposal going ahead. That motion, thankfully, was
lost. There was a second motion, moved by Cr Tapinos
and seconded by Cr Kariofyllidis, that rejected this
proposal. In part that motion reads:
… because the applicant has failed to satisfactorily
demonstrate how the buildings and works will reduce the
impact on the health of the community and how the works
will satisfy a policy of prudent avoidance to eliminate any
health effects associated with exposure to electromagnetic
energy fields.

This particular motion refusing the planning permit was
carried by Moreland council. I know the mayor, of
whom Mr Finn is a big fan, has expressed his concerns
in the local paper. The mayor, Cr John Kavanagh, was
quoted in the Moreland Leader of 23 February as
saying this was a ‘blow for local democracy’.
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The Labor councillors on the local council have been
supportive of the community’s concerns around this
issue, supported by the local member and the Labor
Party, which at the last election gave a commitment to
keep talking and working with the stakeholders and the
community to try to find a solution that looks at
alternative locations.
We were looking at a process that would have taken on
board community concerns around this issue, but what
we got from the Baillieu government was a reversion
back to the Maclellan days. We know Minister Guy’s
hero is former Kennett government minister
Mr Maclellan, who was infamous for the number of
call-ins and ministerial interventions he made whilst he
was planning minister. We know the Baillieu
government has just reverted back to form and that Jeff
Kennett is advising the Premier behind the scenes. That
has come to the fore in recent weeks in the media as
well. We know this state government is a conservative
coalition government that, true to form, is about
trampling on local communities’ wishes, intervening in
planning matters and allowing developments to go
through, irrespective of the wishes of local
communities.
I want to quote again from Mr Colodetti, a
spokesperson from the Merri Creek Residents Group,
who is rightly outraged at the contempt this government
has shown.
Mr Ondarchie — Have you met him?
Ms MIKAKOS — In fact he was here earlier,
Mr Ondarchie. There was an opportunity for you to
meet him.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — I just told you he was here
earlier.
Mr Ondarchie — Have you met him? Did you
meet him out there?
Ms MIKAKOS — Obviously, Mr Ondarchie. The
Moreland Leader of 20 February 2012, quotes
Mr Colodetti as saying:
Last year we tried to get the state government involved and
they said, ‘No, it’s not our position, we’re happy for it to go
through the planning process with Moreland council’ …

He went on:
Now it has been called in. The government has backflipped.
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That goes to the crux of the motion. We have had a
process whereby the government initially gave an
indication it was going to allow the council to deal with
this matter as the planning authority. The council
expressed a view on two occasions. The matter has
gone to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal, but the government has not allowed VCAT to
decide on the matter. The minister has called the matter
in and completely trampled on the community’s and the
local council’s wishes. There has not been an
independent process to consider all of these community
concerns, and this project has been allowed to go ahead.
For those reasons I support the motion, and urge the
government to revoke this decision immediately.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
join with my coalition colleagues in arguing against yet
another planning motion introduced by Mr Tee. It is a
desperate motion that shows he is struggling to find
some relevance in his shadow portfolio. There is an
appalling history in planning over the preceding
11 years, but more importantly this is really about a turf
war in a local community between the Labor Party and
the Greens. This is yet another cheap shot by the Labor
Party, which is trying to exploit a situation in order to
try to build its electoral fortunes.
What this situation clearly demonstrates is that even
though it has been only about a year since it was turfed
out of office, the Labor Party, as embodied in Mr Tee,
suffers collectively and individually from political
amnesia. Predominantly the party was about waste and
mismanagement, but planning in particular was one of
the issues. The reason why people did not trust Labor
on planning issues — and we still see the consequences
of that — was its process. Planning is a difficult issue.
On the one hand the Labor Party supports population
growth and on the other hand we know, and we learnt
even today at the Auditor-General’s meeting, it failed to
set aside the money necessary to plan for population
growth. Planning therefore is at the centre of the
tensions between a growing population and having to
provide greater infrastructure and more development in
established communities, which ends up being a very
challenging exercise.
Planning is always difficult because in this portfolio,
probably more than most others, due process is
important. This motion and the sequence of events that
occurred around Mr Guy, as the Minister for Planning,
approving amendment C1450 are completely legal and
logical examples of due process. I will work through
that in a moment. The reason why Labor lost was that
there was an absence of due process; it had bad
policies — I will not use the word ‘shonk’ following
advice from the Chair — and there was questionable
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judgement and management of the portfolio by
successive planning ministers under the Labor
administration.

served by doing a reshuffle and putting people who
have some ability in these very important shadow
portfolios.

If Labor returns to the front benches while Mr Tee
continues to serve, I cringe at the thought of what he
will do to planning. In government Labor Party
members were suddenly deaf to the concerns of the
community. They did not care. They were not on the
ground. They were nowhere to be seen as they enjoyed
their free lunches. We can compare that to the situation
now where cabinet lunches are paid for by cabinet
ministers. Previous government members did not care,
and now all of a sudden their hearing has returned. It is
not a question of turning up the hearing aids. They are
pretending to care, but the bottom line is we know
Labor is all about politicking, trying to extract some
political advantage, throwing mud and trying to find a
story where one does not exist. I can accept that they
may not agree with this particular amendment, but in
terms of process it is legitimate, and the level of
consultation surrounding this has been very extensive.

I will go to the matter of this particular motion
specifically, which is:

Victorian Labor is searching for relevance. We have a
turf war between the Socialist Left of the Labor Party
and the Greens. Mr Finn was absolutely right to talk
about the Greens’ hot breath — —
Ms Mikakos — We won!
Mrs PEULICH — I don’t think so — on the necks
of Labor Party members who are trying to hold onto
this inner city turf.
What we have seen under Minister Matthew Guy so
far — and of course you cannot reverse overnight
11 years of neglect, bad policy and opaque processes,
often deliberately made opaque for political
advantage — is that he has tried to clarify the process
and set up an accountable and transparent process. He
has tried to show leadership on issues where leadership
is required, and of course he is continuing to work on
trying to improve those policies. What Labor members
have done is show collective amnesia. They have been
trying to extract themselves, often throwing mud at
people who are merely doing their job or concocting
stories where they do not exist. They do so in a way
that personalises and vilifies, throwing mud and
throwing stones. Guess what? People who live in glass
houses should not throw stones.
What we have seen time and again when Mr Tee
moves one of these motions and we end up having a
very robust and vigorous debate is that he slinks out
with his tail between his legs, castigated. If the Labor
Party wanted to rebuild its fortunes, it would be well

That amendment C140 to the Moreland planning scheme be
revoked.

We know that in the history of this chamber very few
planning scheme amendments have been revoked. That
has been for good reason — that is, because the
necessary technical skill does not necessarily reside in
this chamber. That is especially so where it can be
shown that there has been a gross deficiency in the
process and perhaps there are serious questions of
probity. Revocations ought to be reserved for serious
breaches of due process, serious breaches of probity
and serious issues for which this chamber would have
some relevance. As Mr Finn said, this chamber is not
the planning authority. That is why over the history of
this chamber revocations of planning scheme
amendments have been so rare. We do not have the
technical skill to be the statutory planning authority. If
that were the case, then local government would not be
the statutory planning authority.
Going to the big picture of the issue, the coalition
government is of course committed to a very important
issue that is at the forefront not only for those in
Victoria but the nation, and that is having a safe and
reliable power supply for Victorians. This is at a time
when the nation is being slapped with a great big dirty
tax, the benefits of which will be to shrink our
manufacturing base, de-industrialise Victoria and
Australia, shut down the power supply from the
Latrobe Valley and invest more and more money in
technologies where there is not necessarily a cost
benefit. What is important for this government is to
make sure that we protect the power supply for
Victorians, which is critical to the functioning of this
state.
The rezoning of the Brunswick terminal station from
residential to special use will enable an upgrade of what
is a vital facility to deliver that reliable power supply to
a lot of inner metropolitan suburbs, which in many
instances are represented by members of the Labor
Party and some of which are represented by the Greens.
More recently of course voters wisely have also elected
more Liberal Party members to the upper house.
Without this upgrade it is very likely that as early as
2015 areas across the CBD and inner Melbourne would
suffer significant power outages at peak usage times as
early as 2015. The Victorian coalition government has
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acted to ensure a secure supply of electricity to
Melbourne’s inner east and the CBD.
I understand that the Brunswick terminal station has
been located at the same site since 1938. It has an
as-of-right use, so the local community has had a long
time to get accustomed to this particular use. Not only
that but many would not have been residents of that
local area before the station was established, given that
it dates back to 1938. Prior to amendment C140, which
rezoned the land from res 1 to special use, the terminal
was zoned, as I said, res 1, and that meant that the
buildings and works required planning permission.
Having it rezoned for a use that has existed since 1938
means that a planning permit is no longer required for
the works.
There is obviously a turf war going on at Moreland City
Council between the Greens councillors, Labor
councillors, Independent councillors and so forth. I
understand that two or more Labor councillors have
actually been tossed out of the Labor Party because
they voted for an Independent mayor in Mayor
Kavanagh. Clearly this is a little hotbed of political
unrest. The council has considered this application for a
permit on two occasions. It is my understanding that the
Greens councillors voted that the council should make a
decision rather than take a punt on allowing objections
to be taken to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal where there would be less control over the
conditions.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs PEULICH — No; their argument was that.
Clearly there has been the loss of time, given the need
to have three years to build the facility and the
extensive investigation of a number of alternative sites.
In response to the Merri Creek Community Group, nine
alternative sites were considered: two in Kingsville and
others in Brooklyn, Newport-Yarraville, Coburg, North
Fitzroy, inner Melbourne and Kew. The result of all
those investigations was that the net benefit for energy
users was greatest at the terminal station’s current
location in Brunswick. Any increase in costs would be
passed on to electricity users. Combined with escalating
costs and a carbon tax, this was not particularly good
public policy.
In relation to Ms Mikakos playing cheap politics on the
issue of the concerns about the electromagnetic field
(EMF) — in particular, she mentioned that we are not
experts — she forgot to mention that two EMF studies
have been undertaken by the proponent, that the council
has commissioned an independent review of these
studies and that the proponent has advised that:
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The measurements undertaken around the site found that the
highest of the measured magnetic field is less than 5 per cent
of the relevant health limit in the national guidelines and
standards (including NHMRC and ARPANSA) and 2.5 per
cent of the corresponding international limit, published over
the past few decades. It is expected that the proposal will not
significantly alter the magnetic field profile of the area and
that the Brunswick terminal station does not contribute
significantly to the magnetic field profile of the area.

On planning grounds and public policy grounds, given
the need for security of energy supply and the beating
up of concerns where they do not exist, the department
sought that the minister rezone the land to special use.
The minister has exercised his powers to do that and he
has done that in an open and transparent way, taking
into account the extensive community consultation and
building in and responding to some of those concerns in
the process.
With those few words, I intend to vote against Mr Tee’s
motion and urge all others to do likewise.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
add my voice to the concerns outlined by my
colleagues regarding the expansion of the Brunswick
terminal station and the proposal to built a new
66-kilowatt facility. When we have late nights it is good
that on the next day we have some laughs and show a
sense of humour, but it is also good to stick to the
subject of the debate, which is the motion that Mr Tee
has brought before this chamber. The former Minister
for Planning, Mr Madden, now the member for
Essendon in the Assembly, has been referred to and
members have talked about Brimbank council and
issues with the federal Labor Party. They have nothing
to do with Mr Tee’s motion, which is about community
consultation and about safety and health, and this is
what is important.
In 2010 the Moreland City Council received a proposal
which was duly voted down by the people’s elected
local council representatives. It was rejected on the
grounds of insufficient consultation, health and safety
issues and the total disregard of the residents who live
close to the proposed Brunswick power terminal.
Not satisfied with the rejection of their proposal by
Moreland councillors, power companies organised
so-called consultative forums for the community, and
even then the people, after hearing expert advice from
Dr Anne Voss, a health and safety expert, on the
implications of the facility on their wellbeing and that
of their children and families, again rejected the power
company’s proposed new 66-kilowatt facility. The sad
fact is that as usual, the power companies have chosen
the cheapest method possible to implement and
construct this installation without regard to the health

CITY OF MORELAND: PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C140
1050

COUNCIL

and safety of the residents who are their prospective
customers.
The establishment of working groups to discuss the
design elements, planting and the facade treatment of
buildings does not go to the core or the reasons the
people of Moreland do not want this facility. I support
their genuine concerns, and I join in the chorus of
voices who want to disallow this amendment to the
Moreland planning scheme.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise to speak on this motion. A number of my
colleagues on this side of the house have highlighted
the need to oppose this motion. This amendment is
going to have an impact on many Victorians. As
Mrs Peulich said in her contribution, and even though it
is not directly related to my electorate of Southern
Metropolitan Region either, the undertakings of the
investigation happened at a number of sites, including a
site at Kew, which is in my electorate.
I wanted to speak to this motion because it highlights
how ludicrously the opposition treats energy security
and why energy security is such an important aspect of
our day-to-day lives. Speakers from this side of the
house have concisely pointed out that energy security is
absolutely fundamental to the modern-day economy
and democracy that we live in. That is how businesses
thrive. Electricity is the lifeline of a modern-day
economy. While we are facing challenges to our
economy from right around the world, the last thing we
need is a disruption to energy supply that could further
threaten that.
It has been highlighted that the Melbourne CBD, where
thousands of Victorians and Melburnians are employed,
drives a large part of the Victorian economy. It would
be completely irresponsible if this government did not
consider securing the energy supply for the CBD and
other parts of inner Melbourne.
The Brunswick terminal station, as Mrs Peulich pointed
out, has been located at the same site since 1938.
SP AusNet, which is the owner of the station, needs to
upgrade works to ensure the continued security of
electricity supply. That is part of the planning process
to enable a secure supply of energy. Mr Barber said this
issue had been first raised with the relevant federal
minister and the then Minister for Energy and
Resources in this state in 2007, which is five years ago.
That is symptomatic of the little regard held by the
former government for planning for future population
growth, business growth and energy needs.
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It is interesting to note the contributions to this debate
from the opposition. It has argued about and discussed
in some detail the so-called lack of consultation by the
Minister for Planning. I find that quite extraordinary,
because it is well known that there was considerable
consultation over the period during which the planning
minister and the Minister for Energy and Resources
were having discussions.
As we know, alternative sites were investigated. I
mentioned Kew. There are two sites in Kingsville and
others in Brooklyn, Newport-Yarraville, Coburg, North
Fitzroy and inner Melbourne. The results of those
investigations were that the net benefit for energy users
was greatest at the current Brunswick terminal station.
As it has already been pointed out, a request was made
by Brunswick residents and a Merri Creek community
group. Statutory regulatory investment test
investigations are applied to all new electricity works
and were undertaken under national electricity rules.
The Minister for Planning can be congratulated on his
approach in this regard. He has taken on board those
concerns and listened to Moreland council’s concerns.
Mrs Petrovich pointed out that that vote in council was
fairly divided and split, with quite an interesting result,
as she articulated when pointing out who was in favour
of this proposal and who voted against it. It was quite
contrary to Mr Tee’s comments that the minister was
riding roughshod over the community, councils and the
planning processes and that bad practices were leading
to bad outcomes. Securing the electricity supply for this
state and this city will not lead to a bad outcome. In fact
this development will secure a sustainable and
long-lasting energy supply.
Ms Mikakos and Mr Barber raised concerns about the
consideration of the health impacts of this development.
I find this to be quite hypocritical of both of those
members because they have previously scoffed at
similar concerns about the effects of wind farms on
communities and at people who have experienced ill
effects from wind turbines or wind farms and the
low-frequency noise they generate. GPs who have seen
patients have raised concerns about this, and in fact a
Senate inquiry is investigating those impacts. It is
absolutely hypocritical of those members to argue that
point.
Mrs Peulich referred to the electromagnetic field and
the work that was undertaken by external engineering
consultants and by the industry itself. Those findings
were absolutely consistent with national guidelines and
standards. I understand that Mr Tee and the Labor Party
want to continue to scaremonger and make this an
issue, but it is really a non-issue. The coalition
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government is committed to supplying a safe and
reliable power supply to Victorians, quite unlike its
federal counterpart, which is going to impose a great
big new tax. Mr Finn articulated that issue extremely
well. That tax is going to have an impact on every
consumer across the state. It is completely
irresponsible. We see in today’s Australian Financial
Review the headline ‘Carbon tax hit threatens price
blow-out’. The industry says that it is going to pass
on those costs to consumers. There is no doubt that is
going to occur. Those costs will be passed on to
consumers, and that includes Victorians, whether
they are small businesses, a pensioner in their home
or a large business. Consumers will be paying for the
carbon tax one way or another, and it will not make a
scrap of difference to the environmental outcomes
that it was supposedly designed for.
Without the upgrade of this vital piece of infrastructure,
it would be very likely that the CBD and inner parts of
Melbourne would suffer significant power outages at
peak usage times. This is completely unacceptable in a
modern economy. That is why the Minister for
Planning has undertaken this very important initiative.
With those few words, I would like to commend his
actions, and I commend the government for ensuring a
secure supply of electricity to Melbourne’s inner
eastern and central business district areas. Like my
colleagues on the government side, I will not be
supporting Mr Tee’s ridiculous motion.
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I will conclude
and wrap up. I will start with Mr Finn’s contribution,
although I note that Mr Finn tends to lob in here with
half-baked ideas and absurd statements and then
disappear when there is an opportunity for the record to
be corrected and for him to hear how absolutely
ridiculous some of his statements were. I hope Mr Finn
is talking to Mr Guy, the Minister for Planning, who is
also missing in action.
Mr Finn said that the government is not the planning
authority. The minister made the decision here, and
under the law this house has an opportunity to review
that decision. We on this side are seeking to exercise
that opportunity. Mr Finn says that this is a waste of
time; I hope Mr Finn is sitting in his office listening.
This is not a waste of time. We on this side of the house
will always stand up for local communities. We will
always stand up for families and those who this
minister puts at risk. We on this side of the chamber
make no bones about our defence of those families who
are going to be living on the same road as this great big
substation. What we are saying to Mr Finn and
Mr Guy, who are not here, is that we will always stand
up for families, and unlike Mr Finn we do not think that
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is a waste of time. We do not think that protecting
communities from harm is a waste of time.
Mr Finn says that this is the wrong place to debate this
issue and that it is a matter for local councils. Indeed
that is right. However, what has happened — and if
Mr Finn were here, I would tell him this directly — is
that the local council did consider this matter. It did
consult with its community and it did make an
assessment. It went through a process and it decided to
reject this development. We are here today because
once again this minister has ridden roughshod over a
local council. He has come in over the top and just said,
‘No, no’. Big Brother from Spring Street, some
Soviet-style Big Brother, has come in and said, ‘No. I
do not care what the community wants and I do not
care what the council wants’. He has come in like some
Eastern European Soviet bloc governor and said, ‘I will
decide. Single-handedly I will tell members of this
community what is best for them’. Without any
consultation, without any independent panel, without
any process, without any assessment of some of the
dangers that are involved, he has simply come in over
the top.
Mrs Petrovich — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am concerned about the reference to
Eastern European countries. Was that some sort of slur?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, the origins of the Minister for Planning are
Eastern European, so I think that is an offensive
reference to the minister and that the member should
apologise.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! There is no point of order. The member to
continue.
Mr TEE — Mr Finn suggested that the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal might be an
appropriate jurisdiction. If Mr Finn is listening, I tell
him that this matter had been to VCAT, and guess
what? The minister said, ‘No, I will not let the
independent umpire decide this issue, because I know
best. I will take it out of VCAT. Do not worry about it
going through VCAT, where you have got an open and
transparent process, I will take it in. I will make a
decision in my office’.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member is reflecting on the minister by
suggesting that there was some sort of lack of probity in
the process when the call-in powers are derived from
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the Planning and Environment Act 1987, which has
been agreed to by the Victorian Parliament.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! I do not believe there was a point of order, but I
say to Mr Tee that he should keep to the essence of
summing up in reply to what has been raised.
Mr TEE — We have got VCAT, we have got the
council and finally we have got the community.
Mr Guy will not provide a process for the community
and he will not meet with the community, and he
refuses to come into this house, he refuses to take this
opportunity to explain to this Parliament, and through
this Parliament explain to the community, the action he
has taken. He refuses to take this opportunity to assure
the community that there are no adverse health
consequences and that this is the best model and the
right way forward. Ms Crozier, who is walking out of
the chamber, talked about fear, but this silence from the
government is what is driving fear. What is driving fear
is the lack of process and the lack of transparency.
At least Mr Ondarchie, the other upper house
representative for the area, had the dignity not to
pretend to his community that he could defend the
indefensible. I would urge all in this chamber to stop,
have a think and step back. Let us have a decent, open,
transparent process, which is decided on not in the
office of the minister but out in the open, because that is
what Victorians deserve.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Motion negatived.

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
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ROAD SAFETY AMENDMENT (CAR
DOORS) BILL 2012
Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 February; motion of
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan).
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am
pleased to rise on behalf of the government and speak
in relation to this private members bill, introduced by
Mr Barber during the last sitting week, the Road Safety
Amendment (Car Doors) Bill 2012. This is a relatively
short bill that in effect seeks to put into the Road Safety
Act 1986 an existing regulation and, in so doing, seeks
to increase the penalty to 10 penalty units from the
current 3 penalty units and to introduce a further
penalty of 3 demerit points.
I was driving in my car on 15 February when I heard
Mr Barber on 3AW’s drive program speaking about
this bill. I note Mr Barber’s comments about the bill
and about road safety — —
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I was on my way to an
appointment, Mr Barber. I note Mr Barber’s comments
about road safety and its importance, and it is an issue
that can enjoy cross-party support when it comes to the
fundamentals and the principles before us today. I note
that Mr Barber said cycling is getting safer, but, as we
all agree, there are still a large number of injuries and
unfortunate fatalities as well. The facts are that with the
growing volume of cyclists, particularly in and around
inner Melbourne, cycling is getting safer as a pursuit,
but there are still too many accidents, as I said.
Unfortunately there are fatalities as well. The issue
before us today is what is known as dooring — that is,
where someone, without looking as they should, opens
a car door and causes an accident, with a cyclist
running into that door. This is one of many issues that
exist around the road space between cyclists, cars,
buses, pedestrians and, at times, trams.
As I said before, the volume of people cycling has
grown significantly. Like the previous government, this
government acknowledges and recognises that cycling
is a legitimate and important form of transportation and
has a real role in the overall transport network for
commuters, particularly in the 10 kilometres around the
city. The Kennett government was perhaps the leader
when it comes to a designated infrastructure program
for bicycle lanes and cycling infrastructure, and to the
credit of the previous government, it continued that
program.
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Mr Barber — Mark Birrell was a cyclist.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I take up Mr Barber’s
interjection. Mark Birrell was a cyclist — indeed he
was. Mark Birrell was a pioneer in many ways during
his term in the Kennett government, and he continues to
be a pioneer in his many roles.
The program initiated by the Kennett government was
continued by the Labor government. Investment was
increased, and in this year’s state budget the new
government has allocated approximately $14.5 million
as part of the VicRoads bicycle program. Of course that
is only one facet of the investment that is being made in
cycling infrastructure. Through Sport and Recreation
Victoria, new roads that are constructed will now have
cycling infrastructure built as part of the required scope,
so there is investment across government in cycling
infrastructure. When it comes to retrofitting existing
roads, that is expensive and difficult, because it can
create some competition between different modes. At
times there is tension between cyclists and drivers, as I
am sure all of us would be aware.
Infrastructure is only one component of the equation
here. Education is very much an important part of this
process — this cohabitation, if you like, between
different modes. I note that on 7 February Minister
Mulder, the Minister for Roads and also the Minister
for Public Transport, launched a new campaign: the
Road User or Abuser campaign. The media release by
the minister on 7 February is headed ‘Rude on the
road — campaign tackles bike riders and drivers
behaving badly’. I quote from the media release:
A new campaign launched by the coalition government urges
bike riders and drivers to share the road safely as research
reveals Victorians feel we are ruder on the road than in other
aspects of our lives.
The social media awareness campaign, Road User or Abuser,
is the first of its kind, using a Facebook page as a forum for
bike riders and drivers to come together to discuss their
concerns about sharing Victoria’s roads.

The media release goes on to say:
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bike riders being hit from the side or from behind
(approx. 20 per cent of crashes in Victoria) …

This is an important first step in that education process,
and we need to change the behaviour of some road
users. Other education campaigns have demonstrated
over a sustained period that driver and road user
behaviour can be changed for the betterment of the
community, whether that be through drink-driving
campaigns, seatbelt laws or other education campaigns
broadly around road safety. Of course there must be
some penalty for doing the wrong thing, but
education — changing people’s perceptions and their
understanding of risk — is critical to that.
I am very pleased that the minister has undertaken this
online education campaign. I note that in a subsequent
media release of 23 February the minister called for
more participants. Having just checked earlier today, I
saw that that Facebook page currently has 1804 ’likes’,
which is a good start, but I would encourage more
members of the community to join up to that.
That brings me to the third component of what we are
talking about today, and that is penalties. The bill
before us deals specifically — and only — with the
issue of penalties. It does not deal with education or
infrastructure; it deals specifically with penalties. As
Mr Barber said in his second-reading speech and
contribution, there is already a penalty for dooring, and
that is in place through the regulations. Whilst I respect
Mr Barber’s choice to bring this private members bill
before us today, I think it is worth pointing out that
there are other avenues open to Mr Barber. If his
objective is to have the penalty increased, it would be
more efficient to do it by regulation. He could have had
discussions with Minister Mulder. He could have raised
the matter on the adjournment. He could have debated a
motion in opposition business time seeking the support
of the house in calling on the government to change
that regulation and increase the penalty. Be that as it
may, Mr Barber has chosen to bring in a private
members bill.

(approx. 20 per cent of bike/car crashes in the
Melbourne CBD and surrounds)

One of the problems with Mr Barber’s private members
bill is that because it is silent as to whether the matter
needs to be brought before the courts, the presumption
is that someone charged with an offence would need to
come before the Magistrates Court, which could be a
cumbersome, expensive and time-consuming way to
enforce this increased penalty. I also note that the
penalty is not specific to drivers, so it is possible that
minors and other passengers would also be subject to
the penalty.

driving across the path of an oncoming bike rider
(approx. 30 per cent of crashes in Victoria)

The government has a range of concerns with the bill
itself whilst having some sympathy for the motives

Dangerous driver behaviour among the most common causes
of police reported crashes involving bicycles on Victoria’s
roads include:
opening a car door without checking for approaching
bike riders —

which is the subject matter of the bill before us —
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behind this private members bill. To ventilate in the
public domain some of the discussions that I understand
have been taking place between the various parties,
there is discussion on foot about the potential for
referring this bill to one of the Legislative Council
legislation committees for further examination and
refinement. I understand there will be further
discussions with the various parties at the adjournment
of this second-reading debate to facilitate that. If I can
speak on behalf of members, I think that has been done
with some goodwill on behalf of the various parties.
The last issue I wish to address is the coroner’s inquest
into the death of James Cross, who sadly died on
17 March 2010 in Glenferrie Road, Hawthorn, after a
car-dooring incident. A very sad set of circumstances
came together which tragically saw him pass away. The
coroner made two recommendations in her report —
and again I think Mr Barber has referred to this in his
second-reading speech. The first recommendation is
around improved cycling infrastructure and the second
is around a VicRoads communications strategy and
plan. The government is working on both of those
recommendations. It is working to improve the
infrastructure; it is working to implement the specific
issues that the coroner has identified. As I have
described previously, with the assistance of VicRoads
the government already has an education campaign
afoot.
It is worth noting that in her recommendations the
coroner was silent about the need for an increased
penalty; her focus was on improved infrastructure and
improved education. In addressing any of these issues
around road safety all three components are important.
This bill deals specifically with one. The government
has a number of concerns about the way this bill is
drafted, but it is keen to work with Mr Barber and the
opposition to explore ways to improve it.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I am pleased
to speak on Mr Barber’s private members bill, the Road
Safety Amendment (Car Doors) Bill 2012. I welcome
the opportunity to join the discussion about how
cyclists and drivers interact on our roads. This
discussion is occurring today because of the actions of a
non-government member in the Parliament. I note
Mr O’Donohue’s observation that there are a variety of
ways to achieve the outcome that Mr Barber seeks
through this bill. However, not all of them are so
readily available to non-government members, the
matter of regulation being largely a matter for the
executive government.
Cyclists are many in Victoria. The Australian Bicycle
Council estimated in 2009 that over a half a million
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recreational cyclists participate in their sport or their
chosen mode of transport in Victoria. However, in 2011
some more detailed work was done on this, and the
council found that 1.08 million people ride a bike each
week in Victoria and that 19 per cent ride weekly,
29 per cent ride monthly and 42 per cent ride annually.
I fit into the monthly category — not quite weekly, but
better than annually.
I was interested to learn that cycling participation is
significantly higher among residents of regional
Victoria than those in metropolitan Melbourne. It is
interesting because some of the discussions and debate
around this matter have focused on the crowds that are
riding their bikes along our beautiful coastlines in and
around Melbourne and about inner city cyclists and
people riding into the CBD for work. But what the
research shows is that people in regional Victoria are
participating in cycling in greater numbers than people
in metropolitan Melbourne. It is interesting to note that
in Victoria female cycling participants outnumber male
cycling participants. This is unique to Victoria, it
seems, with the blokes outnumbering the women in
other parts of the commonwealth.
However, this research was undertaken to provide a
benchmark against which the National Cycling Strategy
2011–2016 can be measured. The strategy seeks to
double the number of riders in Australia over that
period, so this data is the baseline for that measurement.
The survey from which I have been citing these
numbers represents the views of some
9661 households, and that survey represents almost
25 000 individuals. This is work that has been funded
by all state and territory road authorities.
Cycling as a sport is an increasingly popular activity. In
recent times in Victoria, indeed in my own electorate,
the UCI world championships have been held in
Geelong. We have a new national registered road
cycling team, and I certainly wish it well in its
endeavours this year. Events in regional Victoria
include the national cycling championships, and just
one month from now the UCI Track Cycling World
Championships will be held in Melbourne. The success
of Victoria in attracting all these major events also fuels
people’s passion for cycling as a sport, and this is no
doubt part of the reason there are so many more cyclists
on the road.
Many of our cyclists are young people. Numerous
government programs have had support across all sides
of politics and over many years in promoting greater
cycling participation. In recent weeks members will
have received an invitation to participate in
Ride2School Day, which is on 23 March. I have

ROAD SAFETY AMENDMENT (CAR DOORS) BILL 2012
Wednesday, 29 February 2012

COUNCIL

suggested I will jump on the bike on that day and help
to promote that event. I encourage other members, who
perhaps have not yet had the opportunity to reply to that
invitation, to take it up and to support this important
initiative.
In 2011 the Minister for Health and Leader of the
Government in this place was espousing the benefits of
cycling to children at the Merri Creek Primary School.
Those kids did not need much encouragement. The
school already had a very high proportion of cyclists
among the student body, but the efforts of the students
were rewarded with 20 bikes and helmets. The minister
promoted the Ride2School Star Rewards program and
said then that all the studies showed children involved
in sport and recreation at a young age are more likely to
continue physical activity well into their adult years.
While I was preparing to make some comments on
Mr Barber’s bill, I learnt that Mr Finn has been at
St Albans Heights Primary School also promoting the
same program and congratulating that school on its
improved bike parking facilities — again, part of the
Star Rewards program. The Minister for Sport and
Recreation, Mr Delahunty, and the Minister for
Tourism and Major Events, Ms Asher, have on
occasions taken the opportunity to champion Victoria’s
Cycle Tourism Action Plan 2011–2015, which again
promotes participation in cycling at every level and
seeks to ensure that Victoria gets its share of a
$2.4 billion national cycling tourism industry.
Melbourne has also been declared a bike city by the
UCI, only the second city after Copenhagen to achieve
this distinction. We really are in a part of the world
where cycling is greatly valued for its health benefits
and for its very practical transport benefits, and because
we are a bunch of sports nuts at the best of times, for so
many reasons. The Minister for Public Transport, when
promoting the government’s Road User or Abuser
campaign, indicated that 94 per cent of bike riders think
drivers intimidate them on purpose, and he said it was
time for the drivers to respond.
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safety but also because incidents of car dooring of
cyclists have been increasing. One could assume this is
partly because there are significantly greater numbers
of cyclists on our roads. The number of infringement
notices issued for this type of incident in 1999–2000
was 77. There was a slow but steady climb to
93 infringement notices in 2005–06, and then there was
a really quite significant jump in the number of
infringement notices issued in the last three years, with
the latest data showing 187 infringement notices were
issued in 2010–11. The crash statistics tell a similar
story. In 2000 there were 60 reported incidents of
vehicles striking a car door when the car was stationary
that involved a cyclist; in 2010 that number had risen to
158.
Mr O’Donohue, and Mr Barber in his second-reading
speech, indicated that this bill seeks to increase the
number of penalty units from 3 to 10. There is a list of
offences that incur 10 penalty units, but to provide
some context, they include obstructing traffic when
doing a U-turn and not wearing a seatbelt. It is also the
penalty that applies to a cyclist driving through traffic
lights.
I am encouraged by Mr O’Donohue’s comments about
discussions occurring outside of the Parliament on these
issues. The Labor Party has some concerns about this
bill and whether it is the right approach for dealing with
the bigger issue of how cyclists and motorists interact
on the road. We have been involved in discussions
about the possibility of one of our parliamentary
committees considering this bill in some more detail
before this matter comes to a conclusion in this place. I
look forward to hearing the outcome of those
discussions.

In the promotion of the government’s campaign to raise
awareness of these issues it has been asserted that
88 per cent of drivers and bike riders agree that there
needs to be greater mutual respect. There is plenty of
evidence that the government is aware that there needs
to be greater understanding and greater respect by all
road users — cyclists of motorists and motorists of
cyclists. This is very much what Mr Barber’s bill seeks
to address.

In our view the government has wasted a year of
Victoria’s strong and proud history in road safety.
Victoria has been an international leader in road safety
policy. In Victoria, although not so much in recent
times, we have had international delegations visit to
meet with the parliamentary Road Safety Committee
and people from our road safety agencies to learn about
the many standard-setting endeavours that have held us
in good stead. Labor is proud of its record in road
safety, and we are proud of the reductions in the road
toll that our policies and initiatives contributed to. We
acknowledge that in many respects these things have
enjoyed bipartisan support. I was terribly concerned by
the dog whistling that occurred in the years leading up
to the 2010 election around speed cameras and red-light
cameras.

The bill has perhaps come about now because the
government has vacated the field somewhat on road

Mr Barber — Not so much dog whistling as a
foghorn.
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Ms PULFORD — Yes, perhaps it was a foghorn
rather than a dog whistle. Members of the then
opposition certainly embarked on a careless and
irresponsible endeavour by suggesting that in some
circumstances speeding and running red lights were not
such bad things. I noticed an almost immediate
about-turn in the rhetoric around speed cameras upon
the coalition coming to government. I would urge
government members to continue to embrace the long
history of a bipartisan approach to road safety because
there are few areas of state government responsibility
that are so important.

Mr Ramsay, a member for Western Victoria Region,
and his vote on planning scheme amendment VC82 is
just about one of the most serious claims that can be
made against the conduct of another member. In my
five years here there have been many claims and
motions moved against members — allegations of no
confidence or of impropriety in their administration or
otherwise — and many of those allegations were based
on supposition, rumour, innuendo or someone’s theory
about what might have happened. They were seeking
an investigation to try to prove what somebody
suspected.

We have a challenge to deal with the vastly greater
number of cyclists on our roads and the way in which
they interact with our motorists. I welcome Mr Barber
bringing this bill to this place. As I said, the Labor Party
has some concerns about whether this bill is the best
way to advance these issues. I welcome
Mr O’Donohue’s comments that these discussions will
occur after debate on this bill is adjourned in a few
moments. With those comments, I thank the house for
the opportunity to speak on this bill.

But in the case I am bringing forward today I will base
my motion and the argument for it solely on material
that is already in the public domain. The most
important piece of information is a letter that
Mr Ramsay himself wrote and that has come into our
possession. In doing so I will seek to set out a
prima facie case for the allegation — prima facie in the
sense that the contents of the letter, if proven, would
represent the offence we are claiming. However, we
have not moved a motion condemning Mr Ramsay,
censuring him or making a finding against him; we
have moved a motion requesting that the Privileges
Committee investigate the material and the claims that I
am putting forward. I will not be sitting on that
Privileges Committee, so that will be for other members
to determine.

Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, 14 March.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
happy to support the motion. I have not received any
undertakings from the government or any other party as
to whether they are supporting my bill. There has also
been some discussion of the possibility of referring my
bill to a parliamentary committee. I am aware that the
government will probably not support my bill if we
push it forward today, and therefore I am happy to
support debate on the bill being adjourned.
Motion agreed to and debate adjourned.
Debate until Wednesday, 14 March.

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That there be referred to the Privileges Committee for inquiry
and report the conduct of Mr Simon Ramsay, MLC, in
relation to his vote in the Council on 12 October 2011 relating
to amendment VC82 to the Victoria planning provisions, and
whether his vote breached standing order 16.07 or any
provision of the Members of Parliament (Register of
Interests) Act 1978.

The nature of my motion recommending investigation
by the Privileges Committee into the conduct of

I would much rather be debating energy policy or some
other issue than debating the conduct of a member. The
reason for that is that every time we come in here and
spend more time debating the conduct of members we
reduce the public trust, and that makes our job harder.
However, the nature of the material and the allegations
that I am putting forward are, as I said, just about the
most serious that can be made against a member, and
with that material and that understanding in my
possession I do not have much choice but to bring it to
the attention of the chamber for decision and action. I
am going to base my case on five facts — facts
alone — and I believe these facts are irrefutable. I will
summarise them first and will then deal with them in
detail.
Fact 1 is that the Parliament’s vote on VC82 in October
last year, in which Mr Ramsay participated, increased
the likelihood that the Mount Gellibrand wind farm
would lose its planning permit. It was that vote on
VC82 that created that possibility. Fact 2 is that
Mr Ramsay had a direct, personal and pecuniary
interest in that outcome in relation to the Mount
Gellibrand wind farm and that that is a breach of
section 3 of the Members of Parliament (Register of
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Interests) Act 1978 dealing with the code of conduct for
members.
Fact 3 is that Mr Ramsay failed to fully disclose the
nature of that interest, which in itself is a breach of the
code of conduct in the aforementioned act. Fact 4 is that
his lack of disclosure meant that we as members could
not debate or challenge under standing order 16.07 his
right to vote on that planning scheme amendment.
Fact 5, based on the statements Mr Ramsay has made
since this came to light, is that he does not understand
any of the above. I surmise that it seems no-one from
his party has explained it to him. Now I will return to
each of these issues.
It has been stated by Mr Ramsay and also by the
Deputy Premier, Mr Ryan, that planning scheme
amendment VC82 does not relate to the Mount
Gellibrand wind farm and only relates to future wind
farms. That is not correct. A section of planning scheme
amendment VC82 creates transitional arrangements for
wind farms that already have planning permits likely to
expire within a short period around when this planning
scheme amendment was created. The Mount Gellibrand
wind farm is one of those. When a planning scheme
amendment is implemented it is actually quite rare for it
to have a retrospective effect, but this transitional
arrangement provision within VC82 says:
Any extension of time of a permit granted pursuant to these
transitional arrangements must specify an expiry date for the
commencement of the development no later than 15 March
2012.

There would be many occasions when changes to
planning rules occur and affect pieces of land where
planning permits have already been issued. There is
also a provision in the act for planning permits to be
extended. At the time those planning permits are
extended — based on a piece of case law from VCAT
(Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal) — the
decision-maker has to consider a number of things. One
of the things they have to consider is whether there
have been major changes to the rules in the time since
the planning permit was first issued. That is routine.
But this planning scheme amendment in relation to the
Mount Gellibrand wind farm, and I believe about eight
other wind farms, says that is not correct. It says no
minister or local government decision-maker is allowed
to extend the planning permit of Mount Gellibrand and
other wind farms beyond 15 March. The rule in this
planning scheme amendment says a wind farm whose
permit is about to expire has to get an extension on its
permit and that extension cannot go past 15 March this
year. It says such a wind farm would then have to
achieve all the secondary development plan approvals
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to the satisfaction of the responsible authority — and
they are considerable in relation to wind farms — and
that it would then have to commence substantive works
by 15 March.
With a number of wind farms caught short, if you like,
not expecting these changes and then finding
themselves with a period of six to nine months to
commence substantive works on their wind farm as
well as take all those other steps I just outlined, there
was a real scramble. For the purposes of Mr Ramsay’s
conflict of interest, which I will move onto next, it does
not matter whether there was a highly likely instance of
Mount Gellibrand missing those deadlines and losing
its permit; it only needed to be a realistic possibility —
which of course it was.
There were many steps that the wind farm had to go
through and many hurdles it had to jump over,
including the possibility of court actions delaying its
time line, court actions which, we will see, Mr Ramsay
threatened to initiate. If there was even a possibility that
amendment VC82 could mean that this wind farm
could lose its planning permit, then that was enough for
there to be an engagement of Mr Ramsay’s interests.
By the way, if that planning permit expires on
15 March, the other rules in amendment VC82 mean
that Mr Ramsay, who lived 1.6 kilometres from the
nearest turbine in the wind farm in question, would
have had an absolute right of veto under these rules.
The proponents of the Mount Gellibrand wind farm
would not have been able to seek a new permit post
15 March without the absolute support of Mr Ramsay.
The hurdles put up were to the benefit of Mr Ramsay’s
action, which was to squeeze money and other valuable
considerations out of the wind farm company. If it had
gotten to 15 March and he had been successful or those
eventualities had occurred, then after 15 March his
negotiating hand would have been even stronger.
The next matter is the claim that Mr Ramsay had a
direct personal and pecuniary interest in the possible
outcome in which the Mount Gellibrand wind farm
would lose its permit. The information on that comes
from a letter Mr Ramsay wrote to the company — a
letter of demand. The letter was dated 5 October. Bear
in mind that Mr Ramsay’s vote on amendment VC82
was on 12 October. I have copies of the letter and all
the other documents that I am referring to here, and
they are available for members who want one. The
letter details a whole range of meetings and issues
Mr Ramsay raised about the wind farm. When it gets to
the end, he makes a claim. He says:
In light of all the above, I request that Acciona agrees to:
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(a) retain an independent expert to complete full noise
attenuation works on both residences of my property
including installing double glazing on all windows by
1 September 2012;
(b) remove the turbines with the numbers 56, 58, 61, 55, 57,
60 and 52 as numbered in the turbine plan;
(c ) not locate any turbine within a 2-kilometre radius of my
main residence;
(d) not locate any turbine to the south of my property within
a specified ‘viewing corridor’ such that I am able to
continue to enjoy uninterrupted views from my home
and garden to the Otway Ranges; and
(e) seal Mooleric Road between the front gate of the
property Mooleric and the corner of Ondit West
extension road and Mooleric Road. These works must
be completed by 1 September 2012. This is to help
alleviate excessive noise and dust that will be caused by
vehicular movements; and
(f)

pay me an amount of $66 000 plus GST by 16 March
2011 in order to fund the planting of fast-growing native
trees (at $11 000 per kilometre for 6 kilometres) around
the boundary of my property; or

(g) enter into bona fide discussions to purchase my property
at current market value which purchase must occur by
31 December 2011.

On that last point, I believe from my research that the
property Mr Ramsay was referring to is on
realestate.com. I will not read out the address, but if I
am looking at the correct property, the asking price of
that property is $1.4 million. Mr Ramsay was trying to
avoid a disbenefit to himself. He has told us in the past
that he believes that living next to a wind farm would
reduce your property value by 40 per cent. He believes
that. If we take him at his word, it appears that he was
trying to avoid a disbenefit to himself with a rather
large dollar figure attached to it. He was asking for
what would have been quite expensive works and
improvements to be made on his property, which he
thought would ameliorate the impact of living next to
the wind farm, or, alternatively, for the company to buy
his property off him. There is nothing more direct,
personal and pecuniary than that. If the wind farm’s
permit had expired due to the proponent’s inability to
meet a number of requirements by 15 March,
Mr Ramsay would have had the right to veto that wind
farm making a further application, and we can imagine
he would have been asking for even more than he was
asking for there.
This is a breach of the code of conduct for MPs
contained in section 3(1)(a) of the Members of
Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978. It says:
Members shall —

(i)
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accept that their prime responsibility is to the
performance of their public duty and therefore ensure
that this aim is not endangered or subordinated by
involvement in conflicting private interests …

It also says that members shall:
(ii) ensure that their conduct as members must not be such
as to bring discredit upon the Parliament …

And it further says in subsection (ii)(c) that:
a member shall not receive any fee, payment, retainer or
reward, nor shall he permit any compensation to accrue to his
beneficial interest for or on account of, or as a result of the use
of, his position as a member …

Mr Ramsay’s position as a member includes voting on
amendment VC82. Based on my experience with
matters of conflict of interest in the local government
sector and in broader public debate, I argue that it was
impossible for Mr Ramsay to untangle his vote on
VC82 from the broader public interest that he was
required to serve when making decisions on how to
vote in this chamber and from his own very direct, very
pecuniary and very, very personal interest in the Mount
Gellibrand wind farm, as covered under VC82.
I also state that Mr Ramsay failed to fully disclose the
nature of his interest, and I base that on a number of
debates we had last year. Initially, in March, we had a
debate on planning scheme amendment VC78, which
also related to wind farms. However, VC78 had little
impact on the Mount Gellibrand wind farm or any other
wind farm. It contained some minor changes that
embodied new noise guidelines, which nobody thought
would have much impact on any wind farm, it included
some more application requirements and I think it also
returned responsible authority status to local councils. I
am certainly not suggesting that amendment VC78 had
a major impact on any wind farm, particularly Mount
Gellibrand wind farm. However, during the
VC78 debate, Mr Tee, the mover of the motion, did
make allegations, or suggestions, that Mr Ramsay had a
pecuniary interest. I now state that I believe Mr Tee
was wrong. There was no basis for Mr Tee to make that
claim in relation to Mr Ramsay’s vote on VC78, for the
reasons I have just explained.
However, in the course of that, two things happened.
One is that the President got up and made a
comprehensive ruling in relation to pecuniary interest,
and he continued at length on this topic. This was in the
context of an allegation that had been made against
Mr Ramsay. The President read out standing order
16.07. We do not normally read large slabs of Hansard,
but we are debating a matter that concerns the vote in
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Parliament, so I have to read some sections. The
President then said:
I indicate in the first instance that it is my view that in most
circumstances the Chair is not in a position to determine the
pecuniary interests of members because the Chair is simply
not in possession of direct information about what members’
benefits, sources of income or advantage might be beyond the
basic register of pecuniary interests.

He said:
Further, a member would need to be one of a relatively small
number of people with a pecuniary interest to be denied his or
her right to vote, given their representative role …

He also said, referring to Mr Ramsay:
… unless he is in possession of facts not available to me
suggesting that he has some other pecuniary interest rather
than an interest in common with other citizens of Victoria,
given that the motion is about a state matter.

He finished by saying:
I do not believe that necessarily represents a pecuniary
interest for him.

He is referring to Mr Ramsay. However, then
Mr Ramsay got up and made a declaration of interest of
sorts. He said:
I do have an interest in a wind farm that is proposed to be
built locally in my area, as I do have an interest in at least
14 wind farm proposals that were slashed with a tick by the
previous Minister for Planning, Justin Madden, in a
haphazard manner just prior to the last election.

Various other bits of anti-wind farm rhetoric followed.
Then he said:
For Mr Tee’s information, the implication in relation to my
interest in such matters concerned a planning permit applied
for and issued eight years ago for a wind farm development in
the shire of Colac Otway. The fact is that the permit sits under
the old planning regime, so it has no relationship to either this
motion or the gazetted new guidelines that the planning
minister proposed; the permit sits under the old guidelines of
2003.

Mr Ramsay then said:
I have no direct interest in the proposed wind farm under the
planning permit issued eight years ago. The project has had
three different managers, and there is still no sign of any
construction.

That might have sounded like a disclosure but, in light
of what we now know about Mr Ramsay’s dealings
with the wind farm company, it was not full
disclosure — it was not anywhere near it. In fact the
charged and rhetorical nature of Mr Ramsay’s speech
served more to point us in the other direction, away
from there being anything much to scrutinise —
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particularly his statement that it was ‘issued eight years
ago’, which is factually correct, and that ‘there is still
no sign of any construction’. That matter was dealt with
on 23 March 2011. We now know from Mr Ramsay’s
letter that a few days earlier he had already had his first
meeting with the wind farm company and that he was
aware at that time that the company was getting serious
about construction and was taking steps towards getting
its secondary development approvals and then
commencing works. It may be literally true that there
was no sign of any construction, but Mr Ramsay well
and truly knew that the company was gearing up. If that
alone was a disclosure, it was not a very good one.
Then on 12 October 2011, when Mr Ramsay first stood
up to speak on VC82, he launched into a spray about
Mr Tee. He said:
Consistently … I have heard his misinformation, his
non-factual and his downright incorrect information about
wind farming.

By interjection, I said to Mr Ramsay:
Choose your words carefully.

I said this because I had some awareness at the time
that Mr Ramsay still had a relationship of some
closeness with this project, although I was not at all
informed about exactly how close that relationship was.
Mr Ramsay said:
Yes. I say this on the basis that I have some intimate
knowledge as a land-holder, as a farmer and as someone who
is going to live next to a wind farm in my area …

Again, that is 1000 miles short of the real information
that Mr Ramsay had in his hand at that time about what
his relationship was. He had posted his letter of demand
seven days earlier. He simply said, ‘I live next to a wind
farm that is going to get built’. He did not tell us he was
in direct negotiations or that he was threatening to take
the matter to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal. He certainly did not make clear to me, let
alone other members of the chamber or the general
public, the nature of his interest. The test for disclosure
for Mr Ramsay is not just whether he confirms or
denies allegations that might be thrown across the
chamber. The test for Mr Ramsay and all of us in
disclosing our interests is whether a member of the
public or a fellow member of Parliament who hears us
speak on the matter understands the nature of our
interest in the matter. That is the test.
In the written disclosure that we all have to provide in
relation to our assets Mr Ramsay simply states,
‘primary production property, Birregurra’. Again, that
falls a long way short of the real situation. That may be
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referring to his property on Mooleric Road. We know
that is actually Mr Ramsay’s principal place of
residence, and we know there is a second residence on
that property from which he obtains an income.
However, from reading that motion and hearing his
disclosure in March or October 2011, none of us would
have ever been the wiser that Mr Ramsay had a direct,
personal and pecuniary interest in a wind farm that was
potentially affected by amendment VC82. Those
disclosure requirements are also contained in the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978. Section 3(1)(d) of the act states:
… a member shall make full disclosure the Parliament of —
(i)

any direct pecuniary interest that he has …

and
(iii) any other material interest whether of a pecuniary nature
or not that he has —
in or in relation to any matter upon which he speaks in the
Parliament;

The written return is not enough. There is a proactive
requirement here to get up and make further and
complete disclosures at the time you speak on a matter.
In the UK House of Commons, where they have had a
lot of scandals of their own, the requirement is the
same, and it even goes one step further: it requires a
member to disclose his or her personal interests, even
when making representations to a minister or another
person as a member. If that rule applied here in the
same way, Mr Ramsay would have had to do it
whenever he was making representations to the
Minister for Planning, something on which I have no
information.
In between the two planning scheme votes Mr Ramsay
asked a question during question time on the subject,
and he also raised an adjournment matter on the
subject. Under that full regime of disclosure he would
have had to declare his interests at those times. Very
little of that goes on here. It is rare for a member to start
by making disclosures. In the local government sector,
of course, every council meeting begins with people
making the necessary disclosures. No person observing
the debate, without being able to do an incredible
amount of detective work in anticipation of the contents
of amendment VC82, would have known the nature of
Mr Ramsay’s interest. That interest had dollar signs and
a lot of zeros on it.
The lack of disclosure meant that we as members could
not debate or challenge Mr Ramsay’s right to vote
under standing order 16.07, which reads as follows:
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No member will be entitled to vote upon any question in
which he or she has a personal, pecuniary or direct interest in
the matter, and the vote of any member so interested will be
disallowed. The interest must be direct, personal or pecuniary
and separately belonging to the member and not in common
with the public in general or any section of the public or on a
matter of state policy.

This is where the government is going to try to make a
technical argument or an argument that it is all a matter
of degree. I have already argued — and I think it is
irrefutable — that Mr Ramsay failed in terms of
disclosure and avoidance of conflict of interest under
the act. That alone is enough, but for completeness we
also have to address the question of standing
order 16.07, because when the President made his
ruling in March last year he effectively read
Mr Ramsay’s rights. There cannot have been any
confusion for Mr Ramsay on this question.
I do not know whether new members coming to this
place are taken to an induction by their parties and told
about the code of conduct and its other requirements,
but they ought to be. Every member in this place — and
I have been surprised to learn there are members here
who, even after having been here a long time, do not
know there is a code of conduct in that act — needs to
be fully aware of it, just as any local councillor would.
Any local councillor voting in the same way as
Mr Ramsay would be hanging from a yardarm right
now. There is absolutely no doubt in my mind about
that. Even if that councillor were a complete
ignoramus, the other councillors would have told him
straight up that he had a clear conflict of interest and
could not be in the room voting on a planning scheme
amendment that affects him so directly. Mr Ramsay
and his advisers in the government seem to have
completely missed these connections.
We have a standing order that arises from a ruling that
goes right back to the House of Commons in 1811. The
original version of the standing order was slightly
different, but it is worth understanding what the
Speaker said then:
But this interest, it should be further understood, must be a
direct pecuniary interest, and separately belonging to the
persons whose votes were questioned, and not in common
with the rest of His Majesty’s subjects, or on a matter of state
policy.

The government has argued that this amendment is
about wind farms, that wind farms affect a lot of people
across the state and therefore Mr Ramsay was just one
of who knows how many people who were affected in
the same way. That is not the test, yet if we were
talking about a member who owned a business and that
business paid payroll tax, and we were voting on

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Wednesday, 29 February 2012

COUNCIL

payroll tax, they would have interests in common with
a large section of the community. Likewise, when
members vote on their own pay rises, every single one
of us — all 128 members — has that same interest. If
we all declared a pecuniary interest, then there would
be nobody here to vote one way or the other. We share
in common a class of people.
I put it to the government: how many other people had
an interest the same as the one held by Mr Ramsay?
What proportion of Victorians was it? We know the
short-term, one-off extension opportunity that put the
Mount Gellibrand wind farm up against it, and on such
a short time line, applied to, maybe, nine wind farms in
Victoria. In practical terms maybe six of them were
going to need it. Within the area immediately adjacent
to those wind farms would have been all the
land-holders who were going to benefit, and there
would have been some neighbours. If the government
says Mr Ramsay was a member of a section of Victoria,
how big was that section? Was it 100 people? I do not
think it was much bigger than that. For the government
to use that argument it would have to say that section
was closely related and had identical interests to those
held by Mr Ramsay, and there are not that many people
living next to wind farms whose permits were about to
expire and thought they had the opportunity to get
themselves a benefit or avoid a disbenefit.
It is clear from Mr Ramsay’s statements that he does
not understand much of what I have just said. He
continues to argue that the wind farm rules he voted on
have no impact. He continues to go off on side issues
about whether he had the rights of a citizen to push
forward the matter that he did — which he did. He just
did not have the right to come in here and vote to give
himself the leverage he needed. The other argument put
forward by Mr Ramsay and the government is that the
wind farm got its permit and it all came to nothing, so
there was no conflict of interest. Sorry, things are not
judged that way looking back down the time tunnel.
They are judged the way they had to be judged at the
time Mr Ramsay voted, which was: was there a
reasonable prospect that the wind farm might lose its
permit and therefore have to negotiate directly with
Mr Ramsay about what he was seeking? Yes, there was
a reasonable likelihood of that happening. It did not
even have to be a 10 per cent chance. In other matters
of conflict of interest in the local government sector we
have seen people with even a remote chance of
benefiting nevertheless be ruled out, in one case losing
their council seat on a conflict of interest.
By the way, if the government intends to go forward
with that argument, I make the point that the
development of this wind farm could still fail. It could
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happen as a result of a legal action. I will tell members
what the two grounds would be. One is the ground that
Mr Ramsay was threatening to make in his letter.
Clearly he was seeking information through his
engagement with the company that would demonstrate
a disjunction between the development plan it was
proposing and its permit. If that were the case, if the
company were to get secondary approvals for the
detailed layout and design of its wind farm which
differed from the constraints of its original permit, he
would mount a case to say that was void. He says that
in his letter:
At our meeting of 23 August 2011, you showed me the
turbine map but refused to provide me with any other detail
about the wind farm including the development plan
documents; an assessment of noise impacts including noise
curve data; construction, roadworks and access plans, tree
planting plans and other relevant information to help me
determine —

this is the important part —
whether the development plan as submitted by Acciona
constitutes a material change in the planning permit.

Further on he is even clearer when he says:
If agreement with Acciona cannot be reached on these
matters, I reserve all rights with respect to any proceedings
that may be brought in the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal or any other court or tribunal.

Mr Ramsay still has the ability to take that action. The
other possible action that could arise is that it could be
argued that the substantive works already commenced
are not substantive enough to meet the test, and thereby
it could be argued that the company has run out of time
and has to start all over again. They are possibilities, but
they are not extreme possibilities. They are very real
possibilities, and as long as they are real they form a
further basis for Mr Ramsay to have an ongoing
pecuniary interest in the matter. That is the case I am
putting forward. I am asking that the Privileges
Committee investigate this matter and make a finding.
As I said, I have always found it a great disappointment
and sadness to be here debating the conduct of a
member, and I include the matters the Liberals and
Nationals brought up in the previous Parliament. In
order to have clean air we first require clean politics.
Mr Ramsay could have handled this differently. He
could have made full disclosure about his direct
personal and pecuniary interest in the matter we were
voting on, which none of us were aware of at the time
that he voted. He could have absented himself. He
could have said to his community, that minority who
are dramatically and rabidly opposed to wind farms,
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‘I’m with you, but on this one the question of integrity
is so important that we should not leave it in any
doubt’. He would have maintained his support amongst
the group that he has obviously been pandering to with
his anti-wind farm campaign, and he would also have
enhanced his reputation for integrity amongst all his
constituents.
Instead he chose to make small and grudging
disclosures by way of rhetorical exchanges across the
chamber. He did not give us the detail that has now
come to light dramatically from his own very detailed
letter. As I said, that set off a chain of events that
requires us to be here today, some time later,
questioning his conduct when it should have been
questioned and dealt with at the time the vote was
taken.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — This motion is one of a very serious
nature, as was acknowledged by the mover of the
motion, and it is one which all members should give
serious consideration to. We should not take lightly the
matters contained in the motion nor the comments
made by members who have participated in this debate.
It is rare for a member of Parliament to be referred to
the Privileges Committee accused of certain actions
contrary to the standing orders and the Members of
Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 and the like.
Because it is a rare occasion, we need to treat this
matter with the seriousness that it deserves. We need
also to be absolutely certain in our minds that the
course of action sought to be taken is warranted by the
actions of the member.
I listened very carefully to Mr Barber. I also went back
and read through some of the parliamentary debates
about these matters that were conducted in March and
October 2011, particularly the October debate as it is
used to give rise to part of this motion.
The first thing I want to do is make a general
observation. Where somebody was deliberately
intending to mislead, to cover up or to act irresponsibly,
illegally or corruptly, then there would be no doubt that
government members would support a motion for the
matter to go before the Privileges Committee. I want to
make that very clear right from the outset.
As I said, I have read the debates that have taken place
in this chamber. I believe that at no time has
Mr Ramsay attempted to conceal the fact that he owned
a property in close proximity to a wind farm
development. There have been a number of relevant
debates and he has been open, frank and honest on that.
On each of those occasions he has expressed an interest
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in the matter, and he has said quite clearly that he has
more than a personal interest, that it is one that extends
to him as a member representing Western Victoria
Region.
I think Mr Barber referred to the fact that Mr Ramsay
had an interest in the Mount Gellibrand wind farm
permit. That was in exactly the same way that he had an
interest in 13 or 14 other wind farm planning permits
right across his electorate. It was not improper for him
to say those things. Therefore the first point I need to
make in this debate is that I do not think Mr Ramsay
has at any point, in the Parliament or in the public
arena, sought to deliberately conceal the fact that he had
property which was in the near vicinity of a proposed
wind farm.
Secondly, the substance of the motion before us is the
question of the entitlement to vote. It is based upon the
arguments Mr Barber has advanced. They and the
suggestion that this matter should be referred to the
Privileges Committee go to standing order 16.07 of the
Legislative Council of Victoria. Mr Barber has
anticipated that this issue would be put forward as an
argument by government members. It certainly will be,
because again it is something that we need to consider
very carefully.
On pecuniary interest, standing order 16.07 provides:
No member will be entitled to vote upon any question in
which he or she has a personal, pecuniary or direct interest in
the matter, and the vote of any member so interested will be
disallowed.

Importantly:
The interest must be direct, personal or pecuniary and
separately belonging to the member —

I repeat ‘separately belonging to the member’ —
and not in common with the public in general or any section
of the public or on a matter of state policy.

If members read Mr Ramsay’s comments in the debate
in the Council on 12 October 2011, they will see that he
was not talking about his particular situation. He was
talking broadly about planning permits as they apply to
wind farm developments right across Victoria. In every
instance that he spoke in that debate and previously he
was expressing a view that was public or general in
nature. He was not expressing a view separately
belonging to him; he was speaking on behalf of his
constituents and other people who live in Victoria,
because we are all in one way or another affected or
impacted upon by wind farm developments.
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Mr Barber suggested that the point is one of degree, and
it is, because there is no doubt that every piece of
legislation and every debate that takes place in this
chamber impacts on us all in one way or another. We
come to this chamber with different experiences,
different personal circumstances and different interests.
Those experiences and interests determine in some way
or other views on matters that we debate in this
chamber.
The real guts of this motion is the question whether in
this particular case Mr Ramsay had an interest
separately belonging to him. I suggest that in no way
has he ever argued in this place separately for his own
personal interest; he has argued on behalf of the people
that he represents. It would set a dangerous precedent if
we started disqualifying any member from commenting
on issues important to the electorates we represent. We
should have that right. We are elected to do that; that is
part of our job. If we think we have some interest or
there is something that needs to be declared, we should
declare it at the start of a debate. As I said, in my view
Mr Ramsay has never sought to conceal the fact that his
own property is near to a site where it was sought to
develop a wind farm.
I want to go also to a further point made by Mr Barber.
He said that Mr Ramsay’s vote in that 12 October last
debate in this chamber increased the likelihood of
Mount Gellibrand losing its permit. I guess my vote did
that too, and Mr Barber’s vote had an impact on
whether the permit was lost or retained. Every single
one of our votes mattered to the same degree as
Mr Ramsay’s vote. Our individual votes had an
influence one way or another.
What has not been established in relation to Mr Ramsay
having a vote is whether there was a pecuniary interest
based on the way in which he voted. Mr Barber said
Mr Ramsay’s vote increased the likelihood of the wind
farm losing its permit, but I still do not know whether
the loss or the retention of that permit would have been
advantageous to Mr Ramsay. The type of positive or
negative benefit that may have arisen had the permit
been lost or retained has not been clearly explained to
me. I do not think there is a case, and I suggest other
members may not have that information either.
Mr Tee — I’ll let you know.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Tee has said he can
respond to that matter in a way. I would be very
interested in that, because a benefit might be of a
pecuniary or non-pecuniary nature; it could be either. I
do not think it is conclusive that Mr Ramsay’s vote
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would have increased the likelihood of his gaining in
any case.
We could argue about aspects of a whole range of other
matters. Mr Barber has said he is arguing his case based
on five facts. The first is that the way in which we voted
increased the likelihood that Mount Gellibrand would
lose its planning permit, and I have just commented on
that. I have brought the Members of Parliament
(Register of Interests) Act 1978, including section 3,
which deals with the members code of conduct, to
question time every day since becoming a government
minister. I have highlighted and marked up sections
over the years. Members can read through that act and
find out what the code means. They can read that the
definition of ‘financial benefit’ includes a
‘remuneration, fee or other pecuniary sum exceeding
$500’.
Another aspect we could debate is when something
becomes a pecuniary benefit that you are required to
disclose. Should you disclose it in a circumstance
where there is a possibility that there may be a benefit
in the future or where you actually get a benefit? When
should you disclose it? If you read this act to the letter
of the law, the register of interests requires members to
list what assets they have and the income they receive.
We could apply each section of this act to this
circumstance and others as well, but I would suggest
there would be no conclusion to the example that is the
subject of this debate today.
My contention, and that of the government, is that a
prima facie case has not been established in relation to
Mr Ramsay’s vote on planning scheme
amendment VC82 on 12 October 2011 that warrants
consideration of this matter by the Privileges
Committee of the Parliament. I say that on the grounds
that Mr Ramsay has never hidden the fact that he lived
in an area close to where a wind farm planning permit
has been sought, nor has he ever spoken in Parliament
seeking to gain a benefit for himself. I admire the fact
that he has taken an interest in wind farm planning and
has spoken strongly on behalf of his electorate. That is
what he is guilty of: speaking strongly on behalf of his
electorate on these matters. Good on him for doing that,
because that is what he was elected to do.
There is no case here. All Victorians are affected by
VC82. Mr Ramsay has done nothing wrong. In his
actions he has obeyed in every respect the spirit and the
law in relation to the register of interests of members of
Parliament. I went to the trouble of looking up
Mr Ramsay’s interests in the register under the
cumulative returns of all members. A property is
described there; he is not hiding that at all. No problems
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have been raised about the disclosure of his interests in
relation to the Members of Parliament (Register of
Interests) Act 1978, nor is there any problem in terms
of Mr Ramsay’s actions abiding by the provisions of
standing order 16.07. As such the government strongly
believes there is no case for Mr Ramsay to be referred
to the Privileges Committee.
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am
disappointed with Mr Hall. The direct pecuniary
interest of Mr Ramsay is set out by him in a letter of
5 October. There he seeks an entitlement as follows:
double glazing in his house, the sealing of a road
leading to his driveway and the payment of $66 000
plus GST. He seeks — —
Hon. P. R. Hall — Relate that to his vote of
12 October.
Mr TEE — I am coming back to it; I will get there.
He seeks $66 000. Alternatively, he seeks bona fide
discussions in relation to the purchase of his property. I
have seen the material that Mr Barber has in relation to
the value of that property. I do not know the value of
that property, but Mr Ramsay seeks those things in his
letter of 5 October. Then he effectively says in the letter
that he has three ways of getting that entitlement. The
first way is Acciona paying or providing that
entitlement to him; and in regard to the second way
Mr Ramsay said:
Please note that I intend to make representations to DPCD
seeking that the development plan be varied as outlined.

What Mr Ramsay has is a development plan that in his
letter he says is before the minister. Again, so we are all
absolutely clear about what is happening here, he said
in his letter:
As you confirmed, Acciona on 13 May submitted the
development plan documents to the Department of Planning
and Community Development for the Minister for Planning’s
consideration as required by the planning permit.

So what he is saying is, ‘I have got this. I want this. I
can pursue it by Acciona paying it to me. I can pursue it
by going through the department and getting it included
in the development plan, which is before the minister
for his consideration’. That is what he said in his letter.
In regard to his third option, Mr Ramsay said:
If agreement with Acciona cannot be reached on these
matters, I reserve all rights with respect to any proceedings
that may be brought in the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal or any other court or tribunal.

Mr Ramsay can resolve it here by way of Acciona
paying him, he can go to the department and get the
development plan that is sitting on the minister’s desk
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buried, or he can pursue this by pursuing his legal
rights. There cannot be any doubt about the fact that
Mr Ramsay has a pecuniary interest. That is what he
said in his letter. The next question is: did he declare
that interest? The answer is no. What he said — and he
said it twice — is that his interest is very limited.
In Hansard of 23 March 2011 Mr Ramsay is reported
as saying:
… I have no direct interest in the proposed wind farm under
the planning permit issued eight years ago.

If he did not have that interest, why did he ask for
$66 000, why did he say he would get it incorporated
into the development plan and why did he say he would
take it to court? Mr Ramsay clearly had an interest and
clearly believed he had an interest. Has he declared that
interest? The answer is clearly no. Instead he is reported
as saying in this house:
…I have no direct interest in the proposed wind farm under
the planning permit issued eight years ago.

Both cannot be right.
Hon. P. R. Hall — You have no guarantees.
Mr TEE — Mr Hall says he has no guaranteed
rights, but in terms of his belief in his position, as
outlined in his letter to Acciona, he said he would go to
the department to get the development plan varied to
get that put in the development plan.
Alternatively he can reserve his right to go to the courts,
or Acciona can pay him now and he will go away. Did
he declare his pecuniary interest? No, he did not; not at
all. Mr Hall has said we are all affected. Actually no,
we do not all have a $66 000 entitlement. This is a
unique entitlement that this member has declared for
himself.
The final part of the equation concerns the benefit he
would receive. How could he advance his entitlement
that he holds out by way of these amendments? The
question is: will these amendments enhance his
capacity to get what he believes he is entitled to? The
answer is yes. Absolutely. The planning scheme
amendment will directly advantage him in his personal
capacity to get that money that he is claiming. Is there a
rock-solid guarantee? No, but there is no doubt that it
will advantage him personally. He should have declared
it and he should not have voted on it, because he has
got a direct personal gain from it.
Let me tell you how that gain works. The wind farm
has a permit, but the transitional provisions that are put
in place through the planning scheme amendment make
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it very difficult for that wind farm to proceed.
Bloomberg has done some research on this. It has
estimated that about 30 per cent of these wind farms
that have permits will not succeed, and that is because
of the transitional provisions that Mr Ramsay is voting
on. These transitional provisions require a start date. It
is a very tight deadline. So you have a start date that
requires that any extensions are lodged by 15 March
2012, and if those extensions are not lodged,
Mr Ramsay would win. He would win because what
happens is if you fail to stay in the old system, you
jump into the new system.
Mr Ramsay has a house that is within 1.5 kilometres of
a wind farm. If this proposition is successful, and the
Gellibrand wind farm does not meet those exacting
standards, then the new provisions kick in. Because
Mr Ramsay lives within 1.5 kilometres of a wind farm,
he has got his guarantee. If he is within 2 kilometres of
the wind farm — and he says in his letter that he is
within 2 kilometres of a wind farm — he can go and
demand his price, because under the new provisions
anyone within 2 kilometres can name their price. His
interest is $66 000 or you purchase it. That is his
interest. I do not have that interest. Where is my interest
in that? Where is your interest in that? You do not set
out your interest.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! I ask members to speak through the Chair.
Mr TEE — If the wind farm permit requires
amendment, then Mr Ramsay wins. There are no
guarantees, but if an amendment is required,
Mr Ramsay wins, because unless the permit was issued
by a council, any permit cannot be varied. So if it is
issued by the minister or the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal, you have got an issue with the
amendment. If you need to amend it, Mr Ramsay wins,
because he lives within 1.5 kilometres and the new
rules apply if the permit expires. Mr Ramsay said that
this proposal has been going on for eight years, and it
shows no sign of starting yet. That is telling, because if
the permit expires, Mr Ramsay wins. Under the
provisions that he voted for, it means that the new
provisions come into effect. They will then apply.
Mr Ramsay lives within 1.5 kilometres. Bingo!
If the proposal does get an extension of time,
development must commence by 15 March 2012. So
again this is a very stringent condition. Mr Ramsay says
this has been going on for eight years. Any extension of
time means that the development must commence.
Development usually means construction on the
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ground. There is a dispute about what it actually means,
but it says ‘development’. It does not mean the
paperwork must be completed. The proposal must
commence by 15 March.
Mr Barber — Bulldozers rolling.
Mr TEE — Bulldozers rolling! As has been said,
that is a very tight window when you have got a long
lead time on these contracts. What we have is
Mr Ramsay saying, ‘There is no sign of construction. It
has been going on for eight years and there is no sign of
construction’, and he votes for a system that puts in
place a very tight time frame, a system that requires a
very limited capacity to get amendments and a system
that says that if there are any extensions of time,
construction has to commence by 15 March. That is
what he is looking at.
On the one hand he says, ‘I’m voting for the people of
Victoria’, but he does not disclose to the people of
Victoria and to this Parliament that he is also seeking to
obtain $66 000, to get his road sealed, to get double
glazing or to get them to purchase his house. Mr Hall
asked: was he open, was he honest and was he frank?
Mr Hall has read the transcript; I have read the
transcript; Mr Ramsay did not declare his interest. He
did not declare his $66 000. What he said was: ‘I have
no direct interest in this matter’.
We know that by the time Mr Ramsay voted on
12 October he had written that letter — that was on
5 October. And do you know what? He did not correct
the record. He did not change the record. He said in
March that he had no direct interest. He came in here
on 11 October, a week after having set everything out
in his letter of 5 October, and, guess what? He did not
declare it. I say to Mr Hall that I am not sure on what
basis that could be an open, honest and frank
disclosure. It seems to me he did not declare a
pecuniary interest that was unique to him. No other
individual has a $66 000 claim out there.
Mr O’Brien interjected.
Mr TEE — That is right. However, the issue here is
Mr Ramsay has an interest different to yours and mine.
That is the point about the provision, you see. The
provision says the interest must be direct. I do not have
that direct interest. It must be personal or pecuniary,
and it must separately belong to the member.
Mr O’Brien — Who says you don’t have a potential
interest?
Mr TEE — I do not have a claim for $66 000, and I
do not think anyone else does.
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Mr O’Brien — Who says?
Mr TEE — Because I do not live within
1.5 kilometres of this wind farm.
Mr O’Brien interjected.
Mr TEE — I do not have a contract in place with
the wind farm developer. I do not have the unique
circumstances of this position. He should have declared
it.
Here today we do not stand in judgement. The only
thing we have to concern ourselves with today, as I
think Mr Hall said, is: is there a prima facie case? That
was the test Mr Hall set for himself. There is
Mr Ramsay’s letter of 5 October in which he stated
what his entitlement was and how he was going to get
there. There is also his coming in here a week later
without telling us in the Parliament or the people of
Victoria that while he is voting on the one hand to
strengthen his claim, as set out in his letter, that might
be motivating him. That might suggest there is a prima
facie case for the Privileges Committee to have a look
at this issue in some detail.
We are not in a position to make any final decision on
the matter. It is not our role to comment on the accuracy
of the contents of the correspondence and compare it to
Hansard. I submit that is not a matter for this chamber
but one we ought to refer to the Privileges Committee
to look at. I urge members to support Mr Barber’s
motion.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — I think it might be
useful to have something of a short potted history of
this fairly murky matter. Let us be clear. Back in 2005,
when Rob Hulls was the Minister for Planning and
Mr Ramsay was not in this place, Mr Ramsay found
himself in a situation where there was a proposal for
wind farms to be placed on a property he owned
adjacent to the property he currently lives on — a
substantial property, as I understand it. On 27 July 2005
Mr Ramsay wrote to the Minister for Planning, and in
that letter he indicated he was writing in support of an
application for the development of a wind farm known
as the Mount Gellibrand wind farm. He said:
The proposed site as I understand it —

of course, this was his own property —
… has met the environmental impact studies, and full
consultation with the local community has been conducted.

He wrote about how very little impact on visibility or
aesthetics there would be. He wrote about the wind
farm having the support of the local land-holders,
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himself being one, and so forth. He concluded by
saying:
I strongly urge you to support the application and I look
forward to consideration in this matter.

As I understand it, this application was subsequently
approved. The application having been approved —
with a proposition for wind farms to be put on this
property through a leasing arrangement — Mr Ramsay
subsequently sold that land-holding to another person,
who of course would have the benefit of the income
stream from those leases should the project proceed.
Presumably — and I do not know this — the value of
the sale would have been enhanced by the inclusion of
that planning application, which is why these things are
usually done.
It transpires that Mr Ramsay — subsequently, I might
say — has argued something quite different to the
company, Acciona. He has argued quite differently to
the effect that it will have an awful impact on his
property and that it will have visual impact on him. He
said he requires the wind farms, the location of which
he had supported on that property, to be removed so
that his view of the Otway Ranges is not obscured or in
any way affected. It is breathtaking; it really is.
It is quite extraordinary that someone could be so
openly supportive of a project that they had a clear
interest in before they were a member of Parliament
and were happy to be up-front about, that he could
openly propose something, support it, write to the
Minister for Planning seeking the minister’s support for
that project and then subsequently try to extract some
further benefit from the company he was earlier
supporting. The reason I mention that is that it goes to
the question of motive in all of this and the question of
the history of Mr Ramsay’s integrity on this. If you are
someone who is prepared to so openly say, ‘I want
something to proceed’, and then subsequently try to
extract some other benefit out of that, that says
something about the person involved.
What we now see is that Mr Ramsay participated in
debates and votes in this chamber on matters directly
relevant to the proposed wind farm and the planning
processes involved. It is clear from Mr Ramsay’s own
correspondence that he had meetings with Acciona. He
had meetings around all of the time periods that these
matters were considered in this chamber, including
meetings a few weeks before and a few weeks after the
various dates in March and October last year. He had
meetings discussing this specific project, and he wrote
to Acciona seeking compensation — $66 000 plus
GST — for the sealing of the road and other benefits,
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or, alternatively, for the purchase of his substantive
property.
I do not believe Mr Hall would have ever acted this
way, but I might say to members opposite, including
Mr Hall, that it is unacceptable for a member of
Parliament to vote on matters without declaring an
interest in respect of such a property, which on
realestate.com is advertised at $2200 per acre for
646.7 square acres, totalling $1.422 million. If that is
not a direct pecuniary interest, then I am not sure what
is. To most Victorians $1.422 million would be a
significant amount of money. Perhaps it is not for
Mr Ramsay — I am not sure — but to most of us it
would be a substantial amount of money.
What we are being asked to consider today is the
question of whether or not there ought to be a Privileges
Committee investigation into this matter. The privilege
that comes with being a member of Parliament is that
there is a significant degree of trust between us and the
people we represent. There is a significant degree of
trust that we will act appropriately and with integrity. If
we want to maintain that privilege and that trust, it is
incumbent upon us to make sure that, where there is
any doubt, we have a proper process of accountability
and an opportunity for members to be able to defend
themselves and be subject to a proper and thorough
investigation. If we are going to maintain that trust with
the community in order to be their representatives, we
must have that occur.
Where there is a question such as this — where
Mr Ramsay has directly written to a company on a
matter that is subject to consideration of regulations and
planning issues in this chamber, where a member has
spoken on, voted on and been defended by the
President on these specific issues and where the
member has not declared that interest, presumably
either because he did not want to or because he
genuinely did not think there was a problem — I do not
think it is asking too much for the matter to be
considered by the Privileges Committee.
I point out that the President intervened when Mr Tee
was talking on the debate on planning
amendment VC78. I note there were considerable
interjections from Mrs Peulich on this. When Mr Tee
raised his concerns about a pecuniary interest that
Mr Ramsay may hold, the President intervened and said
he was concerned because it was a ‘serious matter to
suggest in a speech’ and because ‘in the context of the
motion before the Chair I do not believe that
Mr Ramsay’s exposure to a potential wind farm
development in his area represents a pecuniary interest’.
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The President was placed in the position of making that
comment without knowing all the facts and without
knowing that Mr Ramsay had in fact written to the
company involved and made a direct financial claim
against the company. In the context of the President’s
intervention — that is, to say, ‘If you are going to make
allegations about a pecuniary interest, you need to do so
with some evidence’ — what the President did not
know and what Mr Ramsay did not fess up to is that he
had written to and had three meetings with the
company seeking compensation or the company’s
purchase of his property for $1.422 million.
I have been in this Parliament for, I think, 12 years
now. I have sat in this chamber for a number of years
and heard a lot of debates where allegations and
criticisms have been made of members. I have heard
Mrs Peulich shout out about brown paper bags. I have
heard her calling out about corruption, and I have heard
members make pretty serious allegations, particularly
against the former Minister for Planning, Justin
Madden, who is now the member for Essendon in the
Assembly. However, in those debates I have never
heard of someone being so plainly open to an
accusation of having made a claim for direct financial
compensation on a matter they were voting on in this
chamber. I have never heard that. I have heard
allegations about process, and I have heard allegations
about whether or not people were influenced by other
people, but in all the allegations I have heard in this
place I have never heard an allegation of someone
having such a clear, direct financial interest in an
outcome of something the chamber is considering.
I might say that in relation to the criticisms that were
made of Mr Madden, I defended him on many
occasions. I sat in this chamber and responded to those
criticisms. We had points of order and countless
arguments about it all and whether it was proper. I was
on the select committee — I think it was the Standing
Committee on Finance and Public Administration —
that investigated the Windsor Hotel deal. I have been
on select committees looking at the Tattersall’s
tendering process, and I never heard an allegation
claiming a direct financial interest when those
criticisms were being made. There was no such
allegation against Mr Madden. There was no such
allegation against former Premier Bracks. There was
never anything substantiated. There was never any
document presented. There was never anything like
that.
The key difference is that Mr Madden sat there and
listened throughout all of those debates, and then he
responded. In all of those debates he responded to what
was said in the debate and defended himself. I have not
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seen Mr Ramsay in here for 1 second of this debate —
not 1 second. That is a stark difference. I would say if
he did not have anything to hide, he would be in here
and would be defending himself. But he is not here. He
is not defending himself. I do not believe he is on the
speakers list.
Where there is a clear concern about a process that has
taken place regarding a member, it is our job in this
place to send the matter to the Privileges Committee,
which is the proper place for it to be considered. There
are very few things I would have a particular pecuniary
interest in, but on one occasion in this chamber there
was some debate on Victims of Crime Assistance
Tribunal legislation, and I indicated to the house that
my wife was a solicitor who had worked in the legal
field. I thought it was important that I put it on the
record that I had an interest, even though an indirect
interest, in the matter. It is proper to do that. If
Mr Ramsay had done that, there would not have been
any difficulty, and there would be no problem here
today.
We should be open with the community about any
interest we have before we participate in a debate and
certainly before we vote on a matter. Mr Ramsay had
ample opportunity on two occasions to do that. Instead
he chose to defend himself by saying he did not have an
interest. In fact he said he did not have an interest even
though I think two weeks later he met with the
company. He must have known he had an interest. He
clearly had an interest in that he supported a project on
land he owned and subsequently sold. He clearly had an
interest in that sense. Then in the middle of these
debates he was in negotiations with the company about
how he might be compensated.
It is instructive to look at those dates. On 5 October
Mr Ramsay wrote to Brett Wickham, the Asia-Pacific
director of generation at Acciona Energy Oceania Pty
Ltd. Yet on 12 October in this house Mr Ramsay is
reported as saying:
I have stood here before and responded to a contribution from
Mr Tee in relation to this amendment and about wind farm
generation generally in the state of Victoria. I find myself
having to defend the Baillieu government’s policy in relation
to the new amendments but also the new guidelines. I do so
on the basis that what I have heard from Mr Tee is absolute
and utter rubbish.

Mr Ramsay had decided to criticise the opposition.
Consistently in this house I have heard …

Mr Ramsay continues by criticising Mr Tee’s
information about wind farms. He later says:
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I say this on the basis that I have some intimate knowledge as
a land-holder, as a farmer and as someone who is going to
live next to a wind farm in my area …

He then criticises Mr Tee for living in Melbourne. But
Mr Ramsay did not say in that contribution that eight
days earlier he had written to the wind farm company
seeking either $66 000 plus GST in compensation or
for them to buy his property. His grand declaration was,
‘I am someone who is going to be living next to a wind
farm’ — almost with a tear.
Mr Barber — ‘In my area’!
Mr VINEY — ‘In my area’. Yet he was not living
next to a wind farm in his area; he was going to be
living next to a possible wind farm that he had
supported. He supported the planning application on his
land and had subsequently sold the land to someone
else, with the benefit of the planning permit having
been approved. Then he had written to the company
asking for $66 000 plus GST in compensation, plus the
sealing of his road, or alternatively for the sale of his
property. Mr Hall would never done any such thing. I
know him well enough to know that is true.
If Mr Ramsay wants to play in this area of business,
that is fine. I have no objection to people having
business interests or farms or to them representing their
rights if there is a project. I have no objection at all to
Mr Ramsay representing himself and Ms Henderson in
relation to that property. That is not the issue. It is a
simple issue that to earn and keep the trust of the
Victorian people you have to be honest and open. You
have to come in here when you know you are going to
vote on something that affects your interests and say, ‘I
want to make it clear to everyone in here and to the
people of Victoria that I have an interest’. If the interest
is absolutely direct, then there is a question as to
whether or not Mr Ramsay should have asked himself
if he should vote. But the first principle is that you
declare it, and the reason for that is so that everyone can
understand the member’s interest, the basis upon which
someone is voting and the basis upon which someone is
speaking.
Mr Ramsay spoke on this matter and said, ‘I have a
general interest in wind farms in my area’, when he had
in effect been the proponent as the land-holder. He then
sold the land and also tried to seek compensation from
the company for the project. With that company he also
sought to amend what he had previously supported.
Having said there was no visual impact, he then wrote
to say, ‘Actually I want to have a clear view of the
Otways’. He had written to the Minister for Planning
saying there was no visual impact. Come on! We would
question all this stuff in anyone, let alone a member of
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Parliament. Mr Ramsay has placed himself in the
situation of proposing something and then opposing.
Mr Ramsay now needs to account for that. The proper
place to account for that is before the Privileges
Committee. If this government is genuine about being
open, honest and accountable, it will refer this to the
Privileges Committee and allow the process to be
properly considered and Mr Ramsay to put his case.
Mr Ramsay has not come in here to put his case, so he
ought to be prepared to put it to the Privileges
Committee.
In all the debates about Justin Madden, Theo
Theophanous and Steve Bracks and all the other
debates, in all the matters of integrity that have come
before this chamber, I have never heard a case of such a
clear, direct personal interest — not once. Not once in
any of those matters did I hear of a clear, direct
personal interest. There may have been criticisms about
process, there may have been criticisms about policy
decisions, but there were never allegations of such
direct personal interest, and I think the allegations need
to be accounted for in this place. I seek the support of
this chamber to deal with this in a proper way by
sending this matter to the Privileges Committee.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I am
pleased to rise to make a contribution on this general
business notice of motion 268 in which Mr Barber
seeks that the conduct of Simon Ramsay be referred to
the Privileges Committee for inquiry and report. He
draws particular attention to the 12 October 2011 vote
on amendment VC82 to the Victoria planning
provisions and argues that it has breached standing
orders and the provisions of the Members of Parliament
(Register of Interests) Act 1978.
I want to first pay tribute to Mr Hall’s contribution and
indicate that I believe the arguments he put clearly
reinforce the longstanding practice in this chamber that
members will vote where there is a broad community
interest but will not vote where there is a very narrow,
specific interest, and this is not that particular case. That
longstanding principle has not been breached by
Mr Ramsay. Mr Ramsay, in this chamber and
elsewhere, has very clearly made the point that these
recent planning provision changes in no way affect the
wind farm in question. The wind farm in question had a
permit under the last government, a longstanding
permit that was established under decisions of previous
ministers, not the current minister.
The current minister was acting in concert with a
longstanding practice that where permits have been
granted firms can proceed with development
opportunities that are intrinsic to those permits that
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have been granted and are able to proceed in a way that
is unimpeded. There is no chance that the current
minister would have breached the principles behind
guaranteeing that there is not a sovereign risk to a firm
of that nature. I believe the salient point here is that the
intrinsic permit was granted a number of years ago
under the previous minister.
Mr Ramsay did not, in my view, in any way take any
action in this chamber with the vote — and that is the
essence of what Mr Barber has brought here — which
was in his interests when amendment VC82, which
dealt with broad issues across the state, was voted on in
this chamber. Indeed in earlier contributions in this
place Mr Tee has indicated clearly that
amendment VC82 is a broad, statewide matter. It was
not a matter that was to impact directly on
Mr Ramsay’s interests; it was a matter that, frankly,
was about the future and the future arrangements that
were going to be in place for wind farms. It put in place
a coalition election promise that there would be a better
regime for wind farm permits that would apply into the
future, a regime that would provide better arrangements
for the community, better protection for land-holders
and better protection for those who live in the vicinity
of wind farms.
Future wind farms will be dealt with under those
provisions. The wind farm proximate to Mr Ramsay
was dealt with under the earlier provisions. For those
reasons the coalition is very much determined to
support Mr Ramsay. Mr Ramsay has not breached the
conduct provisions as outlined in the motion.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Just before Mr Barber
speaks, in regard to my position as President, I would
like to make a couple of quick remarks on this
particular motion. I do not want to enter broadly into
the debate; in fact I congratulate members on the way
they have conducted this debate because, as I have said
on previous occasions, these are serious motions and
they deserve to be debated in an appropriate context, as
I think this motion was today.
I just make the point that from my perspective in
assessing this matter I very much hold the view that
members, by being members of Parliament, do not
forfeit their rights to effectively protect their property
and their interests per se. The only question I think that
comes into a matter like this that is of concern to me is
whether a member has improperly used or sought to use
their position as a member of Parliament in trying to
protect their rights or responsibilities and their
entitlements as an ordinary member of the community.
As I said, just because you have been elected to
Parliament does not mean you have to roll over on
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every occasion and accept what may come your way.
You are entitled to use the laws of this country to
protect your interests.
I have listened to the debate, and I am not convinced
that in fact there has been clearly shown any indication
that Mr Ramsay has improperly used his position in this
case. I suspect that Mr Barber would argue that the
Privileges Committee, were it to meet and examine the
matter further, might find or express some concern
about some matters that have been published in the
media or that have been referred to in this debate. But
from my point of view this sort of reference to a
Privileges Committee is very serious, and I have not
heard in the debate sufficient substantiation to suggest
Mr Ramsay sought to use his position as a member of
Parliament to gain some advantage in negotiations
which he might have had and which were consistent
with the rights and entitlements of any ordinary citizen.
I would need to have been convinced of that to cast my
vote to send this matter to the Privileges Committee.
Mr Barber, to sum up.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — As we
know, here in Victoria the Premier has proposed a
number of measures designed to lift standards in public
life. He has proposed an independent, broadbased
anticorruption commission, and he has proposed codes
of conduct on fundraising and for ministers. By virtue
of the fact that the government controls both chambers,
it will also fall to the government to support any
measures to enforce existing codes of conduct and
those others that the Premier might apply to his
executive government. When government members
vote to let this one slide they will be setting a standard,
not just for themselves but for other members of
Parliament, for public servants and for local councillors.
And the government will not be able to later ratchet it
up and apply a new and tougher standard to those
others that it was not prepared to put on itself very early
in the piece.
Mr Hall argued that Mr Ramsay’s disclosure that he
lived near a wind farm in his district and had an interest
in it and 14 other wind farms was disclosure. It was the
opposite of disclosure. He was saying, ‘My interests are
no different to anybody else’s’. His interest was very
different.
The argument was that this was all based on the
standing orders. If the standing orders were read the
way Mr Hall wanted them read, then they could never
catch anybody. Mr Hall, who I think is one of the most
ethical members of this place and would, I think, see a
conflict of interest in his own position coming from
100 miles away and avoid it, came in and said he had
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difficulty seeing what the problem was for Mr Ramsay.
He said, ‘Well, Mr Ramsay was speaking on behalf of
others’. What he said in the debate is not my concern;
my concern is whether he knew on behalf of whom he
was voting. He had an irreconcilable conflict between
what amendment VC82 was going to do to the
company that he was negotiating with and the broader
interest. When you have that sort of irreconcilable
conflict of interest, the only thing you can do is step
out.
Mr Hall also argued the government’s case by saying
he did not know what the effect of Mr Ramsay’s vote
was, that it was the same as Mr Barber’s vote and
Mr Hall’s vote. It was not a matter of what other
members’ votes were or whether the motion would
have passed without Mr Ramsay’s vote; it was simply a
matter for Mr Ramsay to decide whether he could vote
or not.
Mr Hall said he did not know whether Mr Ramsay
would have been advantaged or disadvantaged by
voting. I did not know either until I read this, but now I
do know. It does not matter whether it was an
advantage or a disadvantage to Mr Ramsay; either was
enough. It would not even matter, by the way, if
Mr Ramsay had come over here and voted with the
Greens to try to knock off amendment VC82. He
should not have been voting on a matter that affected
him so personally, whichever way his vote was going to
go.
Mr Hall said Mr Ramsay never hid the facts. He never
disclosed the facts. That is the issue. The code of
conduct in the Members of Parliament (Register of
Interests) Act 1978 requires him to disclose the facts.
Failure to observe the code of conduct or to disclose is a
contempt of Parliament which can only be investigated
and dealt with by the parliamentary Privileges
Committee. It attracts whatever punishment the
committee wants to dish out and a $2000 fine.
There is a lack of regulation in relation to our regular
written disclosure returns. That is not this government’s
fault; it has been that way for decades. It is something
that the Premier might want to pick up on and fix so
that full disclosure is required. Rather than it being
enough to simply say, ‘Rural property: Birregurra’, it
should be something that would be enough for us to ask
the questions we should have asked if Mr Ramsay was
not going to ask them.
Finally, President, not to question any ruling you might
make in this place of course, but you made the
argument that Mr Ramsay should not have to forfeit
any of his rights to protect his own interests. I agree
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100 per cent. But as soon as he had a direct personal
and pecuniary interest in the matter that was before this
chamber, he forfeited his right to vote — unfortunately
for his constituents. In some circumstances we as
members can act to avoid such conflicts. Ministers
routinely do, of course. They get rid of all conflicting
interests in their portfolios; otherwise they just cannot
go on and do their jobs.
This is one of those rare instances where a vote of the
chamber was making the executive action that would
have affected the company in question. As I have said,
Mr Ramsay failed to disclose as he should have under
the law. He should not have been able to vote, but that
could have been prevented only if he had disclosed.
The government is taking such a reductionist approach
to the question of the standing order that we might as
well scrap that standing order if that is going to be its
view. Thank you very much for your assistance,
President.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs (Teller)
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Motion negatived.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry: report
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on Report of the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable
Children Inquiry, which was tabled in the Parliament
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yesterday. I take this opportunity to congratulate the
Honourable Philip Cummins and the other members of
the inquiry on a comprehensive investigation into
Victoria’s child protection system. Ensuring that our
most vulnerable children are adequately protected is a
critical task. However, the last thing we need just now
is another report from the Baillieu government which
goes nowhere. I am concerned that the government did
not put out a detailed response to the report yesterday,
despite having had the report for four weeks. In
particular the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development, Ms Lovell, has been missing
in action so far, and in question time today she seemed
to suggest she would be reluctant to respond to my
questions about the recommendations in the report that
relate to her portfolio.
This is an important report which contains
wide-reaching recommendations that cover a number of
government departments. In addition to the
recommendations regarding the child protection
system, which are relevant to the Department of Human
Services, there are also recommendations that relate to
the health system, early years services, education and
the Victorian court system. I would expect the ministers
with these responsibilities to come into this house and
answer questions specifically relating to their portfolios
as well as explain what they will do to implement the
report’s recommendations.
However, this report comes in the wake of the Baillieu
government’s Christmas present to Victorians: the
announcement that 3600 public sector jobs will be cut.
We heard last week that 500 jobs will be cut from the
Department of Human Services in an organisational
restructure. That is only what we know so far. We do
not know how many jobs will be cut from the
Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development or the Department of Health, two
departments that also figure prominently in this report.
The government needs to explain how it will
implement these recommendations in light of
$480 million being cut from the DEECD budget and
$500 million from the Department of Health budget.
These departments are losing money and workers at a
time when they most need them to implement these
important recommendations. I am concerned that these
things are occurring at a time which will make it harder
to implement reforms that are critical to children’s
welfare.
In his media release yesterday the Premier outlined new
funding. The Community and Public Sector Union has
already commented that this is a repackaging of
previous funding, so it will be interesting to see whether
there will be a matching of the rhetoric that we have
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heard so far and whether we will see a significant
investment across government departments in the state
budget this year. I think that would be the community’s
expectation in relation to this report and the
wide-ranging recommendations contained within it.
In relation to chapter 7, I was particularly interested to
read the commentary and recommendations about
Victoria’s early year services. The report makes it clear
that we have a high-quality early childhood education
system, which is a positive legacy of the former Labor
government’s administration. We have very high
kindergarten participation rates in our state, and many
families utilise maternal and child health services.
However, there is always room for improvement. I note
that the inquiry report also comments on the
Auditor-General’s finding last year that more could be
done in relation to maternal and child health services.
Earlier today I specifically raised with the Minister for
Children and Early Childhood Development
recommendation 7 in the report, which talks about
investment and appropriate infrastructure for universal
early childhood services. However, Minister Lovell
dodged the question. She even failed to give
in-principle support to additional investment for the
protection of vulnerable children, which was very
disappointing.
I will be coming back to this report in the future. It is
critical that these recommendations are addressed
speedily. I particularly urge Minister Lovell to get on
with it, to address the recommendations that relate to
her portfolio and to contribute a significant investment
by way of funding early childhood services.

Ombudsman: investigation into ICT-enabled
projects
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — It
must be my lucky day; I get to speak after Ms Mikakos.
I rise tonight to speak on the Victorian Ombudsman’s
report entitled Own Motion Investigation into
ICT-enabled Projects. To be honest, I think it could
otherwise be called ‘Brumby’s bungled, boundary-less,
budget buffoonery’.
Ms Mikakos talked about funding problems and
budgets. This report makes 58 recommendations on
improving the way ICT-enabled projects are planned
and delivered. It talks about information and
communication technology systems and how these may
be better administered in the future. It examines
10 projects that were run under the Brumby Labor
government. Most of them failed to meet delivery time
frames, and all of them ran over budget. The original
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budgets for these programs totalled $1.3 billion. The
latest estimated cost is $2.74 billion — $1.44 billion
over budget, and a cost to the taxpayer. Those opposite
could be mentioning that when they talk about funding
problems. On average the projects will have more than
doubled in cost by the time they are delivered.
There has been abject waste, according to the
Ombudsman’s report. Common mistakes in how
ICT-enabled projects were managed under the Brumby
government included problems with leadership,
accountability, governance, planning, funding, probity
and procurement, and project management. It was
interesting to listen to Ms Mikakos’s response to the
budget update on 8 February this year. She was
reported as saying:
We are proud of our record because we delivered a great deal
to the people in the northern suburbs.

This was a deal that was $1.4 billion over budget.
Ms Mikakos also made a comment about me cutting
ribbons and running out of things to tweet about. Let us
talk about Twitter. Ms Mikakos joined the Twitter
forum on 23 November last year — 97 days ago. In that
time she has delivered to the people of Victoria
1143 tweets, averaging about 12 tweets a day. I wonder
if that is a good use of taxpayers time and money. But
let us forget about the average of 12 tweets a day,
because Ms Mikakos has broken the record today.
Today, 29 February, she has tweeted 26 times. It is
interesting that she worries about my tweeting patterns.
Maybe she should get out and meet her constituents,
because they do not know who she is. I have met many
people from businesses, community groups and schools
in my short time in this place, and they say the same
thing to me over and over again: ‘We have never heard
of her’.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I remind
Mr Ondarchie that this is the part of the parliamentary
process in which members discuss reports, not where
they launch attacks on other members. Mr Ondarchie’s
discussion of tweeting by another member is fairly
tenuous as a matter related to the report he has chosen
to speak on. As far as I am aware, that report does not
mention anything that Ms Mikakos might have done on
Sadie Hawkins Day, and I would ask Mr Ondarchie to
get back to discussing the report rather than the
member.
Mr ONDARCHIE — After 11 years of cost
blow-outs by the former government, including the
10 ICT projects in the report I have referred to today,
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we stand and wonder why schools such as Doreen
Primary School, William Ruthven Primary School and
Greensborough College — none of which were
mentioned by Ms Mikakos in her time in
government — are experiencing funding shortfalls.
There must be forgetfulness, denial or something like
that on the other side of the house, because this report
clearly shows there was complete mismanagement by
the Brumby government. Interestingly enough those
opposite who stand up to defend the track record of the
Brumby government fail to mention that they denied
Victorians $1.44 billion, and the cost continues. They
should hang their heads in shame and spend less time
on Twitter.

Auditor-General: State Trustees Ltd —
Management of Represented Persons
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak to the Auditor-General’s latest report, State
Trustees Ltd — Management of Represented Persons.
State Trustees manages the financial and legal affairs of
more than 10 000 Victorians who are deemed legally
incapable due to disability, mental illness or injury. The
primary role of State Trustees is to represent and act in
the best interests of those people. Our law courts have
entrusted State Trustees to represent and care for the
legal and financial wellbeing of these people. This
report shows a multitude of serious problems within
State Trustees that severely compromise its charter as a
champion for the frail and disadvantaged within
Victoria.
To my mind this government’s inability to properly
fund and manage this agency, together with poor
information management and high case manager
turnover, means that decisions about the affairs of
clients are based on incomplete or inaccurate
information. Case managers can be encumbered with
excessive caseloads of 400 clients, and this is
unsustainable from an occupational health and safety
viewpoint. It is unacceptable to me and the people of
Victoria.
State Trustees is failing in its responsibilities, and it is
not its fault. This report clearly shows a lack of proper
financial support. It is stopping the very dedicated
people who comprise the staff of State Trustees, who
have previously provided an excellent standard of
service to the people entrusted to their care, from
continuing to do so. They are at breaking point. High
staff turnover means there is stress and low morale in
the workplace. As legislators we owe the courts and the
people of Victoria a system of care that is acceptable
and reasonable. According to this report, the current
service provided by this government is substandard and
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utterly indefensible. I call on the coalition government
to reassess the funding for this very important division
within State Trustees and to realistically fund the
activity that is the reason for its existence — that is, to
provide proper legal and financial care for represented
persons in Victoria.

Victoria State Emergency Service: report
2010–11
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I rise to
speak on the Victoria State Emergency Service
(VICSES) annual report entitled Committed to
Victorians. From the outset I have to say Victoria SES
is an organisation of which we can be extraordinarily
proud. It consists of volunteers — —
Mr Finn — Hear, hear!
Mrs PETROVICH — Exactly, Mr Finn — who
devote themselves to responding to Victorians in need,
whether that be during our increasingly frequent
storms, of which we have had far too many, cutting tree
branches, clearing roads or tarping roofs. It is a very
impressive thing to see an SES unit responding quickly
to a motor vehicle accident and performing its role,
particularly when using the jaws of life. Many people
trapped in vehicles have been saved by these
well-trained volunteers being able to skilfully access
vehicles with this amazing tool.
I would like to commend the CEO, Mary Barry, on her
governing of this organisation. She notes in her report
that response to the flooding and storm damage across
Victoria has been outstanding. She says:
Starting in September, Victoria was struck by heavy rainfall,
which resulted in flooding throughout the central, north-east
and north-west areas of the state.

That was followed by a cycle of even more heavy rain,
leading to more flood response operations in November
and December. What that has meant to many
communities is three and four incidents of heavy floods
which have caused major infrastructure damage. What
is not mentioned generally is the impact on those
communities and the role of the SES and how it assists
during those times when the power is out and trees are
down. Ms Barry goes on to say:
Whilst these were not small operations, they were to be
surpassed by the largest flooding event … in nearly four
decades.

That was on 4 February last year, and it resulted in
rainfalls totalling 100 to 300 millimetres across
two-thirds of the state. They were quite astounding
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drought-breaking events, going from the sublime to the
ridiculous. Ms Barry states:
When the floods had receded, it was evident that
140 townships across 35 municipalities had been affected.

It is very important that we congratulate those
volunteers who have given their time, often 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week, and acknowledge and express
thanks for the invaluable understanding and support
provided by the volunteers’ families. Ms Barry goes on
to say:
Over 50 VICSES volunteers were honoured at the annual
VICSES awards ceremony held in February 2011 at the
Ivanhoe Centre with the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, the Honourable Peter Ryan, in attendance to
congratulate the award recipients.

This goes hand-in-hand with the additional work
around awards for those participants.
An important aspect which Ms Barry notes in her report
is something that emerged in another report prepared by
this Parliament, and that is that, unusually, our
emergency services do not always have communication
systems that marry. She states:
VICSES has finalised the implementation of the One Source
One Message warning system as a joint collaboration with the
CFA —

Country Fire Authority —
This system is a web-based tool that disseminates warnings
and advice to the public, the media and other stakeholders.

This is a very important piece of equipment to ensure
that Victorians are alerted to oncoming issues, whether
that be weather or any other significant event.
The Driver Reviver program was launched at
Federation Square and features a partnership between
VICSES and the Transport Accident Commission. That
program was backed by an effective TV and radio
campaign.
The report has details about affected areas that I
represent in Northern Victoria Region and some of
the floods that happened around Tatura, Wangaratta,
Benalla, Euroa, Myrtleford and Bright. Those
communities were dreadfully affected and they were
assisted by the SES. In that area there was an awards
ceremony which saw a number of volunteers and
staff recognised with commendations for bravery
and service awards for the roles they played during
and after the Black Saturday bushfires in 2009.
Seven Marysville SES volunteers received
commendations and service awards. Four
Marysville SES and nine Kinglake volunteers
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received group commendations and bravery awards.
Four CEO awards, one being — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Victoria State Emergency Service: report
2010–11
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the State Emergency Service annual report for
2010–11. How can any of us in this house accurately
describe the State Emergency Service (SES) of
Victoria? As a collection or grouping of heroes, an
organisation of the most committed volunteers or
wondrous people who care about being sensational
neighbours in the truest sense of the word? In so many
ways they are all of these things and much, much more,
and I know deep in my heart that every member of this
house will agree with me. They provide their services at
the worst of times — in raging fires, in torrents of
flood, in hailstorms and powerful winds — and
whenever their services are needed, they will be there.
I for one wish to thank them deeply for everything
that they do for us, risking their lives for us and
giving to the community more than we sometimes
realise because if we are not victims or in an area hit
by some calamity, we do not see the great service that
the members of the SES give. The annual report for
2010–11 is in many ways the paper administration
record of what they do, put down as accountants and
record keepers want it, but does it really acknowledge
the heroes who make up the SES, the men and
women — and I stress that, both genders — most of
whom are volunteers? As you read through the report
you realise that they are highly trained volunteers and
professionals in what they do and how they do it.
They are prepared for emergencies and ready to travel
great distances when they are needed. They are
trained in first aid, occupational health and safety,
operational incident management, rescue techniques,
managing traffic, roof safety systems, incident
management, road rescue and a host of other rescue
skills.
I must also thank the Municipal Association of
Victoria, which is a strong and dedicated partner of the
SES. However, the SES works with many agencies and
government departments, as the report highlights, and
that level of cooperation makes you feel proud to be a
Victorian. Indeed as you read the list of disasters that
have involved SES members in the 2010–11 period you
cannot help but be struck by the range of their duties
and the professionalism and care with which they carry
them out. The 5500 volunteers and 110 paid staff are
the SES. Thankfully, no-one lost their life during the
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term of this report but, as you would expect, there were
injuries as the great people of the SES put their lives on
the line to help others.
The low rate of injuries and deaths is due to the great
training that they undertake and the positive mentality
of the members of the teams, who know not to take
unnecessary risks and to be prepared for danger as
much as they can be and who are always looking out
for each other. Their team spirit is amazing, and the
SES personnel whom I have met leave me with a warm
feeling of safety.
On a separate issue, I wish to note the high number of
women on the board and in the executive management
team. It is proof that women can undertake duties as
well as men and that gender discrimination has no place
in a modern society. Once upon a time this would have
been impossible but today it is the norm due to the
efforts of successive governments on both sides of
politics to break down the barriers for women.
The report shows an organisation that is well managed
and operates in a sound manner, but also an
organisation that relies on government funding and
external sponsorship from private companies. I wish
that all insurance companies would look at the list of
sponsors in the report and ask themselves why, with
one exception, they are not there — that is, why they do
not actively and financially support the SES, given that
the great work of the SES reduces damage and loss and
makes it easier for people to live in their own homes,
thus also significantly reducing payout costs for
insurance companies. But that is for the insurance
companies to consider.
Without the SES, we would all be worse off. In closing,
I wish to again congratulate and thank the volunteers,
the staff, the leadership team and all those who
supported and helped the SES to achieve the great
results contained within the report. They are statistics in
one sense but they are very real to them and to those
they help.

Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry: report
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
also wish to make remarks on Report of the Protecting
Victoria’s Vulnerable Children Inquiry, which was
tabled yesterday. The report was completed by a very
distinguished inquiry panel: the Honourable Philip
Cummins, chair; Emeritus Professor Dorothy Scott; and
Mr Bill Scales. The report was presented to the
Honourable Mary Wooldridge, the Minister for

1075

Community Services, who sought a comprehensive
inquiry with very broad terms of reference.
This provides a great opportunity for Victoria to
revolutionise a system which has basically been a
reactive one of services delivered in silos, often staffed
by professionals who are going through a revolving
door and who often work in isolation and have been
inadequately supported. After 11 years of trying to get
the former Labor government to address the crisis in
Victoria’s child protection system, I think the minister
was courageous in calling for this comprehensive
inquiry, which was a major election commitment of the
coalition government.
The inquiry was commissioned 12 months ago under
the very impressive leadership of a panel of three, as I
mentioned. The panel members traversed the state
conducting public hearings, meetings and consultations
and received in excess of 220 written submissions. The
minister asked the panel members to make
recommendations to strengthen and improve child
protection and support, and they have done that. They
have delivered 90 recommendations and 20 findings
and listed 14 matters for attention.
The report is also a harrowing read. Indeed I was most
disturbed to read some of the facts and figures on top of
what we know — that is, that under the former
government we lost half of the foster carers. In a system
where there is a rapid transition of children before
permanent placements are found for them, that is a
devastating situation. One in four of our child
protection workers walked out the door in their first
year and nearly half of them had less than one year’s
experience. Day after day through the media we heard
stories of mismanagement leading to vulnerable
children being exposed to further risk and abuse.
Some of the figures are quite astonishing. In particular,
between 2000 and 2011 reports to child protection
increased by 49 per cent. Interactions with statutory
services are also increasingly recurring events for many
vulnerable children and families. The report’s analysis
shows that significant risk factors linked to child abuse
and neglect include a family’s history of family
violence, alcohol and other substance abuse, mental
health problems, intellectual disability, parental history
of abuse and situational stress.
A range of recommendations have been made. A very
important recommendation is a bold one on which the
government has already made some announcement.
The inquiry’s fundamental recommendation is that we
develop a whole-of-government vulnerable children’s
strategy to respond comprehensively to the report. It is
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not about the single silo out of the starting blocks, as
Ms Mikakos has mistakenly called for because she
obviously has not read the report. The absolute nub of
the recommendation is that we establish a
whole-of-government response to ensure that there are
seamless service provisions to our most vulnerable and
needy children.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — I have certainly read at least the
executive summary and some highlights of sections,
which clearly — —
Ms Mikakos — Because you have had it for four
weeks, unlike me.
Mrs PEULICH — Which clearly shows that you
have not read it, and if you have, you have not
understood it.
The inquiry also recommends that all relevant ministers
be charged with responsibility for developing and
implementing a new vulnerable children’s strategy. The
minister has already announced that there will be a
new, high-level committee of ministers which will
work on the agenda of developing and implementing a
comprehensive response to this report.
The report stresses the need to meet the growing
demand, to divert families early and to be innovative in
our responses. Already the Premier has announced an
immediate commitment of $61 million over four years
for a number of initiatives. They include the
recruitment of 42 additional child protection
practitioners, the expansion of the Child FIRST
program, and the establishment of six additional
multidisciplinary centres.
I commend the minister. This is an opportunity for the
state government to fix a problem that Labor ignored
and on which its members are now trying to find some
high moral ground. It is deplorable.

Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence and security arrangements in
Victorian hospitals
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — During the
last sitting I made some remarks on the final report of
the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee’s inquiry
into violence and security arrangements in Victorian
hospitals and emergency departments. I focused on the
material in the extract from the minutes of proceedings
at the end of the report that documents the divisions that
took place during the committee’s deliberations.
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Labor members — that is, Shaun Leane and me —
unsuccessfully moved in the committee that the
$21 million the government had already committed to
improving security in hospitals should be allocated over
the current parliamentary term. The Liberal Party
members of the committee voted this proposal down.
They were unable to even stand by a commitment that
their own government, specifically the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, Peter Ryan, had made.
To be fair, the $21 million allocation was for
introducing armed PSOs (protective services officers)
into hospitals, a proposal that everyone rejects. Doctors,
nurses, ambulance officers, hospital administrators and
researchers have all said it is an appalling proposal. The
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee faithfully
reported what the evidence shows and what the hospital
professionals have told us, yet the $21 million is now
off the table.
The government has said if we do not want to spend the
money on armed PSOs, then we cannot have it. The
government has said it does not give a damn what the
committee found and what the professionals have said.
Its ham-fisted, knee-jerk, law and order response
prevails, and this government knows better.
Last week the Victorian branch of the Australian
Medical Association in its budget submission called for
the government to let hospitals have the originally
committed $21 million. The AMA has asked that the
funds be allocated to exactly what the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee unanimously recommended —
that is, more trained staff, more behavioural assessment
rooms and closed-circuit television cameras in
emergency departments and triage emergency areas. I
commend the AMA on doing exactly what the
community should be doing in relation to reports from
the Parliament’s committees — that is, using the
research and informed opinions they contain to
prosecute a case.
The government and Minister Ryan, with the active
support of the chair, Simon Ramsay, Brad Battin, the
member for Gembrook in the Assembly, and Tim
McCurdy, the member for Murray Valley in the
Assembly, should not be able to get away with using
the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee to bury the
fact that the coalition wants to dump a funding
commitment. This is not something abstract. The issue
of violence in our hospitals is serious and people are
getting hurt. They ask the government to let them have
the funds that the government has already promised,
which they have turned down simply because they had
the nerve to say that the government’s idea to put
armed PSOs in hospitals was downright dangerous.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Wednesday, 29 February 2012

COUNCIL

Dr Stephen Parnis from the AMA came to talk to the
committee. He is reported in the Age of 21 February as
saying that violence in our hospitals has affected work
attrition:
Something like 90 per cent of emergency nurses have been
subject to physical violence and I think 5 per cent of GPs
have been threatened with weapons … so it’s serious stuff
and anything we can do to reduce it will make a big
difference …

I am also thankful that Jess Walsh, state secretary of
United Voice, has come out in support of her members
who work as security guards and who are in many
cases people who work on the front line. Ms Walsh has
been quoted in the Age as saying that United Voice has
been ‘‘overwhelmed by reports of frightening episodes
of aggression at hospitals’.
The Minister for Health, David Davis, has put on the
record that he is considering the committee’s findings
and will respond in due course. I urge the chair of the
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee, Simon
Ramsay, and his Liberal colleagues who supported the
findings of the report to help the health minister come
to the right decision sooner rather than later given the
urgency of the situation. I urge them to stand up and
throw their support behind the AMA, the Australian
Nursing Federation, United Voice and hospital workers
to make sure that the government puts $21 million back
on the table and works collaboratively with all workers
affected to deliver improved security.
Mr Leane and I have made it abundantly clear where
we stand, and we were astonished that the Liberal
members of the committee ducked supporting our
recommendations as shown in the extracts. Now is the
time for them to say they were wrong and to turn this
around.

Ombudsman: investigation into ICT-enabled
projects
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and speak on the Victoria Ombudsman’s
Own Motion Investigation into ICT-enabled Projects
report of November 2011 which I made reference to
and spoke about during the last sitting week. I said in
my contribution at that time that I was absolutely
appalled and horrified at the extent of the wastage of
money that had occurred — according to the findings
of this report — in relation to a number of projects.
As members may recall, the Ombudsman in his report
investigated 10 major projects. In my contribution I
spoke on three projects — that is, the LINK database,
HealthSMART and the myki ticketing fiasco. Today I
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will speak on further findings in the Ombudsman’s
report, specifically the Ombudsman’s comments in
relation to CRIS, which is the client relation
information system. I think that is particularly
important and relevant in light of Report of the
Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children Inquiry,
which was handed down and tabled yesterday and
compiled by Philip Cummins, Emeritus Professor
Dorothy Scott and Bill Scales. I only have volume 1 in
the chamber; it is a very large, extensive and detailed
report that follows a year-long inquiry that highlighted
so many failures in the system.
I have to congratulate the Minister for Community
Services, Mary Wooldridge, and the Premier on taking
such decisive and immediate action to improve the
state’s child protection system after having reviewed
and taken into account the recommendations in this
report and the significant reform required in this area to
protect the most vulnerable group within our
community. I have to say, and the Premier has indicated
this today, protecting children, families and the wider
community is this government’s first priority. The
Premier has expressed strong support for doing just
that. This report, as I said, should be commended. The
panel should be commended for undertaking such
detailed reporting so that the government can identify
those areas and work towards improving them. The
report shows failure after failure in relation to the
management of care.
I mention that issue, because the Ombudsman’s report
in relation to ICT-enabled projects deals with another
example of a failure to deliver. In this instance the
CRIS system let down the most vulnerable members of
our community. Page 89 of the Ombudsman’s report
details the key and major issues of this system. It is
worth noting that the report states:
The client relationship information system (CRIS) was
completed nearly three years behind schedule and costs rose
by over 218 per cent or $47 million.
The increased costs are of particular concern given that CRIS
was funded entirely by the Department of Human Services
(DHS), not through the cabinet budget committee.

The report goes on to state:
The client relationship information system (CRIS) project
commenced in October 2001. DHS designed CRIS to replace,
enhance and create client information systems for child
protection, juvenile justice, disability services and specialist
children’s services. The initial approved budget for CRIS was
$22 million.

In relation to that, as we know, the cost blew out and
the money was wasted. It could have been put to good
use instead of our having that extraordinary waste. This
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is just another example of the previous administration’s
inability to handle such projects, and its continued
wastage with programs that had enormous amounts of
dollars attributed to them. That is taxpayers money that
could have been put to better use in child protection,
education, transport or indeed in our health system,
which is under great stress.

Budget update: report 2011–12
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak on 2011–12 Victorian Budget Update. The
release of this budget update just before Christmas was
as cynical as it was cruel. It dumped 3600 public sector
jobs, with the government making the unrealistic
statement that the update would not affect front-line
services. Only last week the Secretary of the
Department of Human Services announced that there
would be 500 jobs lost through, amongst other things,
redundancies and a recruitment freeze. These workers
deal with some of the most vulnerable people in our
community. It seems completely inconceivable that
there will be no effect on front-line services. The
budget update promises to increase car registration by
$35. This is in contradiction to the government’s spin of
‘reducing the cost of living’.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr TARLAMIS — Someone has woken up!
Stamp duty on new cars below the luxury tax threshold
will go from 2.5 to 3 per cent — that is, for cars that
families and workers can afford to buy. The
government plans to decrease the period for people to
pay land tax. The government intends to take almost
$500 million from WorkSafe Victoria. The government
is taking money from injured workers who require
support, and threatens to increase the premiums of the
businesses that have funded it. The public sector jobs
cuts are an extraordinary statement by this government.
The Liberal Party’s job plan is to get rid of jobs, and it
seems that by that criteria it has been very successful. In
a time when 21 000 full-time jobs have been lost in
Victoria, the rest of the country has created 50 000 jobs.
That was in contrast to the steady job creation that
occurred under the previous government, which was
the standout government during the global financial
crisis. That is something of which all those on the
government benches seem blissfully ignorant.
What is even more sobering is that the participation rate
has dropped by 0.7 per cent since the Liberals took
office. Now over 1.6 million Victorians of working age
are out of the workforce, so 1.6 million Victorians are
no longer looking for work. These are the figures that

Wednesday, 29 February 2012

the government does not really have a handle on. It is
all well and good to lead trade delegations or appoint
your chief of staff to a highly paid overseas post, but
why is it that the government cannot spend some time
concentrating on jobs at home, and not just jobs for its
former staff?
It seems that this government’s plan for infrastructure
only extends to funding projects in marginal seats like
the upgrade to the level crossing at Brighton railway
station, which was ranked by the Department of
Transport as being the 223rd priority for upgrades to
level crossings. The upgrade occurred at the expense of
level crossings across the state that are far more
dangerous.
This government just does not get it. Victoria requires
not only a jobs plan, but also a clear plan to invest in
people and infrastructure. Members of the Liberal Party
would have us believe that there is some sort of magic
to the workplace market through flexibility. The Liberal
Party is the first to talk about workplace flexibility, but
what it really means is flexibility for the manager, not
the worker. It is a one-way street, with the workers
struggling against the traffic. The Victorian economic
growth estimate for 2011–12 has been revised down
from 3 to 2.25 per cent, which is a poor reflection of the
direction of our economy.
The budget update forecasts more Victorians being out
of work, with an unemployment rate increasing from 5
to 5.5 per cent. This government’s solution to higher
unemployment is to slash jobs. This government’s
solution to poor management is to increase taxes. This
government’s solution to poor planning before the
election is to raid the Victorian WorkCover Authority.
In contrast, when Labor was in office it created jobs
through investment in infrastructure; it created jobs by
building important infrastructure like the Royal
Children’s Hospital; it created jobs by building the
regional rail link; and it created jobs by providing
confidence to business and workers. It provided money
for programs like the Take a Break child-care program,
because investing in people is something that only the
Labor Party is interested in; it invested in schools,
because the next generation is as important as this
generation; and it invested in alternative programs like
the Victorian certificate of applied learning, because
higher learning should not be only for those who aspire
to go to university straight after high school. These are
all things that this government does not seem interested
in.
When the former Victorian WorkCover Authority
board chairman, James MacKenzie, described this
government’s actions as absolutely absurd and
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economic nonsense, he had confined his remarks to the
$500 million taken from the WorkCover authority. I
would say that his comments are more appropriate for
this government’s approach to the budget and to
funding services. The Treasurer, Kim Wells, has put in
the most underwhelming performance as a Treasurer
since Queensland Senator Barnaby Joyce was
opposition finance minister for about 51⁄2 minutes. The
Treasurers’ grasp of numbers leaves the community
disappointed wherever he is heard, which is not very
often, and for not very long. I expected that this
Treasurer would last about as long as Barnaby Joyce,
but I was proved wrong.
The presentation of the budget update is a massive
victory for mediocrity. This budget update is clearly a
Liberal budget — it is big on cutting jobs, predicting
higher unemployment and lower growth.

Education and care services: national
regulations
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I am sure that
most members of this house would be aware that much
of the work I do both in this place and in the electorate
is concerned with the welfare and protection of
children, wherever they may be and whatever age they
may be. I believe the welfare of children is very much
our primary responsibility, not just as legislators, but
also as adults. As a result of that view, I was fascinated
to pick up a hefty document called Education and Care
Services National Regulations.
My initial reaction to this particular document was to
wonder if so many regulations were strictly necessary,
because in this document we have over 250 pages of
regulations, and the table of contents stretches to
16 pages before we even get into it. I will browse
through and touch on just some of those matters. We
have, of course, supervisor certificates of children, we
have ‘Policy on interactions with children’, ‘Protection
from inappropriate activities or treatment’,
‘Relationships in groups’ and ‘Access for parents’. We
have ‘Children’s health and safety’, going through
‘Health, hygiene and safe food practices’, ‘Food and
beverages’, ‘Service providing food and beverages
(other than water)’, ‘Sleep and rest’, ‘Tobacco, drug
and alcohol-free environment’ and ‘Awareness of child
protection law’. We have ‘Incident, injury, trauma and
illness policies and procedures’, ‘Notice of serious
incidents’, ‘Incident, injury, trauma and illness record’,
‘Infectious diseases’ and ‘First aid kits’.
We then go on to part 13. I am just picking out parts as
I go along; this could keep us going for quite some
time. Part 13, which is headed ‘Information, records
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and privacy — national authority and regulatory
authorities’, includes ‘Application of Commonwealth
Privacy Act 1988’, ‘Modifications relating to national
education and care services privacy commissioner and
staff’, ‘Modifications about financial matters’,
‘Modifications about annual report’, ‘Modifications
relating to national authority and regulatory authorities’,
‘Modifications relating to determinations’,
‘Miscellaneous modifications’, ‘Relevant
administrative tribunal’ and ‘Regulations’.
As I say, I could go on for quite some time because
there are many regulations in this particular document. I
had to ask myself the question: is this document strictly
necessary? Are all these regulations strictly necessary to
protect children in this day and age? The conclusion I
have come to is: probably. The tragedy is that being a
child is not what it used to be. For most of us our
childhood was happy; it was protected. We were able to
go down to the park or to the local footy ground or
whatever. We lived a pretty safe life. These days,
however, there are so many dangers and threats, and
many of those dangers and threats come from people
who children should be able to trust, people who are
authority figures, such as teachers and child-care
workers, some of whom might have agendas which
quite frankly disgust me.
I recall that during my maiden speech to the Parliament
in 1992 in the other place I spoke at some length about
respect, and I think that is really what we need to have.
We needed to have it then, and we need more to have it
now. We need to return to the basic principle of respect,
particularly respect for the rights of the defenceless —
for the rights of those children who need our protection
and are very much in need of that respect. As a society
we need to change the attitude that has developed over
recent years. It is an attitude which I suppose
encompasses greed to a very large degree — it certainly
encompasses selfishness — and means children are put
down the list. If they cannot defend themselves, who
cares? That is not a civilised way of dealing with
children, and it is an indictment of society that we have
to have a document such as the one I have been
referring to.

Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
people trafficking for sex work
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — In this
instance, with respect to this report, it is not a pleasure
to rise to talk, because this is a serious concern for our
entire community and in fact for the whole country. I
am referring to the report of Inquiry into People
Trafficking for Sex Work, though this evening I wish to
speak about the government’s response to that excellent
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report, issued in June 2010 by the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee. This was the first parliamentary
committee inquiry of its kind in the country and as such
it attracted an enormous amount of interest and debate.
The overwhelming response from people across the
country was horror at the thought that people were
trafficked for sex work here in Australia. Sadly it was
not just in Australia; it was here — not too far from this
building. I think that was what the horror was.
The debate has gone forward. The ABC program Four
Corners did an in-depth inquiry into this issue — and it
did a very good job. The debate is out there. Other
jurisdictions have taken it up too, and it is pleasing to
see that under Premier Baillieu the Victorian state
government has gone a long way to addressing a
number of the issues. The parliamentary committee
made a number of recommendations, and I know they
have been heavily debated both within our law and
order system, in the corrections area and by local
councils — and local council issues are also important.
The relationships between the Australian Federal
Police, the local police and local councils and the
interaction between all those authorities was also very
pertinent to the inquiry.
I would like to talk in detail about some of the
recommendations and what the Baillieu government
has said in its commentary about them — for example,
the introduction to the government’s response says:
The government has acted upon the clear commitments it
made in relation to illegal sex work and the clarification,
strengthening and enforcement of relevant laws. These
include establishing a multi-agency illegal brothel task force,
and passing legislation to toughen asset confiscation laws
relating to illegal sex work crimes and to make Victoria
Police the lead agency for enforcement to ensure that
appropriate attention is paid to the removal of criminal
elements.

That is an important aspect in order for us to be very
clear who is responsible for removing the criminal
elements and this illegal work. The introduction to the
government’s response goes on to say:
The government welcomes commonwealth and international
initiatives to prevent and eradicate people trafficking for sex
work and for other purposes. While policing and prosecution
of people trafficking are largely the commonwealth
government’s responsibilities, the Victorian government will
progress a range of initiatives to address sex trafficking
directly, to target illegal and unlicensed sex work services
more broadly, and to offer appropriate assistance to sex
workers.

It is important to understand that the Baillieu
government has put in place programs, and intends to
put in place more programs, to make certain that
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affected people in this area are protected.
Recommendation 4 of the committee says:
The committee recommends that clear protocols outlining
areas of responsibilities and methods of collaboration and
communication be developed between relevant state agencies.

This is a very important point. We needed to have
clarity. What we found through doing this report was
that no-one quite knew where the boundaries were. The
government has put in place some very good programs,
and that is now looking much better. As the
government’s response to recommendation 4 says, the
government supports the recommendation in principle.
Further:
The Victorian government recognises that collaboration
between relevant agencies is crucial to support both the
detection and prosecution of crimes related to the illegal sex
work and the efficient regulation of the industry generally.

As usual, given the time limit of only 5 minutes, there
is so much to say and so little time to get it all in. This
is a very important report, and the government’s
response is a very important document. I hope I will be
able to have a chance to speak on this report again in
the next sitting week and to address recommendation 7
at length. Once again the Baillieu government has taken
the initiative. It has taken the recommendations of this
report and is actually doing something to start
addressing this insidious and important issue and to
make quite certain that Victoria leads the way on it.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Gentle Annie Bridge, Whitfield: flood damage
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — The
matter I raise tonight on the adjournment is for the
attention of the Minister for Roads, and it is regarding
the Gentle Annie Bridge in Whitfield. In 2010 I
attended Whitfield along with Dr Bill Sykes, The
Nationals member for Benalla in the Assembly, and a
number of others as part of a flood task force. Dr Sykes
was very adamant that the Gentle Annie Bridge needed
to be fixed forthwith and called on the then Brumby
government to do it immediately. He was back in the
area on 10 September 2010 with the Leader of The
Nationals, Mr Ryan, who was saying it was a priority
issue that money be spent on this local road.
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Of course since then there has been a change of
government, which happened 15 months ago. We now
have the Deputy Premier, Mr Ryan, walking around the
state with his $1 billion fund, and he has not fixed the
Gentle Annie Bridge at Whitfield. That is part of the
reason why I am raising my matter on the adjournment
for the Minister for Roads: because he has a
$100 million local roads fund which is meant for fixing
local problems.
The Gentle Annie Bridge at Whitfield was made
dysfunctional by the floods in 2010. It has been affected
by most natural disasters since, and according to the
local mayor the council is still waiting for government
funds. The simple action I seek from the Minister for
Roads is to do what the Minister for Regional and Rural
Development could not do with his $1 billion fund:
apply some of his $100 million fund, which was touted
around the state while he was in opposition as well as in
government as a great solution for every problem, and
actually do something with it to try to fix the Gentle
Annie Bridge. Hopefully this Liberal minister will do
what The Nationals Deputy Premier has failed to do
and fix the Gentle Annie Bridge at Whitfield.

Community services: Child FIRST centres
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Community Services, the Honourable Mary
Wooldridge, and it is associated with Report of the
Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children Inquiry,
which came out yesterday. The panel comprising that
inquiry was chaired by the Honourable Philip
Cummins, with Professor Dorothy Scott, OAM, and
Bill Scales, AO, also serving on the panel. It is around
Child FIRST — being the family, information, referral
and support teams — which works in conjunction with
the statutory child protection system to support families
by improving their ability and resources to cope in very
difficult times.
I am aware that there is very sad information in the
report, which came out in the last 24 hours. In particular
I am calling on the minister to give some consideration
to providing Child FIRST centres in my electorate of
Northern Metropolitan Region. As a government our
duty is to our children; Mr Finn talked about that not
that long ago. I would be interested in the minister
giving due consideration to the development of Child
FIRST centres in my electorate, in particular — and the
report seems to suggest that there is good foundation
for my suggestion — in the local council areas of
Hume, Moreland, Yarra, Darebin, Whittlesea,
Nillumbik and Banyule. All are in the Northern
Metropolitan Region of Melbourne and all have
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families that could do with appropriate levels of support
through Child FIRST. I call on the minister to give due
consideration to establishing Child FIRST centres for
those areas.

Ouyen P–12 College: funding
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Education, Mr Dixon. The matter concerns the funding
of the final stage of Ouyen P–12 College
redevelopment. I understand the school community is
very frustrated. It feels that it has been working hard
and done as advised only to be abandoned by the
Baillieu-Ryan government. I am particularly concerned
to learn that the community has grave fears about
student and teacher safety because the college is
currently operating across two campuses which are
separated by a highway and a railway line. I was
advised by the school earlier this month that there have
been a number of near misses. I hate to think the
Baillieu-Ryan government is going to wait for tragedy
to strike before it gets around to funding the
redevelopment of this project.
Ouyen is a major grain deposit and out-loading point
for the region. This means that trains, trucks and
semitrailers are in action there throughout the year.
Staff and students must cross the busy Sunraysia
Highway and the railway line, with the silos and the
weighbridges between the two campuses. In addition to
the safety concerns about crossing a busy major road
and the railway line regularly, valuable teaching time is
wasted as teachers travel to and from the two campuses.
I am also concerned to learn that the P–8 students are
still operating out of the former primary school
building, which is very run down, badly damaged by
white ants, contains asbestos and has outdated
plumbing. I understand the school community feels it is
between a rock and a hard place as it weighs up the cost
and effort of continuing to maintain the run-down
former primary school building and the lack of
commitment from the government to funding the final
stages of building for the proposed new P–12 college
campus. Given the amount of time and effort
demonstrated by the school and the community to
deliver the P–12 model of learning and the promises the
government made to the Ouyen community, I
specifically request that the minister commit the
funding for the completion of the P–12 college project
in the 2012–13 state budget.
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Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health, the
Honourable David Davis. As we know, February is
Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month. Teal Ribbon Day is
today, and I am pleased so many members are wearing
a teal ribbon, showing their support for raising and
highlighting the very important message of the risks of
ovarian cancer and awareness of its symptoms. Very
often it is an insidious disease. Many women do not
know they have ovarian cancer, as the symptoms can
be mild. By raising awareness of those symptoms to
women of all ages, it is hoped diagnosis and treatment
can be addressed at the early stages of the disease.
The statistics of the disease, although not as high as
those for many other cancers, are sobering, as they are
associated with very large mortality and morbidity
rates. In fact more than 1200 Australian women will be
diagnosed with ovarian cancer this coming year, and
800 of those women will die from the disease. In
Victoria 340 women are diagnosed each year, and of
those, 230 will die from ovarian cancer. Those are the
real and raw statistics this devastating disease brings to
bear.
Ovarian cancer awareness through the wearing of a teal
ribbon is one way of getting the important message of
awareness of ovarian cancer to our community. The
action I ask of the minister is that in his capacity as
Minister for Health he outline further initiatives that
may be undertaken to improve awareness and assist
Victorian women in understanding their risk of
developing ovarian cancer.

Electricity: smart meters
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Energy and Resources, Mr O’Brien, and it relates to
the difficulties I have been having accessing the data
from my smart meter. Mr O’Brien has some knowledge
of this because he watches me like a hawk on Twitter, I
happen to know. He has seen some of the material I
have been putting out there. This represents my formal
request to him to intervene on my behalf.
In accordance with chapter 7 of the National Electricity
Rules, I have written to both my retailer and my
distribution business — Origin and CitiPower
respectively — and asked them to take the necessary
steps to connect my in-home display to my smart meter
so my in-home display can start catching the data from
my smart meter out of the air and telling me in realtime
how much energy I am using. I have no intention of
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waiting around until a company tries to sell me a
second smart meter to go with the one I already have. I
have already paid for the first one, and now I would like
the data from it. I want to be able to check my bill. I
want to be able to reduce my consumption, and when
the time comes I want to be able to check whether the
plans that have been offered to me by the electricity
companies are favourable to me or not when it comes to
time-of-use pricing.
So far I have paid all of the costs of the smart meter and
had none of the benefits. Of course the companies I
have written to have not said no, because legally they
know that they cannot say no, but they have not said
yes either; they have simply obfuscated. Most recently
CitiPower talked about the glacial pace at which it is
developing devices for smart meters. I am ready to go.
In a letter CitiPower said to me:
This work will result in the development of appropriate
frameworks, processes, and protections which will facilitate
the widespread take-up of IHDs —

in-home displays —
These frameworks will provide consistent approaches to
matters such as device and installer accreditation, consumer
support, protection and privacy, and service fees.

This is the first time we have had some honesty. It
intends to charge us again for access to the data from
our smart meters when all it really needs to do to make
it accessible is take a few very simple steps using the
technical information I have already provided to it.
I know for a fact that other distribution businesses in
other areas, such as United Energy, have already
established an online portal where citizens can simply
login, as they do to use internet banking, check their
own energy consumption and access their devices. I
want the minister to ask CitiPower to do this, starting
with me and going on to all the other citizens in that
distribution area.

Wallan-Kilmore bypass: route
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Premier. I
refer him to the 2011 Kilmore traffic survey results
released under FOI and belatedly available on the
VicRoads website via the ‘Kilmore-Wallan bypass
public information display material — November
2011’ link. This link takes users to ‘Options considered
by the Kilmore-Wallan bypass options examination —
2007’. Some 15 pages later, readers come to a page
headed ‘Traffic volumes — 2011’. For those lucky
enough to find this information, it is obvious why the
Baillieu-Ryan government has buried these survey
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results. VicRoads makes the following statement about
the traffic survey results:
Current traffic counts show that the largest traffic flows occur
between the Hume Freeway and Wallan, and between Wallan
and Kilmore and Broadford, rather than to the north of
Kilmore.
This indicates that the majority of traffic is due to local
growth.

In fact the VicRoads traffic survey results over the
period 2000 to 2011 show that annual traffic flows to
the north of Kilmore in both directions have grown by
just 0.5 per cent compared with an annual growth rate
more than 10 times that rate — 5.5 per cent — between
the Hume Freeway and Wallan alone. VicRoads makes
this further statement:
Growth trends show that the largest future traffic flows will
occur between the Hume Freeway and Wallan, and between
Wallan and Kilmore and Broadford, rather than to the north
of Kilmore.

In the light of this indisputable evidence from
VicRoads and local concerns about the impact of
growth in local traffic flows on businesses and
residents’ daily lives, I call on the Premier to indicate
what action his government is willing to take to fix this
problem. The facts now clearly demonstrate that
Mr Baillieu’s promise of a $130 million bypass road
from the Hume Freeway to the Northern Highway
north of Kilmore will not solve Kilmore’s local traffic
problems — that is, assuming Mr Baillieu delivers on
his promise to build a bypass north of Kilmore and does
not select a route to the east of Kilmore that utilises
existing local roads.

Local government: footpath safety
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Local
Government. Very recently I joined the chairman of the
Victorian Disability Advisory Council, Tony Staley, on
a visit to the Geelong Disability Advisory Council. We
had an extremely interesting visit. There was very good
dialogue between some of the people with a disability
in and around the Geelong area, and they came up with
innovative ideas and suggestions. It was a very good
opportunity to hear about local issues, many of which
were reflected by members of the Victorian Disability
Advisory Council, who do a phenomenal job, I might
add.
One of the members of the Geelong Disability
Advisory Council who is blind brought up a really
interesting notion, something I ask the minister to
investigate. He said when there is construction
occurring in a major street or any street,
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multicoloured — orange and white — cones are put up
and usually orange and white tape is put around the
area as well as a construction sign to show people that it
is a no-go zone and the footpath is unsafe at the time.
The man who is blind said, ‘We can’t see the cones.
We can’t see the tapes. Therefore it is very difficult for
us to know as we are walking down the street whether
there is a construction zone there. It is a danger to us’.
His suggestion was that rumble pads or something
similar be put onto the footpath so that people who are
vision impaired will know they are coming to a
construction site or something that will affect their
safety. I think that is an excellent idea and suggestion. I
am not certain as to how it could be rolled out, but the
action I seek is that the minister work with the
construction sector, the local council and her
department to devise a way in which better awareness
mechanisms can be put into place so that
vision-impaired people can safely traverse footpaths
around construction sites.

Rail: Highett station
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Tonight I raise an adjournment matter for the Minister
for Public Transport. The action I seek is for him to
provide clarity with regard to the future of Highett
railway station and confirm that he and his department
and office have no plans to close the station or reduce
services should the government honour its commitment
from the 2010 state election to build a railway station at
Southland shopping centre.
At the last election the Labor and Liberal parties both
promised to build Southland station, and there have
been ongoing concerns about the current government’s
intention to keep this promise. I am aware that last year
the government, through the Department of Transport,
commissioned a Southland railway survey. That survey
posed a number of questions to commuters, ostensibly
to gauge their feedback about services at Highett
railway station, the number and frequency of trips that
commuters make to and from the station and at what
times these trips occur.
It has been raised with me that this survey is a sneaky
way of tricking the community into supporting the
closure of Highett railway station, and that has caused
concern for train commuters who use that station
regularly. They also feel misled by the state
government, which at the last election did not indicate
its intention to close the station or reduce its services.
Many of the people contacting my office have called
for the release of the results of the Southland railway
station survey in full, including the number of
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respondents and their location when interviewed. They
are seeking an assurance that there are no plans or
agendas to close the Highett station and that the
services at the station will not decrease. This is an
important issue for the people of the local community,
who now have great unease about the future of the
Highett railway station. The Southland railway survey
has only exacerbated that concern.

by Bendigo Health. We have been told there will be no
job losses at the services, so the people who are
currently involved at the hospital will have their jobs
retained. We have been told there will not be any
lowering of the service provision offered by the new
provider. We have been told there will be no loss of
post-mortem services and no loss of training capacity
with the new arrangements.

Highett station is an asset that the community values. In
an article published in the Moorabbin Leader
newspaper of 17 November 2011 the member for
Bentleigh is quoted as saying the Liberal government
would not close Highett station. However, last week in
an article about the Southland railway survey,
published in the same newspaper, the member for
Bentleigh in the Assembly, Ms Miller, did not
comment on the future of the Highett station nor on the
survey itself.

As well as all of these effective savings there will be the
financial saving of tens of millions of dollars of
Victorian taxpayers money. However, the Labor
members representing Bendigo continue to be critical.

I therefore ask the Minister for Public Transport to
provide clarity with regard to the future of the Highett
railway station and confirm that he, his department and
his office have no plans to close Highett railway station
or reduce services.

Mr DRUM — You can listen to the tape all you
like, but the ‘m’ was always there. I was going to talk
about one of my friends from another part of Australia
who happened to get his m’s and b’s mixed up.
However, I did not think our own former Treasurer
would also be getting the Joyce virus.

Bendigo Health: pathology services
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Health, the
Honourable David Davis. Over the last 20 months or
so, as far back as July 2010, the Bendigo Health has
been conducting a series of reviews into the provision
of pathology services for the Bendigo hospital. Whilst
this review process was initiated under the Labor
government, the process has continued on under the
coalition government since the state election at the end
of 2010.
It was announced earlier this week that the competitive
tender process that was undertaken has led to
Healthscope, a private provider, being given the
contract for the next five years as the provider of
pathology services within the Bendigo region.
Following this announcement there has been an
unbelievable level of negativity from the member for
Bendigo West in the other place, Maree Edwards,
which might not surprise many in this chamber. The
member’s negativity is consistent with earlier criticisms
by the member for Bendigo East in the Assembly,
Jacinta Allan. We now have both the member for
Bendigo East and the member for Bendigo West, both
Labor members, critical of this decision.
Therefore I have been forced to defend the hospital’s
decision based on a few facts that have been released

Mr Lenders — Billions?
Mr DRUM — With an ‘m’. It has always been with
an ‘m’. Mr Lenders is a former Treasurer — —
Mr Lenders — I’d like to listen to the tape.

In the event of any further criticisms coming from
opposition members I will need to be equipped with the
full details of these new arrangements. I am therefore
asking the minister, if he can, to provide me with a
more detailed briefing about the new arrangements so
that the facts of these new contracts may be put forward
and some of these silly issues put to rest.

Western Autistic School: principal
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Education.
Shortly after entering this place in 2006 I became
involved in a campaign for a new campus of Western
Autistic School. Some members may remember that.
At that time I met the principal, Val Gill, and she
impressed me with her fervour and, as I later
discovered, her considerable public relations skills. At
the time I was struck by the empire she had built in and
around Western Autistic School, including her teaching
academy. Shortly after this, parents of children at
Western Autistic School started to approach me with
complaints about the administration and educational
outcomes of the school. They also complained that
Ms Gill was disadvantaging their children in order to
promote her four-year program when children
everywhere else in Melbourne received 12 years of
schooling. I have come to the same conclusion.
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This is not a matter I bring lightly to this house, but
events of the past 18 months have convinced me that I
must. Ms Gill has embarked on a very public campaign
to undermine the promised P–12 autistic-specific
school in Melbourne’s west. She has caused and
continues to cause both confusion and enormous
distress to parents who have done nothing to deserve
such treatment. Her statement, as reported in the local
newspaper last week, referring to autistic-specific
schools as autism silos is the last straw. It is insulting
and it is deeply offensive. She continues to put her own
empire ahead of the interests of children with autism
and their families.
As a result I ask the minister to dismiss Ms Gill from
her role as principal of Western Autistic School. I am
aware of the gravity of this request, but I believe the
time has well and truly come to put the kids first. This
is a very serious matter and one which, as I mentioned
before, I do not raise lightly. It is something to which I
have given a great deal of thought and something that I
sincerely hope the minister will act upon for the good of
those children with autism in the western suburbs and
their families. I believe it is our responsibility.

Responses
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) —
An adjournment matter was raised tonight by
Mr Lenders for the Minister for Roads regarding the
Gentle Annie bridge, which Mr Lenders said a couple
of times was in Whitford. I was pleased on the third
occasion he actually got it right and said it was in
Whitfield.
An adjournment matter from Mr Ondarchie was raised
for the attention of the Minister for Community
Services. Mr Ondarchie outlined his concerns for
vulnerable children in Northern Metropolitan Region
and asked the minister to give consideration to the
development of Child FIRST centres to service the
Hume, Moreland, Yarra, Darebin, Whittlesea,
Nillumbik and Banyule council areas. I congratulate
Mr Ondarchie on that adjournment matter. It is a
serious issue and one which I know he cares deeply
about.
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minister outline further initiatives to enable Victorian
women to better understand ovarian cancer.
Mr Barber raised a matter for the Minister for Energy
and Resources regarding smart meters and asked the
minister to intervene on behalf of Mr Barber to have an
in-home display connected to his smart meter. It was
rather unusual to have a personal request in the
adjournment debate.
Ms Broad raised a matter for the Premier regarding the
2011 Kilmore traffic report and asked the minister what
action he was willing to take to address traffic matters
in Kilmore. As Ms Broad noted, the Baillieu
government has committed $130 million to building a
bypass in Kilmore.
Ms Broad — On a point of order, Acting President,
I did not hear the minister say she was going to refer
that matter to the Premier. She made a statement about
the matter I raised. I seek her assurance that she is
going to refer it to the Premier.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! Can the minister clarify that for Ms Broad?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — I can assure the member
of that. Furthermore, I was going to say at the end that I
will refer all the matters to the ministers involved.
Mrs Coote raised a matter for the Minister for Local
Government regarding her visit with Tony Staley to
disability services in Geelong. She asked the minister to
investigate treatments such as rumble strips as a way to
make construction zones safer for vision impaired
people.
Mr Tarlamis raised a matter for the Minister for Public
Transport seeking clarity around the future of the
Highett railway station.

An issue was raised by Ms Darveniza for the Minister
for Education regarding Ouyen P–12 college and its
need for funding. I am glad Ms Darveniza has finally
worked out where Ouyen is. She certainly did not care
about it or want to know about it when Labor wanted to
put a toxic waste dump at Ouyen.

Mr Drum raised a matter for the Minister for Health
regarding reviews of pathology services at Bendigo and
Bendigo hospital’s decision to privatise pathology
services, which will result in a saving of many millions
of dollars to the state and will not result in any job
losses or reduction of services in Bendigo. Mr Drum is
particularly concerned about the negativity of two of
the local members in Bendigo, Ms Edwards and
Ms Allan, the Assembly members for Bendigo West
and Bendigo East respectively. Mr Drum’s request for
the Minister for Health was that he receive full details
of the project to enable him to set the record straight
when the two Labor members criticise the project.

Ms Crozier raised a matter for the Minister for Health
regarding ovarian cancer awareness and asked that the

Mr Finn raised a matter for the Minister for Education
regarding autism education at Western Autistic School.
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He particularly had concerns about administration. I
will refer all the matters to the relevant ministers.
I have written responses to the adjournment debate
matters raised by Mr Elsbury on 12 October 2011,
Mr Philip Davis on 8 November 2011 and Mr Ramsay
on 8 December 2011.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 7.02 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Members: unparliamentary expressions
The PRESIDENT — Order! Yesterday in the
course of one of the debates Mr Finn made some
remarks concerning Mr Madden, a former minister in
this place, now the member for Essendon in another
place. A point of order was called by Mr Leane
drawing the attention of the Acting President,
Mr O’Brien, to those remarks and suggesting they were
inappropriate for the Parliament. I note from Daily
Hansard that Mr O’Brien indicated he would refer the
remarks to me for consideration of whether or not they
were parliamentary. Having read the remarks, which
refer to Mr Madden as being shonky, I note that in
response to the point of order Mr Finn said he had
perhaps not been making such an allegation but was
thinking out loud. That is a dangerous thing for all of
us.
It is my view that the word ‘shonky’, in the context in
which it was used yesterday and in most of its use in
this place, is unparliamentary. If there were concerns
about any member’s behaviour or propriety, then they
ought to have been addressed by way of substantive
motion, which was the proposition put by Mr Leane in
the point of order. In the circumstances I call on
Mr Finn to withdraw the reference that was made
yesterday to Mr Madden when Mr Finn was thinking
out loud.
Mr Finn — President, I withdraw. On a point of
clarification, President, are you ruling that the word
‘shonky’ is unparliamentary and not for use? I am about
to speak about Tim Flannery.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am glad Mr Finn
sought clarification before proceeding. According to the
dictionary, which I know Mr Pakula is particularly
familiar with, the word ‘shonky’ means of dubious
integrity or honesty. In the case of Tim Flannery and
other individuals I would think it a very dangerous
proposition to use that word without significant
substantiation.
In the case of members, as I said, if there is a concern as
to the integrity or honesty of a member, then that ought
to be explored by way of substantive motion rather than
by oblique references in this place. I suggest to Mr Finn
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that that word might not appear in discussion of the
subsequent matter he wishes to bring the attention of
the house; he might find another more moderate
word — and he has time to think on that.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 3
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) presented
Alert Digest No. 3 of 2012, including appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Australian Crime Commission —
Report under section 30L of the Surveillance Devices
Act 1999, 2010–11.
Report under section 31 of the Crimes (Assumed
Identities) Act 2004, 2010–11.
Ombudsman — Report on the Investigation into the storage
and management of ward records by the Department of
Human Services, March 2012.
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Government
Response to the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee’s Report on the Environment Effects Statement
process in Victoria.
Public Administration Act 2004 — State Services Authority’s
Report on the Inquiry into the command, management and
functions of the senior structure of Victoria Police and
Government Response pursuant to section 55 of the act.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Documents under
section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 166/2011.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday,
13 March 2012.

Motion agreed to.
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Noble Park Aquatic Centre: open day
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise today to welcome the completion of the Noble Park
Aquatic Centre. On Saturday, 11 February I was
delighted to attend a community carnival open day at
the Noble Park Aquatic Centre. I commend the City of
Greater Dandenong and the centre on hosting this
marvellous community event. Entry to the centre was
free all day, and a broad range of activities, with free
access to the pool, waterslide and aquatic play area,
were on offer. Music, entertainment and a free sausage
sizzle were available for visitors and various
demonstrations were held by Life Saving Victoria, the
City of Greater Dandenong and local health and fitness
providers.
The new Noble Park Aquatic Centre is far more than
just a pool. It is a state-of-the-art community facility
that can be used by people of all ages, backgrounds and
abilities. The new centre includes a new 50-metre
heated pool complete with shade canopy and spectator
seating, an indoor pool with beach entry, water play
equipment for younger children, a refurbished
waterslide — Melbourne biggest — a cafe and kiosk,
multipurpose community spaces and barbeque and
picnic areas.
The $20.8 million project was funded through a
$12 million contribution from the City of Greater
Dandenong, $7.3 million from the federal Labor
government and $1.5 million from the former state
Labor government. In addition to providing a
community hub, the centre has boosted employment
with an increase of 77 per cent represented by Pilates
instructors, swimming instructors, customer services,
lifeguards and cafe attendants.
This is yet another example of a successful investment
in infrastructure that not only builds community spaces
but invests in people by creating local jobs. The project
provides a real boost to the local community, which
will be added to as other projects like the new civic
space in Douglas Street begin to take shape. The
official opening of the centre will take place on
8 March.

Israel: product boycott
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Victorians are now alert to the appalling conduct we
have witnessed on behalf of the Australian arm of
activists associated with the boycott, divestment and
sanctions (BDS) movement. These anti-Semites,
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currently wearing the mantle of more readily
recognisable left-wing activists, are inspired by Greens
Senator Lee Rhiannon, the unreconstructed Communist
and muse of the KGB. They have been at the forefront
of the leftist agenda to inflame anti-Semitism by
attacking Israeli businesses here, whilst concealing this
darkest of motives as concerns for the Palestinian
people and their quest for a solution to their plight.
The advocates of the BDS movement ignore the simple
fact that a two-state solution respects the human rights
and security of Israelis and Palestinians alike. It is
important to recognise that, with its objective to support
the annihilation of Israel and the model democracy in
the Middle East, the BDS movement is simultaneously
impacting on Jewish nationality and the identity of
Jewish people around the world and is therefore
blatantly anti-Semite. Continuation of BDS campaigns
can and will lead to the proliferation and promotion of
politically driven anti-Semitism. The Greens party
voted in December 2011 to support BDS as a
‘legitimate political tactic’. Associate Professor Philip
Mendes of Monash University has said:
… they collectively target all Israeli Jews and all Jewish
supporters of Israeli existence — irrespective of their varied
political views, class background and level of ethnic or
religious identification — as the enemy.

Additionally and from a local perspective, my
electorate — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Time.

National Year of Reading
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — It is my
pleasure this week to thank and congratulate the
councils within my electorate who have invited their
local residents to celebrate the National Year of
Reading. Councils around the Western Metropolitan
Region have hosted special events to mark this very
important part of every child’s learning and
development. Reading provides an opportunity for not
only children but people of all ages to seek inspiration
and share stories with each other, which is both socially
and culturally beneficial.
I would like thank Mr Archie Fusillo for sharing with
the children of Melton his insights on and wisdom
about why reading is so important. His books, such as
The Dons, incorporate humour with strong messages of
the importance of family and loyalty, which so many of
us on this side of the house believe in strongly, as it is
with the support of our family and loyal supporters that
we can so proudly represent our constituents and give
them the voices they so rightly deserve. I also thank
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Mr John Marsden, who is not only a very successful
Victorian writer but also a very passionate teacher and
who attended the Brimbank City Council’s national
reading week launch.
Once again I congratulate all councils and my
constituents who celebrated this very special week. I
look forward to continuing to hear positive reports
about the changes in attitudes towards reading until
October, when the events will draw to a close.

Climate Commission: chief commissioner
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — Is there a
greater scandal in this country than the six-figure sum
paid to Australia’s climate guru who works part time?
The man who told us it would never rain again is being
paid $180 000 of taxpayers money every year — and
for what? Tim Flannery got it totally, completely and
comprehensively wrong, yet the federal Gillard-Brown
government still has him tethered to the public trough.
‘Raindrops Flannery’ told us it would never rain again.
Despite his huge pay packet, we do not hear much from
him these days. The tragedy is that state Labor
governments have listened to him for too long.
We now have white elephants such as the one under
construction in Gippsland. That desalination plant is
way behind schedule mainly as a result of floods, but it
is not the only place that has been hit by the curse of
Flannery. Queensland and New South Wales are
currently facing floods, as they have periodically since
Raindrops made that ill-fated prediction.
The man would be long gone in the private sector. I can
think of so many more worthwhile things to do with
$180 000 a year than fund somebody who has proved
he is either a fool or shyster.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask for the
withdrawal of the last word of Mr Finn’s contribution.
Mr FINN — I am happy to oblige, but I would be
interested to know under what standing orders the
President’s direction has been made.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I consider the term
unparliamentary, and I do not think the word was
substantiated. Notwithstanding Mr Finn’s quite
aggressive remarks in the rest of his 90-second
statement, I do not think they substantiated the use of
that term.
Mr FINN — I am happy to withdraw; I withdraw.
But I am also happy to substantiate it if I am given
further time. I am happy to substantiate for some hours
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on the subject of the fact that Mr Flannery is indeed as I
have described him.
The PRESIDENT — Order! When I ask for a
withdrawal, I will not entertain a debate. I thank
Mr Finn for the withdrawal.

Trams: safety
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
latest official statistics indicate an alarming rise in the
number of accidents onboard trams involving
passengers tripping and falling. I note there has been a
reduction in the number of collisions involving trams
and persons, so perhaps the rhinos on skateboards
campaign has been working. Typically trips and falls on
trams have been reported in the official statistics at 10 a
year. This year that increased to 17 trips and falls, with
11 months of data. A previous study of tram accidents
indicate that about 10 times as many injuries occur than
those caught by the official definition that is required
for reporting.
Bringing back tram conductors, I believe, would make
an improvement to this. A very large, busy tram with
hundreds of people standing, and people constantly
boarding and alighting is really a two-person operation.
Of course the government is way behind in its
requirements for low-floor boarding stops, which
would reduce these accidents.
Finally, if trams had their own lanes and better priority
on the roads, there would be an avoidance of crashes
and near misses involving cars, and thereby there would
be no need for tram drivers to slam on the brakes to
avoid a collision with a car, which can often send
dozens of people on the trams spilling.

Victorian Commission for Gambling and
Liquor Regulation: independence
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
Last week I raised the matter of the independent
gaming regulator, the VCGLR (Victorian Commission
for Gambling and Liquor Regulation), not being able to
meet with me without the approval of the minister. I
have actually received a rather prompt response from
the minister to that adjournment matter, and it says in
part that the government will extend the same courtesy
to the opposition that was extended to the
Liberal-Nationals coalition by the Labor government.
Except that Mr O’Brien, the Minister for Gaming,
when he was shadow minister, met on a semi-regular
basis with the chair of the then Victorian Commission
for Gambling Regulation, Mr Ian Dunn, and with
Mr Peter Cohen. He did not seek approval from either
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Minister Andrews, the current Leader of the
Opposition, or Minister Robinson, the former member
for Mitcham.
The same arrangement applied for Mr Smith, the
member for Bass and Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly, when he was shadow Minister for Gaming,
and Mr Pandazopoulos, the member for Dandenong,
when he was the Minister for Gaming. It was an
arrangement initiated by Mr Dunn as the chair of an
independent statutory agency, and it was an
arrangement accepted by the previous government.
Now instead, not only must the VCGLR have the
minister’s approval to meet with the opposition, but the
meeting cannot proceed unless a representative of the
minister’s office is present. The arrangement impinges
on the independence of the gaming regulator, which
should be able to say, ‘Minister, your requirement is not
appropriate, and we will not apply it’, but it cannot. If
the minister cares at all about the way his independent
gaming regulator is perceived and if he truly wants to
extend the same courtesy to the Opposition — —
Mr Finn — On a point of order, President, clearly
Mr Pakula is making certain allegations about the
propriety or otherwise of the minister. He should do
that by way of a substantive motion, as you have
already pointed out today, and I ask you to draw him to
order.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — On the point of order,
President, I do not know what Mr Finn is referring to. I
have made absolutely no allegation about the propriety
of the minister whatsoever.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I concur with
Mr Pakula on the point of order. I do not believe there
is a point of order. I do not think Mr Pakula has cast
any aspersions on the minister himself. I think what
Mr Pakula has been talking about is a practice he
wishes to see revised. I think that is perfectly
appropriate, and I do not think it requires a substantive
motion.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — To conclude, if the
minister truly wants to extend the same courtesy to the
opposition as was extended to him, he will make it clear
to the staff of the VCGLR that who they meet with and
when they hold meetings is a matter for them alone.

Opposition members: performance
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — It was
interesting that yesterday the only issue the opposition
wanted to put on the table was what kind of sandwiches
the Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations,
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Mr Dalla-Riva, ate and how he paid for them.
Wednesday is the only day that the opposition can
discuss serious policy issues, but opposition members
chose to talk about Mr Dalla-Riva’s eating habits. I was
embarrassed by the level of debate, and I question the
relevance of the contributions of those sitting in
opposition.
Yesterday the opposition made no mention of the
impact of floods over the last 24 hours in communities
like Ballarat and Bendigo and what the government
was doing to help or of how we are to help land-holders
like Anne and Gus Gardner, and the sample of
communities I visited last Friday in Hawkesdale, which
have been impacted by the amalgamation of wind
farms that has a combined footprint of 200 square
kilometres and is comprised of over 550 turbines. This
development has kindly been subsidised by the
Australian taxpayer to the amount of $1 million dollars
per turbine, and there will be more funding for such
developments with the introduction of the carbon tax.
Yesterday afternoon I was branded by Mr Viney,
Mr Tee and Mr Barber, who, incidentally, all live in the
suburbs of Melbourne and have suddenly become
judgemental towards those who are trying to minimise
the risks of wind farm developments in country areas. I
do not apologise for one second for defending my rights
as a land-holder, and I do not apologise for people like
Anne and Gus Gardner, who are branded as a bunch of
psychotic, ill-informed and self-interested whingers for
having the courage to voice their concerns about the
impacts of wind farms — the dust, noise, infrasound
impacts and road damage. These concerns have been
dismissed as having no credibility.
I can assure the opposition that I will continue to make
sure that enforcement and compliance is adhered to to
protect these communities who have no voice and to
provide a balance of regional investment and respect
for those who live in rural areas.

Peter McPhee
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I take this
opportunity to congratulate Mr Peter McPhee, the
president of the Shepparton RSL Sub-Branch, on being
awarded a life membership of the RSL of Australia. On
the night of Friday, 24 February, as part of his
presidential duties, Mr McPhee was presenting
certificates to RSL volunteers. He was completely
surprised that night when the life membership was
bestowed on him. Mr McPhee, who has been a member
of the RSL for over 55 years, became active in the
organisation only in the early 1990s when he started
organising a reunion for his former 59th Battalion.
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Mr McPhee took on the president’s role for six months
to fill a gap until the next general meeting, but he has
remained president until this day.

The combined effort from all has created a first-class
exhibition, and I would encourage all members to enjoy
it over the remaining time of this Parliament.

Highlights of Mr McPhee’s tenure as president include
the new war memorial in Shepparton, greater links with
the community, the expanded and modernised RSL
facilities and the maintenance of the superb welfare arm
of the organisation. His focus will always remain on the
people who promote the RSL cause and form part of
that close-knit organisation. I congratulate Mr McPhee.

Rail: North Shore station

Corridor Thirteen: art exhibition
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — It was
with great pleasure that I opened an art exhibition of the
group known as Corridor Thirteen in Queen’s Hall last
Tuesday night.
An honourable member interjected.
Mrs PETROVICH — It is a very good group. It is
always a privilege to speak about people doing things
well, and the wonderful group of artists who brought
this exhibition together is exceptional. The opening was
well attended by a number of my parliamentary
colleagues, and I thank them for attending. The aim of
the exhibition is simple: to showcase the artwork of
friends from the northern region and bring country to
the city. Following the Black Saturday bushfires in
northern Victoria I was inspired by the work done by
these people, who organised projects and found ways to
inspire others to work with them through the medium
of art.
On one occasion I met Maria Dee, a local artist from
Kilmore, and I was amazed at her capacity to lift
people’s spirits while getting them involved in art.
What I discovered was a woman who had provided an
enormous amount of support for the community over
many years and who gives others inspirational strength.
Maria has supported many through trying times and has
been the glue that has held this group together. Her
passion for art extends to teaching, and she inspires
different things in every pupil. Every student has their
strength, and she allows them to explore that. She
teaches students of all ages and backgrounds, but she is
particularly sensitive to nurturing the needs of younger
students, and many derive therapeutic benefit from her
mentoring and her art lessons. Her students feel safe to
express themselves and become more confident in their
abilities. Her studio in Kilmore is called Ucandoo and
has often been likened to a community hub. She fosters
people in their artistic pursuits as they find various
means of expression.

Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — On
17 February this year the Geelong Advertiser revealed
that the Baillieu government has scrapped the money
set aside by the previous Labor government to upgrade
North Shore station, Geelong’s only interstate railway
station, which services the Overland. North Shore
station was one of three Victorian stations the previous
Labor state government chose to redevelop into
community hubs. A task force was set up and included
representatives from the Department of Transport, the
City of Greater Geelong and most importantly local
residents. However, the Baillieu government has turned
its back on the task force and the Geelong community
with its decision to scrap the much-needed upgrade of
this facility.
The Minister for Public Transport, Terry Mulder, was
quoted in the Geelong Advertiser as having said that
further spending on the station was not justified when it
only served three trains a week in each direction. I have
the timetable for the Geelong–Melbourne train services,
and I can inform the minister that 108 train services
stop at North Shore station per week. Most people in
Geelong would know this, but clearly the minister does
not. It is particularly concerning that the minister has
absolutely no idea how many trains stop at the station
yet believes he is in a position to scrap funding that was
put aside by the previous government and to ignore the
work already done by the task force. All cities want to
put their best foot forward, particularly at their entry
points, so why is Minister Mulder so determined to
have this station remain a shoddy, unwelcoming and
unsafe entry point into our great city of Geelong?

Floods: Congupna and Tallygaroopna
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My members
statement has to do with the floods that have recently
inundated many homes and areas north of Shepparton
such as Tallygaroopna and Congupna. This area of
farming land is very flat, and any floodwaters in it take
a long time to arrive and to dissipate. Some areas are
bound by check banks, irrigation channels and railway
lines, and all the related embankments tend to cause the
directional flows to go the way they do.
I want to take this opportunity to thank the SES (State
Emergency Service); I know its members have been
working tirelessly with the communities of
Tallygaroopna and Congupna. I know other areas
around the state, such as those around Ballarat and
Castlemaine, have been flooded, but I know this
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particular area well. I have family in the area and know
that all the people around there have been very
appreciative of the work done by the SES. I just hope
that inundation can be minimised. I know that
sandbagging is going on as we speak. We must all be
hopeful that the rains forecast for today do not
eventuate; however, if they do, we hope that any risk to
life and any material losses can be kept to a minimum.

Clayton Street Festival
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
congratulate the organisers of the Clayton Street
Festival, which was held last Sunday, 26 February. It
was a successful day, in particular because of the many
school and community organisations that got behind the
effort. It was a very hot, windy, gusty day, no doubt in
part a consequence of Labor’s political cyclone in
Canberra. While perhaps Canberra’s leadership result
was not such a wonderful one, the Clayton festival was
certainly successful.

International Women’s Day
Mrs PEULICH — I also take the opportunity to
congratulate all Victorian women, especially those in
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, and wish them the
very best for 8 March, which is International Women’s
Day. All the daughters, mothers and grandmothers
deserve our respect and gratitude for the work they do
in raising our families and the future generations and
for doing a lot of tireless work as quiet achievers and
the backbone of our community.

Schools: funding review
Mrs PEULICH — Lastly, I wish to make mention
of the Gonski report released last week. The review was
headed by Sydney businessman David Gonski, who
concluded that $5 billion was needed to fix the
education system. It is disappointing that the state
ministers for education did not have an earlier briefing
of the report, given that 70 per cent of the funding is
derived from the states. The really important thing to
remember as people dip into the Gonski report is that
not all of the answers reside with funding — it is what
is done with it.

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL 2012
Introduction and first reading
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) introduced
a bill for an act to revise the statute law of Victoria.
Read first time; by leave, ordered to be read second
time later this day.
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EMERGENCY SERVICES LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2011
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 February; motion of
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health).
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — It is a pleasure
to rise this morning and speak on the Emergency
Services Legislation Amendment Bill 2011, which
amends several acts, including the Country Fire
Authority Act 1958, the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act
1958, the Victoria State Emergency Service Act 2005,
the Emergency Management Act 1986, the Emergency
Services Telecommunications Authority Act 2004, the
Forests Act 1958 and the Summary Offences Act 1966.
It will become clear why so many acts are being
amended, because this an attempt to get a
whole-of-government approach to what is a
whole-of-government necessity: dealing with the
emergencies our state is constantly being afflicted by.
After some of the most horrific and damaging natural
disasters in recent history, including Black Saturday
just over three years ago as well as storm and flooding
events in the last two years, Victorians are well aware
of the perils of living in the many areas of Victoria that
are susceptible to natural disasters. As I stand here this
morning to speak on this bill, we are also well aware
that there are a number of communities and individuals
being affected by floods. Driving into Parliament this
morning most of the radio stations I listened to were
interviewing various people who were preparing for
evacuations and were describing what events were
taking place and the prospect of leaving their places of
residence and having to go to the emergency relief
centres that are being set up — I know one has been set
up in Shepparton — or being able to go and stay with
family and friends in other towns. It is quite apt that this
piece of legislation is before us this morning.
In my electorate of Western Victoria Region we have
also experienced the devastating impact of natural
disasters. They have taken lives, and they have also
destroyed many properties. The Ash Wednesday fires
in western Victoria were not all that long ago. Some
47 people perished in that dreadful incident. In 1967
there were also bushfires around Lara in which
17 people were killed; a lot of them were trying to
escape along the Princes Highway. We had fires in
Linton, which is 33 kilometres west of Ballarat, where
five men, all volunteers from the Geelong West CFA
(Country Fire Authority), died. There is a memorial for
those five brave men in West Park in Geelong West as
a constant reminder for people in the region. It was only
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last year that Horsham, Dimboola and the surrounding
regions were hit by floods that also affected significant
parts of the north-west.
The point I make is that Victoria is very susceptible,
and increasingly so, to natural disasters, particularly
floods and bushfires. It is no surprise that governments
have an absolute and unqualified responsibility to bring
together legislation that makes the work of our
emergency service providers more efficient, whether it
be in the areas of equipment, powers or processes, to
keep Victoria and Victorians safe in the event of
emergencies. Before going to the details of the bill,
reiterate the point that it is the absolute responsibility of
a government to protect its citizens from natural
disasters, particularly, in many areas of the state,
bushfires.
We are taking a positive step today in ensuring the
speedy passage of the bill through the house, but it is
just one step in the process. There are many practical
and on-ground actions and initiatives that this
government is simply not putting in place because it is
obsessed with costcutting. Unfortunately there are
significant areas of inaction. I will point to a couple.
Firstly, when this government was in opposition it
criticised the previous Labor government for dragging
its heels in establishing bushfire refuges, yet in the
lead-up to this year’s fire season not one fire refuge had
been built by this coalition. Of the 52 high-risk bushfire
zones, only 26 had neighbourhood safer places. As I
understand it, the Baillieu government was telling local
councils that it wanted more neighbourhood safer
places, but it was prepared to pay for only one-third of
the costs when rural and regional councils were already
struggling with the cost-shifting that had been placed on
them.
Then there was the report released on 24 January that
revealed that fire authorities were struggling to meet the
prescribed burning targets which had been set to
prepare Victoria against bushfires. The Baillieu
government also postponed Fire Action Week, which
was quite distressing. We needed that fire awareness
week much earlier than when it was held, because early
preparation is absolutely critical walking into the
bushfire season. Then there was the refusal to fund a
third Elvis aircrane, which was a specific request by the
fire authorities.
The government did all that as well as failing to fund
the much-needed CFA fire station upgrades all around
the state. It is my understanding that the current
government promised to upgrade 250 CFA stations.
However, the reality is that only 60 have been funded.
While I stand to speak on this bill, which the opposition
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will not oppose, there are many practical initiatives like
those I have just mentioned that I believe the Baillieu
government has simply failed at, and it needs to pick up
its game.
I turn now to the specifics of the bill. Its purposes are
fairly straightforward. It supports an all-hazards,
all-agencies approach to emergency responses; it
increases penalties and creates offences for actions that
prevent fire services from promptly responding to
emergencies; it extends immunity provisions in fire
services legislation to interstate and international
firefighters; it creates further appropriate powers for the
CFA chief officer, the metropolitan fire and emergency
service chief officer and senior sergeants; it removes
the distinction between urban and rural brigades; it
extends the injury compensation scheme to members of
the forest industry brigades; it clarifies that the Victoria
State Emergency Service may engage in fundraising
activities; and it protects the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s networked
emergency organisation from liability when carrying
out fire management activities under the Forestry Act
1958.
As I said, this bill legislates for an-all hazards,
all-agencies approach to the delivery of emergency
services to protect and support the people of Victoria in
times of emergency. It is essential that emergency
services agencies are given the best opportunity to deal
with the emergency situations that confront us. The bill
increases the powers of the CFA chief officer, the
metropolitan fire and emergency service chief officer
and senior sergeants to respond more appropriately to
emergency situations. For example, the CFA chief
officer will have the power to close roads where smoke
is impairing visibility for drivers. As I said, the bill
extends the injury compensation scheme to members of
the forest industry brigades, it gives the metropolitan
fire and emergency service chief officer the ability to
delegate the power to issue prevention notices and it
also gives senior sergeants the power to declare
emergency areas on their own authority.
As I mentioned in relation to the purposes of the bill,
there is also the ability to increase penalties, and this is
something the opposition fully supports. It is essential
that emergency service teams are given every
opportunity to respond to emergency situations,
including with the use of fire indicator panels.
As members of the house would be aware, it is often
the case that our emergency service teams call on
interstate and sometimes international emergency
service personnel to help fight bushfires in Victoria, just
as our members go interstate or overseas to assist other
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jurisdictions — for example, they have answered calls
from New South Wales and Queensland. The bill
addresses the immunity provisions so that those
firefighters who come from overseas and interstate are
covered in Victoria.
In conclusion, whilst the opposition supports this bill, it
notes that this is just one step in arming our emergency
services teams with the weaponry needed to combat the
effects of natural disasters and respond to emergency
situations to protect all Victorians. It is disappointing to
see that the government has failed to deliver many of
the aspects that are required to meet this task. Whilst it
has been doing some work, we believe that
substantially more funding needs to be allocated and
efforts need to be made to ensure that Victorians are
protected a lot more quickly.
I also need to touch on the issue of Friskville, which is
in my electorate. I note that the government has
indicated that this is a serious issue that does need
addressing. But, as far as I am aware, whilst the
government has said the right words, nothing at all has
been done to address this important issue. That is an
indication of what else is happening in this area in
terms of the government’s attitude and its response.
Since this government has been elected, it has had two
fire seasons under its belt. It must have learnt quite a bit
during those two periods. I take this opportunity to
stress to the government that it needs to step up to the
mark much more quickly and put resources into those
agencies, services and stations that are now wanting.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
thank Ms Tierney for going through the details of the
bill. The Greens will be supporting the bill for many of
the reasons Ms Tierney has just outlined. I would like
to make a couple of personal comments about the issue
of emergency readiness and preparedness. While my
electorate covers an urban rather than a rural area, I
have had a number of experiences with emergency
evacuation.
The example I give is a report about a chemical fire in
Tottenham that I presented to this Parliament in my first
year here. At that time the standard practice for
residents when there was a chemical fire was to shelter
in place. The only problem was that this was a chlorine
fire and it had actually invaded people’s homes. When
residents rang 000 there was no mechanism for 000 to
pass that information on to the fire brigade. It is a
problem that has been rectified since, but it illustrates
the importance of this bill’s multidisciplinary approach
to all kinds of emergencies so that all agencies are
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speaking to each other and using the same equipment
and it is easy for these things to be understood.
We also need to think about the fact that emergencies
do not happen just in rural settings; often they happen
in urban settings, especially chemical fires and
accidents in the tunnel. Those kinds of things can
happen very quickly and often there is very little lead
time. Legislation like this is important to make sure that
all agencies are working well together and that they
understand each other’s roles. For that reason, the
Greens will be supporting this bill.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I am pleased to
hear that both the Labor Party and the Greens are going
to support this bill. It is a great opportunity to further
enhance the work that we have been doing to bring
departments and agencies together. The purpose of this
bill is to reflect current organisational arrangements to
enhance the operational efficiency of the various
firefighting and flood-response agencies. It is going to
modernise the outdated provisions which are currently
in the legislation. It is also going to increase penalties
and create offences that can sometimes mitigate the
risks that undermine effective emergency responses.
This bill creates a legislative framework that is going to
better reflect a modern approach to disaster response. In
effect it is another step forward. Ms Tierney wants to
support the bill but just cannot bring herself to
acknowledge that what the government is doing is
positive. I suppose it is simply her problem, but
ultimately this is another step towards that all-hazards,
all-agencies response approach.
We need to look at some of these issues in detail, but
we will not be spending too long on this bill because we
have a heavy workload.
Mr Lenders interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr DRUM — A large proportion of the 2010–11
floods were simply too great for any one agency to
handle, and we have discussed this in the chamber
many times. The ability to delegate powers across
agencies simply did not exist then. State Emergency
Service (SES) agencies in small towns in the eye of the
flood were unable to cope with the disaster. Local
governments struggled to act as lead agencies in the
aftermath of the disaster. Various other government
departments worked around the edges, trying to assist
where they could. In some instances we had citizens
effectively acting outside the law, bringing in
earthmoving equipment and saving towns.
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We are moving towards a way of coordinating all of
those responses through the delegation of powers. With
this bill we will also be able to call on international
support. We will now be able to bring in overseas and
interstate firefighters as well as crews from other
interstate SES groups, and they will have insurance
protection for any damage they cause. Damage can be
caused by back-burning, and in trying to save one
house from the floods, 10 others could be flooded
unwittingly. Nobody in this house should be fooled into
thinking this does not happen with floodwaters. At this
very moment there will be people sandbagging their
houses. That water has to go somewhere else. There is
every chance that it will be go into a neighbour’s house
or a house somewhere else that would otherwise not
have been flooded. These are some of the issues that go
on in day-to-day life in these inundated communities.
The government has responded to the need to bring
these groups together with major reforms. Victoria has
a green paper entitled Towards a More Resistant and
Safer Victoria. In that green paper we have sought
feedback and ideas on ways to improve Victoria’s
emergency response. This bill will implement the
commitments the government makes in the green paper
by requiring the Metropolitan Fire Brigade, the Country
Fire Authority (CFA) and the SES to assist in the
response to any major emergency occurring in Victoria.
This is the first step in that all-hazards, all-agencies
approach.
The Victorian government’s commitment to our fire
and emergency services is without question.
Ms Tierney has raised questions about how committed
we are. We committed to the rollout of fire stations.
When we came to government we promised we would
build 250 fire stations in our first term, and we are
going to build 250 in this term. We said we would build
60 in the first year, and we built 60 in the first year. I
am not sure where Ms Tierney gets her figures from,
where she gets her gripes from or why she does not
understand how committed the government is to our
emergency services.
We are the government that put in place the volunteers
charter, which ensures that every decision made by the
CFA that has any impact on volunteers cannot be made
without consulting with them and obtaining their full
consent. That is something that has struck an enormous
chord right throughout the volunteer CFA sector, which
is 60 000 strong across the state. Those volunteers now
know they have a government in Victoria that is going
to make sure they are consulted on any issue that will
impact on them and the way they go about supporting
the fire services in this state.

1095

Apart from the support we have given the CFA and its
volunteers, we have provided unprecedented resources
and funding to the Victoria State Emergency Service to
ensure that it can continue to do the type of work we are
asking it to do today and for the last couple of days in
northern Victoria. We have provided not just words but
unprecedented funding so that the SES can do its work,
buy the equipment it needs and have the
communication systems and meeting and training
facilities it needs to ensure that it has the best
opportunity to provide its service across Victoria when
incidents and disasters arise.
In addition to improving infrastructure and resources, it
is vital to ensure that these fire and emergency services
are able to act within a legislative framework. That is
what we are doing here today. We are making sure that
they can operate efficiently and effectively. We
understand that we live in an ever-changing
environment. While the green paper is likely to involve
a wholesale review, this bill will simply modernise
some of the outdated provisions, reflect current
arrangements and make technical and consequential
amendments.
This bill also amends the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority Act 2004 to allow the
commissioner to determine generic as well as
agency-specific standards for the services provided by
the Emergency Services Telecommunications
Authority. We understand that ESTA comes under
extreme pressure and scrutiny to make sure it does the
job it is expected to do right in the heart of
emergencies. We were vocal in opposition because we
felt that at times ESTA was not performing to the level
we expected. You only get one chance to respond to an
emergency, and we need to make sure emergencies are
responded to in the most professional way possible.
This bill will also amend the Forests Act 1958 to
protect Department of Sustainability and Environment
(DSE) firefighters and network emergency
organisations and their partners, which are the interstate
and international firefighters, from personal liability.
Activities under the Forests Act 1958, such as planned
back-burning, are currently not protected, so individuals
involved are not indemnified. People who may be
victims of burns that escape are not covered. In
emergencies power is sometimes delegated to interstate
and overseas teams, and as a result of this legislation
the members of those teams will be treated as Victorian
emergency firefighters or SES workers.
Recommendation 66 in the final report of the Review
of the 2010–11 Flood Warnings and Response
suggested that:

EMERGENCY SERVICES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2011
1096

COUNCIL

… the state undertake major reform of Victoria’s emergency
management arrangements to bring about an effective
‘all-hazards, all-agencies’ approach …

The introduction of this legislation is one of the first
steps that we are taking to achieve that. As Ms Tierney
indicated, we have introduced a few additional offences
because some actions are proving to be more and more
dangerous in outcome. Some of those offences will
relate to the resetting, without consent, of a fire services
fire indicator panel. In an urban situation — for
example, in a high-rise apartment — if a fire alarm goes
off, people will evacuate. If someone simply goes in
and resets the fire indicator panel without waiting for
the fire brigade to thoroughly check the building, the
opportunity to find the initial fault may be lost. If there
is a short in a wire, damp in a roof or in a fitting or any
substantial issue that has set off the alarm in the first
place, tampering with the fire indicator panel before the
experts get there may result in the problem persisting.
To tamper with those indicator panels will be an
offence under this legislation.
It will also be an offence to knowingly give a false
report of a fire. There are ridiculous pranks that take
place on days of extreme fire danger that will send one,
two or three units out to respond to a fire that does not
exist, thereby taking those response teams away from
command where they would be able to respond in the
event of an actual fire. That was an issue for the people
of Bendigo and Redesdale on Black Saturday. An
enormous number of the region’s units were called to
respond to the Redesdale fire, 40 minutes away, which
was a grassfire and which took a few houses and sheds.
Through no-one’s fault, coincidentally on the same day
as the fires hit Bendigo many of our resources were
40 minutes away fighting the fires at Redesdale, and
they had to be retained there. You only have to
extrapolate from that experience to understand how
critically dangerous a situation could become should
someone elect to make false claims about a fire.
I have already spoken about how the bill will clarify
that officers and members of interstate and international
fire brigades are covered along with the CFA brigades.
The bill will also remove the distinction between urban
and rural brigades to reflect the CFA’s current approach
to brigade administration.
The bill will allow the CFA and the DSE to jointly
determine sole responsibility for fire prevention as well
as fire suppression. For as long as members from
regional Victoria have been attending incident control
centres whilst fires have been going on, there has
always been a little bit of backchat going on between
CFA volunteers, CFA command and DSE workers as
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to who is really calling the shots — for example, are
they listening to the local knowledge and do they
understand what happens if the wind changes and how
dangerous the situation is? There has always been a
little bit of back play going on. Sometimes it is
light-hearted; at other times it is critically important.
With this proposed legislation, the CFA and the DSE
will sit down together and jointly determine sole
responsibility for fire prevention as well as fire
suppression in areas that lie outside the metropolitan
district.
A small but important provision in the bill is that the
CFA chief officer, who has always had the ability to tell
people to put a fire out because it may be dangerous or
the weather may have turned all of a sudden, will now
also have the ability to instruct them not to light a fire in
the first place. People may have booked in to have a
burn or the CFA may have been going to have a burn
on a given day. Those directions can now be overridden
if the weather turns to the extent that it could put people
or materials at risk. The resetting of fire indicators will
be outlawed. Giving a false report will be an offence.
Silencing an audible alarm will now be an offence. As
crazy as it might seem, some people do it. If these
alarms have been going off on a regular basis — maybe
there is a fault in the alarm — some people simply get
up and silence the alarm. That will be an offence under
the proposed legislation.
I want to reinforce the commitment from the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, Mr Ryan, and the
government to supporting the CFA and the
communities that have been affected by fire and flood.
The ongoing work of the government is to try to ensure
that our firefighting and SES agencies are adequately
resourced so that they can do their work properly. The
government is trying to cut down some of these barriers
built up over time between government departments —
mainly between the DSE and the CFA. We are making
sure that the barrier that may have existed between
CFA paid firefighters and volunteers is broken down.
We have put in place a framework for an independent
investigation into problems that have been happening in
Fiskville over many years. There will be no interference
from the hierarchy of the CFA or from the government.
Quite simply, we have put in place a framework to
ensure that there will be an independent investigation
into what happened at Fiskville over the preceding
15 years. If there has been any wrongdoing or
negligence, then that will come to the fore. For
Ms Tierney to cast aspersions that we have not done
anything about that or that we are going to interfere in
that process is totally incorrect. As I said, this bill is a
small bill. It is effectively taking another step towards
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the approach we all want — that is, an all-hazards,
all-agencies response — to ensure that the cohesive
network of all of our response teams works hand in
glove with the volunteers and the people who are in
need of assistance, as a large number in Victoria are
right now.
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — I rise to make
some brief remarks on the Emergency Services
Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. At the outset I
would like to acknowledge that right now there are
some 11 warnings out in north-eastern Victoria, the part
of Victoria which I represent along with other members
who represent Northern Victoria Region in this place.
Those warnings range from community flood updates,
flood watch, minor flood warnings right the way
through to an evacuation notice for the Tallygaroopna
township area. As we sit here comfortably warm, dry
and safe, emergency services volunteers and people
from all the agencies that are the subject of this bill
before the house are out knocking on doors, helping
people to evacuate and doing their level best to keep
people safe and make sure they do not come to grief in
the floods affecting north-eastern Victoria.
I am sure all members of the house would wish to
express their thanks to all the people involved in those
activities, as well as to the council workers who are also
very actively engaged in making sure that people are
kept up to date and supported in those activities. That is
particularly so in the Greater Shepparton City Council,
which has been very helpful in keeping MPs updated as
well. I certainly add my thanks to all those people. I
wish people who are currently having to evacuate their
homes a safe evacuation, and I hope they will be able to
get back to their homes as soon as practical.
The leader speaker for the opposition, Ms Tierney, has
already indicated to the house that the opposition does
not oppose this bill. She has covered the main features
of the bill, and I do not propose to take up the time of
the house by going over those matters again. As I said,
the opposition is not opposing this bill. That is because
Labor supports an all-hazards, all-agencies approach to
the delivery of emergency services to support our
communities in times of increasing climate and
emergency events, which we seem to be seeing with
great frequency, particularly in northern Victoria. It has
had more than its fair share of emergencies, ranging
from droughts to bushfires and currently floods. That
cycle is one that we see repeated over and over again,
and I am sure we will see it again in the future.
Debate interrupted.
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DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Tarlamis) —
Order! I take this opportunity to acknowledge and
welcome Dr Khaled Zahraman, a member of
Parliament from Lebanon who is visiting us and is in
the gallery today. I express our best wishes to him and
hope he enjoys his stay.

EMERGENCY SERVICES LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2011
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — To continue,
my colleague Ms Tierney also made some remarks
which went to the matter of resourcing our response to
emergencies and preparing our emergency services to
assist communities to deal with emergencies. There
seemed to be some sensitivity to those remarks from the
lead speaker for the government, Mr Drum. I want to
reiterate that certainly in the case of northern Victoria,
the region that I represent, it is all very well for
Mr Drum to talk about the fact that the government has
delivered some 60 Country Fire Authority stations and
that it is the intention of the government to deliver
more, because a great many more than that are certainly
needed — and that is acknowledged by the
government. The fact of the matter is that it is not
possible to go to the government’s budget and identify
where that commitment is actually backed up with a
commitment to resources.
The opposition will continue to raise that matter and
other matters in relation to the resourcing of the
commitments that have been expressed by members of
the government and the Liberal and Nationals parties
when they were in opposition. After all, we have seen a
very high-profile example of the cut to the resources
allocated to aircrane helitankers. Very recently in the
area where I live in country Victoria we saw grassfires
take off very quickly. There was a dramatic
demonstration of the effectiveness of aircrane
helitankers in saving people’s homes. Water was able to
be deployed and dropped in very short response times
to save homes that simply would not have been able to
be defended without those resources.
The view that I am putting forward on behalf of the
Labor opposition is that the government needs to make
sure that it backs up the actions that are being taken
through the bill before the house with the resources that
are required to make sure that all our emergency service
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agencies can do the job they have a responsibility to
undertake. The government needs to make sure also
that, in addition to the coordination which is provided
for in this bill, it puts in place in a timely way the
measures which it has a responsibility for putting in
place.
This fire season we saw a two-month delay in Fire
Action Week. At the time of Fire Action Week more
than a quarter of the state had been declared to be in the
fire danger period. I think most members of the affected
communities around Victoria would consider this is
simply not an adequate performance on the part of the
government. The next time the fire season comes
around they would expect to see a better performance
on the part of the government in making sure that Fire
Action Week happens before fire danger periods are
declared, which is too late, as I think everyone would
understand just from the point of view of common
sense.
I will conclude my remarks by coming back to the
matter I spoke about at the outset — that is, floods.
Despite the fact that we are seeing floods right now, I
think that most Victorians, particularly those who live
in regional Victoria, understand that in the future we
will again see a cycle during which we will need more
than simply rain-fed water supplies to meet the needs of
Victorian communities, despite the climate deniers on
the other side of the chamber, whose views were very
strongly expressed earlier today by Mr Finn. He seems
to think that because it is now raining and we have
flooding in Victoria we do not need to consider the
absence of rain and drought ever again. I think most
Victorians understand that that is a nonsense and that in
the future we will see droughts and bushfires. That
means that we need to make sure that we have in place
infrastructure, including pipelines and other sources of
water which are not entirely dependent on rainfall, and
that we support our emergency services to deal with
those emergencies with which unfortunately we will
continue to be afflicted.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise this morning to speak on the Emergency Services
Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. It is a bill which
implements a commitment made by the Baillieu
coalition government in the green paper called Towards
a More Disaster Resilient and Safer Victoria by
requiring the Metropolitan Fire and Emergency
Services Board, the Country Fire Authority (CFA) and
the State Emergency Service to assist in the response to
any major emergency occurring in Victoria outside
Melbourne.
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This is the very first step towards achieving a genuine
all-hazards, all-agencies approach to emergency
response, particularly for large-scale emergencies. The
green paper that was initiated was a response to the
need to reform Victoria’s arrangements for mitigating,
responding to and recovering from large-scale
emergencies. We saw that in 2009 with the horrific
Black Saturday bushfires and of course the 2010 floods
shortly after we came to government. The green paper
sought ideas and feedback to improve the way we
respond to those sorts of emergencies.
Since coming to office more than a year ago, the
Victorian government has acted to deliver on its
commitment to support Victoria’s fire and emergency
services so that they are able to continue to protect the
people of Victoria — and they do a really good job. In
my electorate I have visited CFA brigades at
Whittlesea, Doreen, Yarrambat, South Morang, Plenty,
Epping and other places. I have to say those brigades
have been delighted by this government’s support
package for CFA firefighters, which includes better
training, better opportunities and improved facilities
around the state.
Those brigades work hard, particularly during the Black
Saturday bushfires. The Black Saturday bushfires were
a tragedy that actively remains in the communities in
my electorate. Whilst physical rebuilding occurs, the
emotional rebuilding has a long way to go. Members
need to be reminded at this time that we need to
continue to support not only those directly affected by
the Black Saturday bushfires in my electorate and
beyond but also those who tended to them —
emergency services personnel, the health services
professionals and community services workers. Many
of them went through trauma associated with the horror
that was Black Saturday, and they continue to deal with
those issues as well. Members should be reminded of
that.
The Emergency Services Legislation Amendment Bill
2011 is a good bill. In addition to providing appropriate
infrastructure and resources, it is vital that our
emergency and fire services are able to act within a
legislative framework that allows them time to
effectively operate and be efficient in that
ever-changing risk environment.
While the green paper process will most likely involve
a wholesale review of emergency management
legislative framework, this bill will amend the
emergency services legislation to modernise some
outdated provisions, reflect current arrangements, make
technical and consequential amendments and increase
certain penalty provisions. What do I mean by that? I
mean the bill will increase penalties in the Country Fire
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Authority Act 1958 and the Metropolitan Fire Brigades
Act 1958 so they are consistent with the Sentencing Act
1991 and serve as a more effective deterrent to
committing relevant offences.
The bill also creates several offences for actions that
prevent fire services from responding promptly to
emergencies and therefore increase the risk to the
public and public safety. These offences involve
damaging, interfering with or resetting fire indicator
panels or knowingly making a false report of a fire. It is
those reports of fires that may risk the safety of persons
and property actually threatened by fire. Fire trucks
unnecessarily engaged in responding to false alarms are
prevented from responding to genuine needs. We have
seen a bit of that. This bill is about efficiency,
effectiveness and an all-agencies approach.
There are also an increasing number of incidents where
owners and occupiers deliberately and repeatedly reset
fire indicator panels on fire alarms. An audible alarm
can be silenced in many systems simply by opening the
indicator door. Resetting fire indicator panels on the fire
alarms removes information about the source of the fire
or the fault in the fire detection system analysis which
thereby delays and holds up fire services. That is a
waste of proper resources. This bill deals with that as
well.
The bill extends the existing immunity provisions in
fire services legislation to protect interstate and
international firefighters from personal liability as
appropriate. During the Black Saturday bushfires and
the very volatile 2009 fire season approximately
3400 interstate and international firefighters — these
are our interstate friends and international personnel,
including many firefighters from New Zealand, Canada
and the United States of America — turned up in the
state of Victoria to support us, help our local
firefighters, help Victorians and give us a hand. This
bill protects those firefighters as well.
The bill also extends the provision regarding damage to
property by the CFA or the Metropolitan Fire Brigade
being considered as damage by fire, for insurance
purposes, to damage caused by members of interstate
and international firefighters who exercised duties
when supporting the CFA and MFB. This is a good bill;
it goes some way.
I want to touch on something Ms Broad said about
pipelines. When she spoke about pipelines I was
reminded of the north–south pipeline. It is probably one
of the great white elephants of the Brumby Labor
government. There was the overrun in expense, and the
pipeline was not needed. It was about protecting
Victorians in times of drought. I walked into Parliament
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House this morning, and guess what? It was raining; it
has been raining. One could think that we are building
something in Wonthaggi that is probably three times
the size it needs to be. I am reminded every day that the
desalination plant is costing Victorians $2 million in
interest charges, and it will tie us up for the next
30 years — —
Ms Crozier — For the next three decades.
Mr ONDARCHIE — It is going to tie us up for the
next three decades, as Ms Crozier puts it. What an
abject waste of government resources and taxpayer
funds.
This bill goes a long way to making our emergency
services much more efficient. It ties in an all-agencies
approach that deals with all hazards in relation to
emergency responses. It provides greater security for
Victorians when living their daily lives. I commend this
bill to the house.
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I am
pleased to rise and make some comments on the
Emergency Services Legislation Amendment Bill 2011.
As has been pointed out by previous opposition
speakers, we will not be opposing this bill. The
opposition supports an all-agencies approach to
emergency responses, and this bill certainly goes to that
issue by amending the Country Fire Authority Act
1958, the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958, the
Victoria State Emergency Services Act 2005, the
Emergency Management Act 1986, the Emergency
Services Telecommunications Authority Act 2004, the
Forests Act 1958 and the Summary Offences Act 1966.
Ms Tierney, who was the lead opposition speaker on
this bill, has gone through it in some detail, as have
members of the government, so I will not repeat that. I
will repeat some of the comments that have been made
by Ms Broad, who is my parliamentary colleague and
also represents Northern Victoria Region. Northern
Victoria has experienced more than its fair share of
what Dorothea Mackellar described as ‘drought and
flooding rains’. I do not know whether she mentioned
bushfires in her poem My Country — I cannot
remember the whole poem — but we have had our fair
share of those as well.
In fact we are currently experiencing 11 warnings in
northern Victoria in Tallygaroopna and Congupna just
north of Shepparton, where I live. There are a range of
warnings that go from quite extreme to just beyond
‘look out and be watchful and alert’. People are being
evacuated. The City of Greater Shepparton has set up
an emergency relief centre at the senior citizens centre
in Welsford Street, Shepparton, to accommodate people
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who either want to or who have to evacuate.
Emergency services have been working very hard
through the night in that area supporting families,
supporting property and keeping residents safe. I know
all members of this chamber join with me in thanking
all those emergency services workers for their excellent
work.
It is not just this episode. We can all cast our minds
back to the huge floods in 2010, which resulted in
devastating inundation and destruction of personal
property, livestock, fences and farms. We saw families
devastated as well as damage to community
infrastructure — to roads and bridges, hospitals and
businesses.
Community meetings were set up in the aftermath of
the Comrie inquiry. I think it was in Swan Hill that I
attended one of those community meetings. One of the
things that came out of the Comrie report, and it
certainly came out as a result of speaking to people in
the community, was that there was a need to have an
all-agency response. Who is in control of the whole
emergency? Who is coordinating it? Where does all the
knowledge lie for dealing with an emergency during a
flood, which is something we had not seen for many
years? Northern Victoria had been experiencing one of
the longest droughts in living memory, and we were
then hit with a flood. We were not flood-plan ready,
and those communities and councils that were affected
in northern Victoria were the first to put up their hands
and say that it was the last thing they were really
anticipating.
There was the issue of who was responsible, who was
coordinating the response and who was in charge. This
legislation, as I said, has that all-agency approach to an
emergency response, which I know the community
wants to see and I know my constituents in northern
Victoria want to see. It is one that I think will work
well, not only at times of floods but also for bushfires.
My electorate of Northern Victoria Region has been hit
very hard by severe bushfires that have taken lives and
destroyed property, and it will take a long time for
people to recover from those fires. In times of such
devastation it is the emergency services that we look to,
call upon and rely on. They all do a fantastic job. As a
Parliament we want to give them the legislation, the
measures and the framework so they can do that even
better in the future.
I have to take up a few comments that were made by
Mr Drum in his contribution. He talked about the
government’s commitment to dealing with
emergencies. He held his hands up in some sort of
shock and horror at the thought that the opposition
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should be critical of the government and the
government’s response to any emergency. I think we do
have reason to be concerned, particularly with
responses to recent fires. It is hard to think about fires
on a rainy day like today, particularly when Melbourne
has had pouring rain for the last couple of days. But
there was a grassfire recently in Strathewen, which was
an area affected by the Black Saturday bushfires, which
showed that the emergency alert system was not
working as it should have been.
I do not think members of the government, including
Mr Drum, should throw up their hands in horror when
the opposition brings issues of concern to the
Parliament and to the debate. What happened there was
that people were informed very late. They were left
uninformed and had to make their own decisions about
an evacuation. For survivors of the Black Saturday
bushfires this was a serious bungle, because those
people were fearful and uncertain about whether the
same conditions were going to occur again. They were
not confident that the emergency services system was
working as it should have been. There is work that still
needs to be done. There needs to be funding to support
that work and to make sure that those systems are
working.
The government also needs to provide the necessary
resources in terms of funding for fire stations and
infrastructure for other emergency services. We need to
see where that funding is coming from. It is not enough
for Mr Drum to come in here and stand up and say,
‘The opposition has been critical of us because we say
we are going to build all these fire stations and we have
built only 60 so far, but rest assured we are going to
build everything that we promised’. We are unable to
see where that money is coming from. Mr Drum is
unable to identify how that funding is going to be
delivered, when that funding is going to be delivered
and where that funding is going to be delivered. We
have concerns about whether the government will
stump up and provide us with the funding and the
information about where that funding is coming from.
We have a right to be a bit concerned and a little bit
sceptical about it, because in the past the government
has praised particular pieces of infrastructure and
emergency services equipment, which it has said have
been fantastic and absolutely vital for firefighting
efforts, only to see that equipment not being provided
or funded. I refer to an article in the Herald Sun of
16 November 2011 headed ‘Slash and burn’. The
article states:
Almost three years after Black Saturday, the state government
axes firefighting weapons.
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It is not just that they were axing the firefighting
weapons. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, Peter Ryan, is reported as saying that he:
… hailed the Convair planes as ‘one of the biggest weapons
in the fight against bushfires’.

Yet at the same time this government and this minister
have axed those Convair planes. Also the government
ditched one of the three giant aircrane helicopters that
were capable of dropping very large amounts of water
in a short space of time anywhere in the state.
The government comes in and says, ‘We’re concerned.
Don’t worry; we’re going to fund all the things we say
we’re going to fund’. But we have seen them hail the
purchase of equipment like this, stress how important it
is and then axe it. We have also seen the government
pulling back — and I am concerned about this in
northern Victoria — on funding to repair key
flood-affected roads. We have seen it fail to rebuild the
Charlton hospital. I have raised in this chamber on a
number of occasions the need for this vital health
service in Charlton. Funding has not been made
available to repair roads, and this causes concern within
the community about how committed the government
is to providing the funds to repair the aftermath of these
devastating events.
The opposition does not oppose the bill. We support the
all-agencies approach, but the government needs to
back up the bill by providing the funding that is
necessary for our emergency services to carry out the
work that is so vital when these major weather events
occur. It needs to make that funding available so that
the emergency services can do their job, have the
equipment and be trained in how to use it. The systems
need to be in place, and that takes more than words and
making a commitment; you have to put the funds
behind that commitment. I urge the government to do
that.
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
make a small contribution to the Emergency Services
Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. In raising any issue,
report or bill regarding our amazing emergency services
personnel it is incumbent on all of us to remember the
sacrifice that some have made, the dedication of all of
them and the enormous debt we owe them, which we
can never adequately repay. I must acknowledge those
members who have given of themselves to such a great
purpose, serving with emergency organisations to save
the lives and communities in which they live.
We are here today to consider the Emergency Services
Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. As we all know this
bill amends several acts, and the opposition does not
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oppose it. I will not remind the house of the tragedies
that occurred through both fire and flood and the
devastation caused to the community and the state, but I
will remind members that those horrible disasters at
least occurred during the time of a real leader in former
Premier John Brumby and a government that went out
to the community, day after day, giving support,
offering help and providing the leadership that such
calamities require if recovery and survival are to occur.
That is why we opposition members support our
emergency services officers and why we will do what
we can to support the amazing work they perform,
whether it be paid or voluntary. They risk their lives
and are often in the thick of whatever disaster befalls a
community long before any semblance of help can
arrive from distant cities and towns.
The bill increases penalties for those who make false
reports, whose actions delay emergency services
personnel in reaching their places of duty. But I worry
that some of the interference is actually being caused by
this government. I was advised by Danielle Green, the
member for Yan Yean in the other place, that she was
witness to an event at the Austin Hospital that led to the
fire brigade being called out. The appropriate and
qualified staff who could have resolved the problem
before the Metropolitan Fire Brigade was called out had
been dismissed under costcutting measures by the
Liberal Baillieu government.
A pleasing aspect of this bill is the extension of
immunity protection to interstate and overseas
firefighters. As a Victorian I was proud when our
people went to the USA to fight fires in California and
some went to New York after September 11, but I also
felt honoured when US firefighters came here during
the worst fires in our state’s history. Emergency
services personnel help each other, and we must ensure
that those who come here are never in any unnecessary
jeopardy.
There are various other changes which add to the
powers of the Country Fire Authority’s chief officer to
ensure greater safety in areas where fires are raging,
and again they are appropriate in every sense. Injury
and accident compensation criteria have also been
improved in this bill so as to apply to all personnel,
including volunteers such as those in the State
Emergency Service, involved in fighting any
emergency situation. But aside from looking at the
positives in the bill, I am deeply concerned, as are other
members of the opposition, about the leadership and
professional competence of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services in that role. We are lucky that
there were no major bushfires this summer, because
under his watch our state was not adequately prepared
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for disaster. Why was Fire Action Week delayed by
two months? Was it because it was a Labor initiative?
Why did the minister refuse to hire three heavy lift
helitankers when the experts wanted them? I say again
that the experts, the agencies who fight such
emergencies, requested them.
In addition, where is the funding for the 250 fire
stations that were promised by the minister but for
which there is no evidence of their inclusion in the
budget? What about the funding for controlled burning?
We see only 16 per cent of the Baillieu government
target having been reached. We have survived summer
without a major disaster, other than the floods of a
couple of months ago, due to luck rather than any
preparedness by the minister. This is poor leadership by
the Premier, but that is what we have in this
government, and I sincerely hope it does not lead to
loss of life.
This bill is a positive step forward, but the Baillieu
government owes the people of Victoria much more. I
support the bill.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Emergency Services Legislation
Amendment Bill 2011. Following on from the
disastrous Victorian bushfires of 2009 and then the
devastating floods of 2010, a royal commission and
then a review of Victoria’s organisation of emergency
services were conducted. Both reports highlighted the
lack of a combined and consistent approach to
emergency services management by all of the relevant
authorities.
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up-to-date communication systems, particularly for
people who are trapped in remote areas without an
escape plan. It must also endeavour to provide
appropriate infrastructure and resources so that the
brave men and women of our emergency services
agencies are able to act in the sure knowledge that their
machinery is up to date and that the response is as
effective as it should be. For that reason, I support my
colleagues in not opposing the bill.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I thank you for the opportunity, Acting
President, to deliver a few words in reply. I want to
thank all members, eight of whom have spoken in the
debate this morning. I think all members acknowledge
that it was appropriate we talk about the emergency
services today, given that the rain currently falling
across Victoria is causing some concern, particularly in
northern Victoria, where there have been some flood
warnings and, I understand, one evacuation warning. I
add my appreciation for those who are today out
assisting families being affected by rain events
throughout the state to the comments expressing
appreciation already made by members in this debate.
We also wish those whose properties may be affected
by the rainfall well. It is appropriate that we pay our
respects to the many both paid and volunteer
emergency service members who will be on duty today.

In the main, most of the amendments to this bill are
punitive in nature — for example, there is the provision
of increased penalties for breaches of the Country Fire
Authorities Act 1958 and the Metropolitan Fire
Brigades Act 1958, which will be a more effective tool
against relevant offences. Unfortunately the big stick
approach seems to be the most effective when initiating
change, as monetary penalties speak volumes. People
who are turning off fire alarms — presumably because
they are an annoyance — need to understand that this is
very dangerous behaviour that threatens not only their
own family’s lives but the lives of others in the
immediate area.

As I said, I thank members for their support of the bill,
particularly Ms Tierney and her opposition colleagues
Ms Broad, Ms Darveniza, Mr Eideh and Mr Elasmar,
who encouraged the government to make sure it
commits the resources necessary for our emergency
services to function as they should. We thank the
opposition for that encouragement, and I can assure
opposition members we are committed to that. I also
want to thank Ms Hartland, from the Greens, for her
support for the bill and also for the point she made
when she remarked that we should not be talking just
about emergencies that occur in rural Victoria. Such
emergencies — fire, flood and drought — are what we
most often think of when we talk about these bills, but
Ms Hartland rightly pointed out that emergency
situations do occur in metropolitan areas, and our
emergency services are our front-line response to those
metropolitan emergencies also. I think that was an
important point to add.

The two inquiries demonstrated the need to reform
Victoria’s arrangement for minimising damage and
responding to statewide emergencies, with the primary
and overall objective being to limit injury and loss of
life during state emergencies and minimise damage to
property in Victoria. However, the government must
ensure ongoing and realistic funding for modern and

Finally, I want to say that I thought Mr Eideh’s
criticism of our emergency services minister was very
harsh and totally unfair. If we had more time, the
challenge to debate some of those assertions may well
have been taken up by the government, but that will
perhaps be for another day. Nevertheless I again repeat
my appreciation and that of the government for all
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members who have stood up today and supported this
legislation.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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This is the third time since this government came to
office that bills of an urgent nature have been produced
and the government has expected the bill to be debated
and passed through both houses of Parliament in the
week in which the opposition saw the bill for the first
time. There was the dangerous dogs bill. There was the
travellers bill — the very urgent travellers bill, even
though so far as I am aware not a single fine or
prosecution has ensued as a result. I am happy to be
proven wrong on that, but that is my understanding.
That is how urgent the travellers bill was.
Mr Drum — You would have done dangerous dogs
differently, would you?

EVIDENCE (MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT
(AFFIDAVITS) BILL 2012
Second reading
Debate resumed from 28 February; motion of
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations).
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — It
gives me pleasure to rise to speak on the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment (Affidavits)
Bill 2012 and to indicate to the house that the
opposition will neither be seeking to amend the bill nor
opposing it. I want, however, to draw the attention of
the house to the very first paragraph of the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee report, which says:
The committee provides this Alert Digest as immediate
advice and material for members’ information and may report
further on a later occasion pursuant to section 17 of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003.

That paragraph is testimony to the incredibly rushed
nature of this legislation. The Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee believes it may be necessary to
look further at this bill, because the only opportunity it
has had to do so was at 7.30 this morning, two days
after the bill was voted on and passed by the Legislative
Assembly. As members of the Council we should be at
least grateful that we got the SARC report; members in
the other place did not have the benefit of it. In fact
opposition members in the other place were asked to
consider, debate and vote on this legislation all in the
space of a few hours. The first time Ms Hennessy, who
led this debate for the opposition in the other place, or I
saw the bill was at quarter to 10 on Tuesday morning,
and it was debated sometime after lunch on Tuesday.
That is a wholly unsatisfactory process that should not
be replicated.

Hon. M. P. PAKULA — I beg your pardon?
Mr Drum — Would you have done dangerous dogs
differently? Would you have done this one differently?
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — The point I am making is
that we could certainly have done this bill differently.
Mr Drum — How?
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — Mr Drum asks how. It
was first apparent that this issue was a problem on
25 October last year when a piece of evidence — an
affidavit — was thrown out by a judge in the Victorian
court system. There were conversations between
opposition members and government members then,
and I can tell members I made it clear to the
government — to the Attorney-General’s office — that
if the government wanted assistance from the
opposition in facilitating the passage of legislation to
remedy this problem, it would be provided. The attitude
of government members at the time was that they did
not believe it was a problem of sufficient import to
require legislation. Obviously, events subsequently
have changed the government’s mind.
Mr Drum interjected.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — The government says,
Mr Drum, that it has only very recently received
information from Victoria Police about how
widespread the problem was amongst police officers,
and that is what has necessitated the bill being
introduced as an urgent bill this week.
I would suggest — and Ms Hennessy, the member for
Altona in the other place, put on record very
eloquently — that there was a huge amount of evidence
back in October that this problem was widespread.
Nobody reading the media reports, nobody listening to
talkback and nobody who heard the comments of senior
police or members of the legal fraternity could have
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been under any illusion that this was a problem
confined to one police officer or even a handful of
police officers. In fact it was conceded at the time that it
was probably more likely than not that a huge number
of police officers had been improperly swearing
affidavits for a long period of time. Legislation could
have been introduced in October, November or
December or in the first sitting week of this year, and it
could then have had proper scrutiny, but that scrutiny
has been denied by the fact that the bill is being
introduced in this rushed way.

a piece of legislation on the same day the
Attorney-General’s office sees the final draft and the
same day the opposition sees it for the first time and
expect it to be passed that way, you increase the
possibility of mistakes being made.

Fundamentally we do not accept that the extent of the
problem has only become apparent to the government
in the last week. A common-sense reading of all of the
commentary that was around late last year and early
this year shows the problem was widespread. To back
up that assertion you only need to look at the fact that
the bill is not confined to police. It covers all affidavits
sworn by anyone — by lawyers, by public servants or
by justices of the peace (JPs). All affidavits are
captured by this bill. If the government was solely
relying on the report from the Chief Commissioner of
Police, why introduce legislation that captures affidavits
sworn by a whole range of other people? Clearly the
government already had information that it was a
problem amongst lawyers, JPs and all sorts of people.
Clearly it has been a systemic issue whether or not you
call it systemic sloppiness or a lack of care or, frankly,
people simply not understanding what they were
required to do in terms of properly swearing an
affidavit. Last year the Law Institute of Victoria and the
bar council were saying very clearly that it was
completely unacceptable if lawyers were swearing
affidavits incorrectly.

The explanatory memorandum also states that ‘from
12 November 2011, Victoria Police members should have
been aware of the requirements for the making of an affidavit
on oath or by affirmation and the bill will not remedy any
defects in affidavits signed on or after 12 November 2011 …

We simply do not accept the assertion that the scope or
the scale of the problem has only been known to the
government for the last few days. We think it has been
pretty apparent from the time this matter was first
thrown out of court on 25 October that legislation
would more than likely be required. Had it been
introduced late last year or in the first sitting week of
this year we could have gone through a proper process
of scrutiny in the Parliament. We say that that proper
process of scrutiny is not just some esoteric matter. It is
not about scrutiny for its own sake. It is about allowing,
for example, a proper SARC (Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee) process that might pick up
mistakes or unintended consequences.
As I said the other day, when you rush things, you tend
to make blues. I fervently hope there are no mistakes,
no unintended consequences and no loopholes that
some smart lawyer will manage to drive a truck
through, but nobody can deny that when you introduce

I would just like to draw the house’s attention to two or
three matters that raised some concern in the minds of
the opposition members. First of all, look at the
effective operative date of retrospectivity. That date is
12 November 2011. The SARC report says at page 2:

We would say that date should probably be 25 October
2011, because that was the date on which the affidavit
in question was thrown out of court. Frankly any police
officer, any lawyer or anybody at all who improperly
swore an affidavit after 25 October would need to have
had rocks in their head or not have read the papers. It
was patently obvious the problem was coming from
25 October 2011, because that was the day this first
came to public attention. We say the date is probably
overly generous by about two and a half weeks.
The second issue we would draw attention to is the fact
that, as I indicated earlier, this applies to all affidavits
whether there were sworn by police officers or lawyers
or any other appropriate persons. I do not think it is an
unfair observation to make that if a lawyer has sworn
an affidavit in an incorrect fashion, there is probably
less excuse for that than there would be for serving
police officers. Lawyers have it drilled into them, and I
am sure Mr O’Brien will concede this in his
contribution. The way to properly swear an affidavit is
absolutely drilled into every young lawyer from the day
they leave law school. Your partners show you, and
associates in any firm you work in show you. It is
Law 101 because the consequences of improperly
swearing an affidavit can be so serious. We question
whether this retrospective exemption should necessarily
be provided to all and sundry.
The other matter in terms of the breadth of the
retrospective exemption is that it is not just for the
preceding few years; it is forever. It is back from
12 November 2011 and goes right back in time. In its
report SARC draws to the attention of the Parliament
that perhaps one of the consequences — and I would
say unintended consequences — of that is that, as the
committee notes on page 6:
The committee observes that these provisions change the
legal requirement for all affidavits except for those signed
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since 12 November 2011. In consequence, they may also
affect the validity of any legal processes relying on otherwise
invalid affidavits. In turn, they may affect the legality of any
actions relying on otherwise invalid legal processes and the
admissibility of any evidence obtained in consequence of
otherwise unlawful actions.

That is a long-winded way of saying that there might be
some stale old case sitting in someone’s file from years
ago where there was a decision not to proceed because
a lawyer made a decision that an affidavit that had been
sworn was no good. It may be an unintended
consequence of not just matters before the court now —
the 6000 or so that have been referred to — but there
may be matters stretching back years which are dug up
and dusted off because an affidavit which was
otherwise bad has now been made good. Again, had the
thinking that was brought to bear by SARC been made
available prior to this bill being voted on in the
Legislative Assembly, it might have caused some small
revision or amendment in the legislation. That is the
problem when you rush things.
I should also say, and I would hope all members would
agree, that as a general principle retrospective
legislation is not desirable. People are entitled to take
their actions and go on with their lives in accordance
with the law of the day. The committee makes the point
on page 4 that:
The question whether the retrospective validation of such
procedural defects is justifiable and appropriate in all the
circumstances is a matter for Parliament to determine.

The opposition absolutely agrees that in this
circumstance retrospectivity is justified. We have a
situation where, and SARC points this out, if legislation
is not enacted, there would potentially be an immense
toll on victims of crime, on community safety and on
the court system. It is not appropriate for thousands of
cases to be thrown out of court on what is
fundamentally a technicality, even though it is a very
serious technicality and one where a whole lot of
people ought to have known better. A whole lot of
people ought to have sworn affidavits the right way. I
certainly expect that this is not a problem that will
emerge again. The legislation makes it clear that if it
does emerge again, there will be no mercy.
Whilst we generally have a serious opposition to the
notion of retrospective legislation, we recognise, as
does the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee,
that there are circumstances in which it is appropriate.
In this situation it is a matter for the Parliament to
determine whether it is appropriate, and in passing this
legislation that is the determination the Parliament is
making.
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Let me say again that it is a very bad precedent for
legislation to be introduced when the Legislative
Assembly is expected to vote on it on the same day that
its members see it for the very first time and when
members of the Legislative Council are expected to
vote on it two days after they see it for the first time.
There are situations in which that kind of urgency is
necessary. It is only necessary in this situation because
legislation was not introduced when it could have been,
some weeks or months ago. Had the government acted
when the offer of cooperation was first made, we could
have had a proper process of scrutiny, a proper passage
through the Parliament and an opportunity to find any
errors or unintended consequences. That is the
opportunity that was denied to the Parliament on this
occasion, and we certainly hope that does not happen
again. With those few words, I commend the bill to the
house.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — With
regard to the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions)
Amendment (Affidavits) Bill 2012 that we have before
us today, the Parliament — and me, standing here
representing the Greens — finds itself between a rock
and a hard place. We are faced with a choice between
two unhappy options. The first unhappy option is to not
do anything about the situation that faces the Victorian
legal community, with a large number, probably an
unknown number, of affidavits having not been made
according to the rules set under the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958, which have
always been there. The other unhappy option is to do
something about it through the legislation we have
before us now, which is retrospective and will apply to
events prior to 12 November 2011 and going back in
time in an unlimited way. I find that to be an unhappy
option as well. We are faced with two choices, and
neither of them is great.
The bill before us is a fairly simple bill. In a nutshell it
says at clause 5 that affidavits that were presented to the
courts prior to 12 November 2011 will not be invalid,
notwithstanding their not having fulfilled the
requirements under section 123C of the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958. If the person
signing the affidavit was not properly witnessed doing
so by an authorised person, if an oath or affirmation
was not taken at the time, or if the jurat at the foot of the
affidavit outlining that those things occurred and when
they occurred is improper, notwithstanding the fact that
the affidavit has not complied with those legal
requirements under the act, as long as the affidavit was
made before 12 November, it will not be invalid. The
affidavit will still be able to be used in support of search
warrants, evidence, summonses, other warrants and
other processes before the courts.
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In my view it is very regrettable that we have to insert
such a provision into the Evidence (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1958. I do not find it a happy thing to
have to support. But given that we now know that the
police during their amnesty discovered that this
situation applies to at least 9000 serving police officers
up to the highest rank excepting the Chief
Commissioner of Police, who as far as I know has not
admitted that.
Mr O’Brien — I think that is a maybe.
Ms PENNICUIK — Up to — okay. Mr O’Brien is
qualifying what I say, but in a way we are talking about
an unknown unknown. We do not really know, but we
do know it goes up to the highest ranks. As Mr Pakula
has said, it is unbelievable that people who should have
known better, sworn members of the police, have put
the Parliament and the community of Victoria in this
situation.
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of members of Victoria Police to properly swear or affirm
affidavits in support of search warrants.

That is the purpose of the bill. The purpose of the bill is
to rectify that problem — the failure of Victoria Police
to properly swear or affirm affidavits in support of
search warrants. But the bill in front of us does not
apply only to affidavits sworn by Victoria Police in
support of search warrants, or indeed any other
warrants, or summonses or other processes in order to
gain evidence to put before a court. The bill could apply
to any affidavit that was sworn before 12 November.
That is very broad, and as I stand here now I am not
sure that I know what the full implications of that will
be. That goes to the issue raised by Mr Pakula, and this
is the first chance the Greens have had to raise this
issue.

I am also a bit nonplussed that it seems to have gone on
for at least a decade. The Police Association secretary
said, ‘Somehow or other we stopped doing it’. It seems
to me quite amazing that no-one said, ‘Actually, why
are we not swearing our affidavits anymore? Was some
law passed in the Victorian Parliament that means that
is not required?’. No, there was not. The Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 has always
required it. We have been put in this situation by,
mainly, serving police. The legislation is before us now
because we know some 6000 cases in the Magistrates
Court and hundreds of cases in the higher courts might
be affected by this oversight — to put it mildly — by
members of the Victoria Police.

We did not oppose the introduction of the bill because,
as I mentioned earlier, we understand the extent and
gravity of the problem. But I agree with Mr Pakula that
the extent and gravity of the problem has been known
for at least five months, so a bill such as this should
have been introduced into the Parliament last year. This
should not be rushed through, and it is highly
regrettable that it is being rushed through now. The
lower house passed this bill without a report by the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, despite
the fact that the committee itself and anybody, even
without seeing the SARC report, would know that this
bill raises human rights issues and clearly engages
part 2, section 7 of the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006 with regard to the limits that
can demonstrably and justifiably be applied to the rights
of citizens of Victoria.

I am also concerned about the issue raised by
Mr Pakula regarding the breadth of clause 5 of the bill,
which will apply to any affidavit sworn by any person
prior to 12 November and in fact any document
purporting to be an affidavit. I have had a conversation
with the Attorney-General about what that is, but it is
not defined in the bill. The government speaker needs
to define what a document purporting to be an affidavit
is, because I do not know that every member of the
Victorian community actually knows what that means.
That needs to be clearly spelled out by the government
speaker, and I will certainly talk about it in the
committee stage.

I have said before that I do not think any house of
Parliament should be passing a bill, particularly one that
so obviously engages human rights, without at the very
least a report from the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee. I was very kindly presented with that report
by Mr O’Donohue the moment it was tabled, but that
was only just over 2 hours ago. I have read the report,
and it raises a lot of issues. It is regrettable that we have
this bill before us and that we have not had the time that
is justified to go through it. Having looked at the
wording of the bill I am concerned that there may be
mistakes in it and that it may go too far in some
respects.

One thing I will say is that the second-reading speech of
the Attorney-General says and the explanatory
memorandum in the bill tells us:

Given that the government is introducing this
legislation, it would be good if it reported in some way
back to Parliament within the year. Perhaps November
would be a good time, as that would be a year since the
County Court threw out one of the affidavits that was
not lawfully made. It would be good if the government

This bill amends the Evidence … Act … to respond to issues
identified in County Court proceedings regarding the failure
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actually came back to the Parliament with a report on
how the provisions inserted by the bill into the
Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 are
actually operating. That would be valuable. Given the
gravity of what we are doing and what the Parliament is
required to do due to the situation facing it, the
Parliament and the people of Victoria deserve to have
that reported back to them at some time. I will follow
up with the Attorney-General in that regard.
There is one issue that I have not had time to totally
clarify in my mind, and I have forwarded it as a query
to government members. That is that the bill purports to
not interfere with a court’s ability to establish whether
an affidavit is a false affidavit — that is, false
information is in the affidavit — or it has been lawfully
made in terms of it being signed in the correct way and
affirmed in the correct way, and to establish whether
there is false or misleading information or whether
there is perjury. I draw the attention of members to a
media release they may have seen from the Law
Institute of Victoria dated Tuesday, 28 February, which
raises that particular issue. Having looked at the bill, I
am not quite sure how a court is able to differentiate
between the two. Will these provisions impact on the
court’s ability to follow through those issues? That is an
important issue in terms of justice being done and being
able to be done in the courts.
I also note that the statement of compatibility — and I
presume that the committee report refers mainly to the
statement of compatibility — did not mention the new
offence under clause 4. Clause 4 makes it an offence for
any person to unlawfully make an affidavit — that is, to
not comply with the legal requirements under
section 138 of the Evidence Act 2008 and the steps that
need to be followed to make sure an affidavit is lawful.
Clause 4 of the bill introduces that new offence with a
penalty of 10 penalty units, yet that is not mentioned in
the statement of compatibility. When a new offence is
being created it is quite unusual for the statement of
compatibility put forward by the minister to not actually
mention the new offence. The SARC report does not
look at how that offence may engage human rights,
including the point that it is not restricted to affidavits
sworn by police in support of search warrants or other
warrants et cetera.
I would like the government in its response to this
debate to let us know what exactly is happening in
terms of retraining of police. Mr Pakula talked about
how lawyers, once they have finished their law training
and are out in the world, have it drummed into them
how to lawfully make an affidavit. As Mr Pakula said, I
am sure Mr O’Brien knows about this intimately. But
what are the police doing? What procedures and
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measures have they put in place to make sure that all
police officers also have that drilled into them to make
sure this never happens again?
I note that the bill does state that after 12 November
2011 an affidavit made by any police officer or any
person who has not followed the lawful steps under the
evidence act will not be valid. However, if an affidavit
has not been fully lawfully made — that is, if the two
people were not present when it was signed — and the
court is aware of that, the court may still, as it can now
under the evidence act, use its discretion to admit or not
admit the evidence if it wants to and if the evidence
satisfies the factors outlined in section 138, whereby a
court can use its discretion to admit the evidence if it is
in the interests of justice to do so.
We have before us an important and far-reaching bill.
As I mentioned, it is unfortunate that we have to insert
these provisions into the evidence act in Victoria, but
we have two unhappy options before us. The Greens
will not oppose the bill. We are not happy, but we
understand the problem is not of the government’s
making. The fact that we have to rush it through the
Parliament in this particular sitting week is of the
government’s making and it should not have happened.
I feel I have not had the chance to really go through the
bill and consult on it. I was toying with the idea of
putting up an amendment to restrict its operation to
affidavits sworn by police in support of search warrants
or other warrants before the court. But, having
discussed it with the Attorney-General, I have
reluctantly accepted that it is government policy that the
legislation should capture any other warrants. However,
I still have doubts about that, and I want to put that on
the record. I still doubt that this is the way to go. Given
that that is the only problem we are supposed to be
addressing, it is a concern that clause 5 is much broader
than that.
Those are my remarks by way of the second-reading
debate on this bill. I will have quite a few questions in
the committee stage, which I have already forwarded to
the government to assist it in providing the answers for
the Parliament and the people of Victoria.
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to speak on the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment (Affidavits)
Bill 2012. It is an honour to make a contribution on this
very important bill. I have listened carefully to the
debate in this chamber, to the contributions of
Mr Pakula and Ms Pennicuik, and I have also read
Hansard in relation to the debate in the other place. I
am a member of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, and I have considered that aspect as well.
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I will endeavour to complete my contribution after
lunch. I should say from the outset that the purposes of
this bill, clearly stated in clause 1, consist of two very
important parts that should be emphasised. The purpose
of the bill is to amend the Evidence (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1958 to, firstly, address procedural
defects in relation to certain affidavits and, secondly, to
create an offence of making a false and misleading
statement in relation to the swearing or affirming of
affidavits or documents purporting to be affidavits. The
bill will have retrospective operation from
12 November 2011.
It is very rare — some have described it as
exceptional — that the government, or indeed the
Parliament, resorts to retrospective legislation. But in
this case it is warranted because of the scale and
seriousness of the problem. With potentially
9000 affected police and some 3000 cases in the
Supreme and County courts and 300 Magistrates Court
cases, it is important that this Parliament exercise its
sovereign power to carefully consider and enact
retrospective legislation to deal with this problem. At
the same time it must ensure that the independence of
the courts is preserved in dealing with issues relating to
the veracity of any evidence admitted under affidavits
both prior to and after this provision’s application.
Issues of veracity remain a matter for the courts.
However, the retrospective application of the questions
of admissibility and therefore the impact on validity is
the clear intent of this government in introducing this
legislation.
I will respond to the individual contributions after
lunch, but I will correct the assertion by speakers that
the bill is being given a rushed passage. It is not; it is
being given an expeditious and speedy passage, which
is at times necessary to legislate in a way that best
balances interests that have been carefully considered
by the government and that I note have been accepted
by the opposition and the Greens, as indicated by their
support for the bill. I note that the bill has also been
considered by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, which has now tabled its report.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
WorkSafe Victoria: premiums
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations. The Treasurer has announced a
$471.5 million withdrawal from the Victorian
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WorkCover Authority, hence reducing the authority’s
ability to cut premiums. Given the minister’s strong
views on productivity and employment, what impact
will these foregone cuts have on employment and
productivity in Victoria?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank the
member for his question. As opposed to yesterday,
when Mr Lenders was wondering whether I had
brought a cut lunch to work, today we are on the real
issue of government accountability and responsibility.
In terms of the specific question about WorkCover, that
falls within the responsibility of the Assistant Treasurer,
Mr Rich-Phillips. I note the member’s reference to the
impact on employment. However, I remind those
opposite that the most recent Australian Bureau of
Statistics labour force data indicates that Victoria has
the second lowest unemployment of any state in
Australia. Obviously Western Australia has the lowest.
For this state to remain globally competitive, we need
to ensure that we develop policies and practices that
will make us more, dare I say the word, productive and
make our workplaces more flexible. That is the
important point about employment in this state. You
create an environment that allows for companies to
become productive and you allow companies to be
flexible in their workplace employment practices. That
challenge is, and will remain, this government’s focus.
We have said before that we have challenges, which
include the high Australian dollar, our relatively high
domestic interest rates, the intense global competition
and, needless to say, Labor’s carbon tax. We know
Labor is persisting with this carbon tax at a time when
it is going to cost jobs in Victoria. That is not the only
job killer that Labor is interested in.
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, my
question was a specific one about state administration
and the cutting of WorkCover premiums. The minister
is now making a commentary on national government
legislation. I ask you to bring him back to state
administration, which the question raised.
Mr Drum — That is not a point of order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It can be a point of
order, Mr Drum, in terms of relevance. I ask the
minister to return to state administration and to address
the actual question. I can accept that a minister might
want to put an answer into context, and I take it that the
remarks Mr Dalla-Riva has made to the point are
contextual. I think it is an appropriate time for him to
return to addressing the actual question.
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — I remind members
again that in the context of this government’s position
in terms of employment policies, which was the issue
that was raised, it is focused on ensuring a productive
environment that delivers flexibility to the workplace,
that encourages investment in this state and the
generation of jobs and that allows for the continuation
of the great work the Baillieu government has been
doing over the last 14 months.
Supplementary question
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — During
the last 12 years 75 per cent of the profit — if that is the
correct word — out of WorkCover has been returned in
premium cuts and 25 per cent has been returned in
benefit improvements. On that ratio, a withdrawal of
$471.5 million from the authority will mean extra
business costs of the order of $300 million. I repeat my
substantive question to the minister: what will be the
effect on productivity and employment of this Baillieu
government decision to inflict a financial penalty or
cost on Victorian businesses?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I find it
staggering that the Labor Party would come in here and
ask a question about imposts on businesses. This is
from the party that is imposing the most draconian tax
Australians have seen for a long time. The carbon tax in
this state, in this country, will have a significant impact
on the opportunities for Victorian businesses. The
Greens-Labor alliance is more interested in imposing
on businesses tax burdens that have never been seen
before. I think the question itself demonstrates a lack of
understanding of the effect the tax will have on
Victorian businesses.
Ordered that answer be considered next day on
motion of Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan
Region)

Nurses: enterprise bargaining
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is directed to the Minister for Health, who is
also the Minister for Ageing, the Honourable David
Davis. I ask: can the minister inform the house of any
further developments relating to the enterprise
bargaining agreement negotiations with the Australian
Nursing Federation (ANF) union?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I am
pleased to make a comment on this matter in the house
today, and I thank the member for her question. The
precise details of negotiations are matters for the groups

1109

involved, but let me be clear: the government has a high
regard for nurses and is determined to reach a good
conclusion to this enterprise bargaining agreement
phase.
The 86 health services across Victoria want a strong
union workforce, a union workforce that is well paid
and able to provide the best care to patients. What the
government and the 86 Victorian health services do not
want is a group of union officials moving around the
state defying the orders of the Federal Court of
Australia and the orders of Fair Work Australia to stop
their particular bans. It is important to note that today
the bans have increased the impact on patients. There
have been a further 30 cancellations, I am informed
today, of elective surgeries, including another
category 1 case. I should add that this brings to 230 the
number of cancellations ordered by the ANF union, and
31 category 1 patients have been involved. I think it is
important to put on record — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr P. Davis — On a point of order, President, the
opposition has finally stopped talking over the minister.
I cannot actually hear the minister’s response to the
question, so I would ask you to direct the members of
the opposition to show a little bit more respect for the
minister.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In regard to the point
of order, I think Mr Davis is right. I do have concern
about the level of volume of interjections from
Mr Pakula in particular. It is repetitive interjecting as
well, so I am not sure that it is helpful to the house or
that it in any way advances the information provided by
the minister. I ask members to my left to show a little
bit more restraint.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — The opposition may regard
this as a matter of mirth in some way. I do not. Let me
be quite clear: the consequences of these bans and
cancellations are very severe and impact quite severely
on individuals. I want to give an example to the
chamber. The example I want to give concerns Ballarat
today, where the ANF union members in the operating
theatre suite indicated that they do not regard children
as being exempt from the industrial action that is being
undertaken at the moment. They deferred the list until
11 o’clock this morning. This is a group of union
officials deciding which children will get their surgery
today and which children will not.
Given the reduction in the length of the operating
session, it is likely that three children will have their
surgery cancelled at Ballarat this morning. The children
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are aged three and four. They have been in preparation
for the surgery overnight. I think these are quite serious
matters: young children having their surgery cancelled
by the action of the ANF union; the decision of union
officials to intervene in clinical decisions, deciding
which surgeries will go ahead and which surgeries will
not; union officials who may or may not have the
capacity to make those decisions — —

about people who have enrolled with private providers
in certificate II and certificate III-level courses finding
that the qualification requirements have not been fully
met through their courses and having to go back to
TAFE, which has to reteach those students, even
though they may have been enrolled in certificate IV
and diploma courses. Is the minister aware of these
problems, and what is he doing about them?

Hon. M. P. Pakula — They’re not making them;
the nurses are.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I thank Ms Pennicuik for raising this
matter. It gives me an opportunity to further elaborate
on some matters that I have already raised in the house
in respect of improving the quality of programs being
delivered in VET across Victoria. The issues she
raises — that is, reports of courses being delivered in
what is seen as an extraordinarily short time and
financial inducements being offered to individuals or
clubs to which those individuals belong — have been a
matter of serious concern which we have responded
very promptly to from a departmental level.

Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I have to say ANF officials,
who may be specialists in certain areas or may not, are
making decisions, hospital by hospital.
At another regional hospital an ANF official walked in
to see a senior official yesterday and said, ‘We’re in
control now’. I have to say that this is a very serious
matter where individual union officials are controlling
surgery for vulnerable patients. The government
remains committed to finding a resolution, but it is very
hard where there is defiance of orders of the Federal
Court and Fair Work Australia.
Questions interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is my pleasure to
inform the house that we have in the gallery visitors
from the Philippines. It is the sixth delegation to
Australia from the Philippines, on this occasion led by
the Honourable Alfredo Garbin, Jr. The delegates are
members of the Philippine Centre of Young Leaders in
Governance. We welcome them to Australia,
Melbourne and our Parliament.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Questions resumed.

Vocational education and training: providers
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Higher Education and
Skills. The ABC 7.30 program that aired on 20 January
outlined some disturbing trends emerging within the
provision of vocational education and training (VET) in
Victoria. These include the provision of certificates and
diplomas in extremely short periods of time as well as
the offering of inducements to potential students in
order to attract taxpayer funding. Similar practices have
been reported to the Essential Services Commission
and elsewhere. I have also had anecdotes relayed to me

With regard to short cuts in quality, I have said quite a
number of times now that it remains a no. 1 priority of
mine to address those issues and ensure that anybody
engaged in less than appropriate practices is dealt with
severely. To that effect the department has increased
the standards which providers need to meet before they
will be offered a contract to deliver in 2012. Already
there are between 40 and 50 providers who were
contracted to deliver in the previous year but have not
meet the new standards and will not be delivering any
subsidised programs this year. They now do not have a
contract with Skills Victoria.
Moreover, I have indicated too that the practices of
some organisations are now under active investigation.
I think I mentioned two weeks ago that one provider —
a very significant private provider — has been
deregistered by the VRQA (Victorian Registration and
Qualifications Authority) because of practices which
were totally undesirable in terms of quality and the way
it practised. Another nine remain under investigation at
this point in time, and in some cases payments for 2011
have been suspended while the matter is further
investigated.
Within the budget period coming up I expect I will be
in a position to announce some further measures which
will go directly to the issue of ensuring that we have
quality control over what is delivered here in Victoria. I
might add that this has been a challenge, because the
system I inherited was a market-driven system which
did not have some of the quality control architecture
over the top of it. Consequently, with the full
introduction of the training guarantee in January
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2011 — one month after I assumed this position —
there simply were not appropriate levels of control
overarching the system.
I can assure the member, through you, President, that
every effort is being made to ensure that inappropriate
practices by providers, both private and public, are
being addressed. The issue of quality remains the no. 1
priority for this government to ensure that every dollar
of government money spent on training is used
effectively to achieve a good outcome and that the not
inconsiderable personal component of investment in
training is therefore also put to good use. Quality is the
no. 1 priority.
Supplementary question
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
minister mentioned the reforms put in last year and the
bills that went through the Parliament. I raised the issue
then of the ability to monitor private providers. The
minister mentioned the Victorian Registration and
Qualifications Authority and the department, so who is
actually doing the monitoring and what resourcing has
been put in place, rather than people having to
complain? As I mentioned in my first question, the
other issue is that there are students who have gone
through their training and used their TAFE subsidy but
who have a worthless certificate. What happens to help
them get the proper training they need when they have
already gone through a course that the minister has said
has not been good enough?
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — There a number of questions there, and I
will try to recall each of those points to respond to in
turn. One of those questions was who does the
proactive monitoring. In terms of the VRQA and the
registration process, there is a cycle of audits every five
years, but where the VRQA detects that there needs to
be more regular monitoring, it has the ability to step in
earlier and undertake regular audits if it has any
evidence to suggest that that should be required — and
it does that. Skills Victoria is not just waiting on a
complaint which may arise. If we see some aberrant
behaviour in terms of monthly claims submitted by
providers, then we proactively follow them up as well. I
personally follow up comments from people. I rang a
lady who wrote a letter to the Herald Sun last Saturday
in which an instance of inappropriate behaviour was
raised. Again, we are taking every measure to address
this issue.
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India: trade delegation
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for
Technology, Minister Rich-Phillips, and I ask: can the
minister inform the house of outcomes arising from the
India super trade mission?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Minister for
Technology) — I thank Mr O’Donohue for his question
and for his interest in last week’s super trade mission to
India. The Victorian government is very committed to
opening new market opportunities for Victorian
companies. I was therefore very pleased to participate
with the Premier, the Minister for Innovation, Services
and Small Business, and the Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade in the super trade
mission to India, which I understand was the largest
trade mission to ever leave Australia and the second
largest trade mission ever into India. Over the course of
the mission 220, or thereabouts, Victorian companies
were represented, with around 280 delegates attending.
For many of the delegates in those companies it was the
first opportunity they had had to go to India to explore
business opportunities, and the opportunity would not
necessarily have come about without the prospect of the
trade mission.
Over the course of the mission we had an opportunity
to consolidate existing relationships, and I was very
pleased to meet with representatives from Australian
companies who have expanded into India, such as
Attra — and I know that ministers in the previous
government had the opportunity to visit Attra as well.
Likewise, there are Indian companies which have
expanded into Australia, such as Infosys. For members
of the delegation who visited the Infosys campus in
Bangalore, it was just extraordinary to see the sort of
work they are doing.
It was also an opportunity to formalise new
relationships. I was very pleased to participate with
RMIT and ABB India in the signing of a new joint
venture for the Australia-Indian Research Centre for
Automation Software Engineering. This is a very
important initiative between ABB and RMIT, which
will lead to the creation of 300 new jobs here in
Victoria. We also had a great signing between HCL
Technologies and La Trobe University, a collaborative
undertaking for research, development and
commercialisation which will also create a pathway for
graduates from La Trobe to work with HCL.
In the aerospace area I was very pleased to participate
in the sod turning for the establishment of a new
maintenance, repair and overhaul centre by Vyoneesh
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Rosebank Technologies. This is a partnership with
Rosebank Australia, which is a major operator in the
aerospace sector in Victoria. That facility will
undertake maintenance repair and overhaul on rotable
assemblies for the Indian aviation industry and will
draw on the expertise which has been developed here in
Victoria.
The third element of the mission was to create new
opportunities for the companies that were on the
mission. I was very pleased to work with around
50 technology companies on the mission and a further
20 aviation-aerospace companies on the mission in
terms of creating opportunities through business
matching, creating opportunities for expanding into the
Indian market, as well as opportunities for investment
which those companies would not otherwise
necessarily have had without participating in a mission
with the critical mass we had on the super trade
mission. The mission has been a great success for
Victoria, and it reinforces the Baillieu government’s
commitment to creating new opportunities for Victorian
businesses.

Employment: labour force data
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations. In his answer to the first question
he was asked today he referred to the most recent
labour force data. In that labour force data did the
number of full-time jobs in Victoria go up or down?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I indicated
before, we are very pleased as a government to see that
the unemployment rate in this state is the second lowest
of any state in Australia. Unfortunately what we find is
an opposition whose members are more interested in
talking down the economy than they are in talking it up.
Our focus is on driving up investment and generating
jobs; their focus is on talking down the economy and
bringing in a carbon tax.
Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
fail to see how a request for information from the
minister about labour force data can be construed as
talking the economy up, down or sideways. We simply
ask the minister that he tell us whether the number of
full-time jobs in Victoria has gone up or down. If he
cannot tell us that, perhaps he could tell us how the
Victorian full-time job figures compare with the
national figures. Given that our understanding is that
the number of full-time jobs in Victoria fell by some
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15 000, can he tell us how that compares with the
national figures for full-time jobs?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — All we find
out is that question time for the Labor opposition is to
drill through every document and say, ‘Minister, do you
know that specific question?’. I will say that at the
broader level in Victoria the unemployment rate is
second only to that of Western Australia. That is what
we should be proud of. That is what we are proud of:
that we are talking about delivering a strong economy
here in Victoria and delivering strong opportunities for
jobs and employment. What we find opposite is an
opposition more interested in looking after its own jobs
than it is in the jobs of Victorians. Our view is that we
are on track to deliver the outcomes that we are seeing
right now.

Housing: Avondale Heights
Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Housing, the
Honourable Wendy Lovell. I ask: can the minister
outline to the house any initiatives to support the
accommodation needs of older Victorians in Avondale
Heights?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) — I
thank the member for his question and his ongoing
interest in vulnerable older people in Melbourne’s west.
Last Thursday I had the pleasure of opening the new
Wintringham Jack Gash units in Avondale Heights.
There are 18 self-contained units for low-income aged
persons who are at risk of homelessness or have been
homeless. The units have been built on the site of the
existing Ron Conn Nursing Home, and a fantastic
synergy has been created between the units for the aged
people and the nursing home that also provides support
and care for older vulnerable Victorians. It is also
fantastic to see the two facilities located together,
because Jack Gash and Ron Conn were actually mates.
They were both former residents of Gordon House. It is
fantastic that these facilities have been named after
them and that they are side by side as a symbol of the
great mateship shared by those two Victorians.
The government allocated $2.2 million in funding
towards this. There were contributions from
Wintringham and also a generous contribution of
$270 000 from the Peter and Lyndy White Foundation.
It is fantastic to see philanthropic donations going to
providing accommodation for older, vulnerable
Victorians. I would like to congratulate Allen Kong
Architect and Keith Miller and Sons Builders on the
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facility out there. It is a wonderful environment for
these vulnerable Victorians to live in.
We also met some of the tenants. June Barry is a new
tenant, who was located at Laverton before. She told
me she had lived in a caravan park in Seymour for
some time and had moved on to Laverton. But now she
is in Avondale Heights. She also told us that while the
units were being built, she would travel from Laverton
to Avondale Heights to see the unit being constructed.
We met also with Glenn Currey. Glenn is a former
resident of Gordon House. Through this initiative he
has been able to gain stable accommodation after many
years in transient accommodation, and this has
improved his health.
Bryan Lipmann and his team at Wintringham do a
fantastic job; they support truly vulnerable aged
Victorians. I congratulate them on this initiative and all
their developments around Victoria.

Employment: penalty rates
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations. I refer the minister to the
comments of former Premier Kennett quoted in the
Herald Sun, saying that one way of saving jobs during
the current jobs crisis is to slash penalty rates, and I ask:
are Mr Kennett’s comments consistent with the policies
of the government?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — At the end of
the day, it just shows you the hatred there is for
Mr Kennett. What it demonstrates is that the Labor
Party seems to have a very big focus on jobs today.
Yesterday it was about my lunch money and how much
I am allowed to bring to Parliament for lunch. Today
those opposite are wanting to know about jobs. I have
said this before: our commitment to jobs and the
generation of jobs is paramount. That is the key driver
of this government. That is why, for example, we went
to India to look at opportunities for manufacturers.
The Minister for Technology, Mr Rich-Phillips, raised
that point just before. We in Victoria are focused on
strengthening the economy and strengthening
employment. That is our focus — not the diatribe that
comes from those opposite.
Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
note that the minister assiduously avoided answering
the question, which was whether or not Mr Kennett’s
comments were consistent with the government’s
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policy. So I will ask it even more directly: will the
minister rule out the Victorian government supporting
any moves to remove penalty rates from Victorian
workers as part of its so-called plan for jobs?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Again, I
thank the member for his question because, as we
know, we have been seeking to have a more flexible
and productive workforce. In fact I am very pleased to
say that the government is focused on looking at the
Fair Work Act 2009. This government put a submission
to the federal government about delivering flexibility
and more productivity within the fair work act. We
made applications to the Australian building and
construction commissioner review. We as a state
supported the retention of the commissioner.
Those opposite, the Labor Party, with the Greens, want
to in effect abolish it — to make it a toothless tiger. We
have the SDA (Shop Distributive and Allied Employees
Association), and Mr Somyurek fails to get a question
asked about the National Retail Association — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Planning: Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal hearings
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Planning, and I ask:
can the minister inform the house about what action the
Baillieu government has taken to decrease delays at
VCAT (the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal)?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. P. Pakula — On a point of order,
President, did I hear Mr Finn right? Was his question:
what is the government doing to increase delays at
VCAT?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I understand it was
‘decrease’.
Mr Finn — Decrease, yes.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — You
can tell it is Thursday afternoon. There are sandwiches
one day and the Labor Party’s hearing the next! I thank
Mr Finn for his question about the government’s plan
to decrease delays in the VCAT system. As you,
President, and members of this chamber would know,
the Baillieu government has moved swiftly to confront
the very large backlog at VCAT that it inherited. We
have put $1 million forward to the VCAT planning list
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to ensure that those planning delays can be cut by
finalising some 800 of the 1800 cases in the backlog
over the next six months. This is exceedingly important
in bringing certainty to councils, to communities and to
those who have cases pending.
Mr Tee interjected.
Hon. M. J. GUY — I take up the interjection of
Mr Tee, who seeks to rubbish this announcement and
rubbish the initiative of the government. He seeks to
rubbish the government’s $1 million one-off investment
in VCAT to at least have those cases heard. I would
like to quote from a government press release:
‘Extra funding will give VCAT the resources it needs to hear
applications for review and make decisions within a
reasonable time frame.
…
‘New funding for VCAT shows we are dedicated to properly
resourcing our courts and tribunals to provide efficient and
timely access to justice …

That quote is from a government press release dated
Monday, 23 September 2002, when the then Labor
government — and Labor members are now rubbishing
this announcement — put $1 million, quite rightly, in to
help with VCAT delays. The last 30 seconds of
interjections have rubbished what this government has
done. I have quoted the former Labor government —
and I think Mr Tee might have been an adviser to the
then minister under that government — which
members opposite have rubbished. It actually did that. I
support the Labor government of that time for making
that move. What the Baillieu government has done is
very similar, but it has gone further.
I have established a working group to look at the way
VCAT can, with the planning list, obtain additional
funding, so I do not have to do what Mr Hulls, the then
Attorney-General, and Ms Delahunty, the then Minister
for Planning, did in 2002, and what I and Robert Clark,
the Attorney-General, have done in 2012 — that is, put
a million dollars into the planning list. We are putting
together a working group over the next 12 months to
provide advice to the government, including the
Attorney-General and me, to ensure that we can avoid
the necessity of doing this in the future. That will
ensure that we get a funding model that works for the
future, so that when the VCAT system is faced with
delays to the extent that we have inherited, we do not
have to have this one-off injection. The funding system
will work over a period of time. That has been
addressed by Mr Clark and me in 2012, and Mr Hulls
and Ms Delahunty addressed it in 2002, but the current
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opposition does not support it, because it supports long
delays at VCAT.

Public sector: job losses
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations. On Tuesday in the other place,
Ms Asher, who is the minister who coordinates the
Department of Business and Innovation, suggested that
DBI would face perhaps disproportionate staff cuts as a
result of the so-called sustainable government initiative
because of the large number of administrative and
back-office positions in DBI. How many DBI officers
work in the minister’s portfolios, and what percentage
of those would the minister describe as administrative
or back office?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I am sorry,
President; I was just reading one of the spin documents
they were sending out to residents when Martin Pakula
was the Minister for Public Transport.
An honourable member — That was in the AG’s
report.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — That was in the
Auditor-General’s report; sorry, I digress. I say to the
future leader of the Labor Party opposite, under
Labor — —
Hon. M. P. Pakula — He bags and praises me in
the one sentence.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Sorry, I will wait for
Mr Pakula to stop. Can I go now?
Mr Somyurek — You’re the speaker. Hurry up.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — No, that is all right.
The future Labor leader was speaking. Under Labor the
size of the Victorian government grew from 12.5 per
cent of the economy in 1999–2000 to almost 15 per
cent in 2009–10.
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President,
Mr Pakula asked a specific question on government
administration post the mini-budget in December. The
minister is now going into a history lesson of
comparing and contrasting governments. I ask you,
President, to bring him back to the specific question
from Mr Pakula on government administration
post-December 2011.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, the budget update which the Leader of the
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Opposition referred to makes a number of those very
same points the minister was making.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am not sure about
the documents, so I cannot make a judgement on that. I
simply say that I am perturbed that when a number of
questions have been put to the minister today there has
been, in my view, no attempt to answer any of them.
There has been a much higher order of evasion in terms
of addressing those questions than I have observed in a
long time. That concerns me, because it brings into
question the whole premise of question time and the
credibility of questions and answers on issues that I
think are relevant. In a couple of cases I thought the
answers would have been relatively straightforward. I
accept that the document the minister is now reading
from may well address the question that has been put. I
certainly hope so.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — As I have said
before, what this government is doing is bringing back
the Victorian public service staff (VPS) numbers to the
2007 size. What I was trying to explain — if I were
allowed — was that the previous government was
actually expanding the public service. What we are
doing, as a government, is applying the 3600 job cuts
that are being announced to VPS non-service delivery
and back-office roles. The sustainable government
initiative does not apply to front-line service delivery
roles. Exemptions will also apply to specialist support
staff to ensure that skills critical to operational needs are
maintained and service delivery is not impacted. In
terms of my particular area, this will unfold over two
years.
I am always pleased to talk about our strategy, because
the strategy includes a business engagement model
which is about delivering businesspeople from the back
office, where they were stacked by the previous
government, to the front line where they are now
engaged with business. Business engagement is a very
important model for this government.
What I am saying in terms of our position and our
department is that we are very focused on business
engagement, and that one-to-one engagement is very
important. This government is very focused on
supporting businesses through its strategy and on
ensuring that its policy directions are understood. I am
very pleased that the Department of Business and
Innovation is working with industry to deliver our
outcomes.
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Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
take up the minister’s comment about his business
engagement strategy. Is he telling the house that those
Department of Business and Innovation staff who are
involved in what he describes as his new business
engagement strategy are all considered front line and
are therefore immune from the cuts, or does he agree
with Ms Asher, the Minister for Innovation, Services
and Small Business, that in fact DBI staff have
predominantly back-office and administrative functions
and therefore will have a disproportionate number of
cuts under the sustainable government initiative?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Our focus is
on supporting business and, through this strategy,
ensuring that we deliver real one-to-one engagement.
That is the focus of our policy, and we will ensure that
we deliver that outcome.

Northern Melbourne Institute of TAFE:
facilities
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Higher Education and
Skills, who is also the Minister responsible for the
Teaching Profession, the Honourable Peter Hall. I ask:
can the minister advise the house on recent initiatives
that improve vocational education opportunities for
students attending the Northern Melbourne Institute of
TAFE (NMIT)?
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — Mr Ondarchie is a very strong advocate
for not only NMIT but also other educational
institutions in his electorate. He is forever insisting that
I get out there and visit La Trobe University, NMIT and
some of the schools in his electorate.
I was delighted to be able to respond to the constant
advocacy of Mr Ondarchie and went to visit the Epping
campus of NMIT two weeks ago yesterday. I was
particularly pleased to be there on two accounts. First of
all, it was the opening of a new student centre at the
Epping campus, which is a $10.5 million project that
delivers some wonderful amenities for students at that
campus. The second reason I was delighted to be there
was that this year is the — —
Ms Mikakos interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has not
been saying anything particularly provocative or
controversial. The house should listen to his answer in
silence.
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Hon. P. R. HALL — There are some mutterings on
the opposition benches. On the occasion I was out there
I welcomed the presence of both the member for
Thomastown and the member for Mill Park in the
Assembly. I acknowledged their presence there and the
fact that the master planning for the Epping campus
started well before my time as minister. Ms Mikakos
would know, if she had been to any event at which I
have spoken, that I duly recognise those who have a
hand in any work leading up to it, as I did during the
time of the previous government. I reject any thought or
criticism that such things are not recognised. I always
do that.
On this occasion I was also pleased to visit NMIT
because it is the occasion of its centenary year, it having
started in 1912 as the Collingwood Technical School.
NMIT is 100 years old this year and has a special
website that looks back at its history and achievements
over that period of time. Anybody who represents that
area or is interested in the fortunes of NMIT should
have a look at the website.
For 24 of those 100 years the CEO of NMIT has been
Mr Brian MacDonald. This is Mr MacDonald’s last
week in that position. He is taking a well-deserved
retirement after long and distinguished service to
NMIT. Mr MacDonald is a straight-shooting man, who
leaves no question in regard to his views on subjects. I
respect that and think he has been a great advocate for
not only this institution but also the vocational
education and training (VET) sector in Victoria. I am
sure others will join me in wishing him well with
whatever his future may hold beyond NMIT.
The new student centre at the Epping campus is a
wonderful facility. It contains a state-of-the-art library
that is going to cater to and look after the needs of the
3700 VET and higher education students who attend
programs at the Epping campus. It has some wonderful
computer facilities and a state-of-the-art gymnasium for
students, which is expected to be open to the public
shortly. It also has a front reception facility for the
whole of the Epping campus. It is a wonderful addition
to the Epping campus, a campus that serves a growth
area of Melbourne extremely well.
I wish all at Epping well. I particularly thank
Mr MacDonald for his wonderful service to VET and
NMIT in the 24 years he has served as CEO.

Thursday, 1 March 2012

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I have
an answer to the following question on notice: 108.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Answers
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — On Tuesday the
Minister for Planning took on notice my question about
whether or not he had spoken to the Premier about
Ventnor. I wonder if today he is able to answer the
question about whether or not he has spoken to the
Premier.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I think
there is an outstanding answer I have in writing to
Mr Pakula, and there is also one for Mr Tee, which I
will endeavour to get to him as soon as possible.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Members: unparliamentary expressions
The PRESIDENT — Order! Earlier today during a
90-second statement by a member for Western
Metropolitan Region, Mr Finn, I sought a withdrawal of
a particular term he used in that statement. I understand
that Mr Finn felt some consternation about that
decision, but I want to make some points in this regard.
I draw in part on previous rulings of the Chair, and in
particular a ruling by Mr Hall in this place in his
capacity at that time as Deputy President. In April 1998
his ruling was:
It was important that, when members referred to a member of
the public, they did so in relation to the individual’s actions
and did not directly criticise the individual him/herself.

In 2004 President Gould made this ruling:
When a member of the public is being referred to, all
members should be cognisant of the fact that those
individuals do not have an opportunity to defend themselves,
and members should be very careful with what they say.

That is my concern this morning. I make this point for
clarification. I understand that members do not want
unnecessary constraint imposed on robust debate and
their opportunity to make contributions in this place. In
taking up Mr Hall’s ruling in particular, I have the view
that a criticism can be conveyed in a term or a
description. This morning Mr Finn referred to
Mr Flannery — who I might add was in 2007 named
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Australian of the Year by a fairly conservative prime
minister, John Howard — as a shyster.
Mr Finn interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That was the word
that was used. It was ‘shyster’.
Mr Finn interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not want to be
pedantic about this, Mr Finn, because it is a serious
matter. Mr Finn referred to Mr Flannery as a shyster,
and from my point of view that implies that
Mr Flannery is a person who engages in sharp
practices. That is a dictionary meaning of the word —
the dictionary has had a bit of a workout this week! In
my view using that term with respect to Mr Flannery on
this occasion was not in keeping with parliamentary
standards. This is in the context of my belief that
remarks should not be made to denigrate or ridicule
individuals who are outside this place simply because
we disagree with their views.
There is no doubt that Mr Flannery has provocative
views that are contested by many people.
Notwithstanding that, that does not make him a person
who in any way could be described as engaging in
sharp practices. In no way should he be denigrated for
those views. I think it is the responsibility of every
member to exercise parliamentary privilege judiciously
in their remarks and their descriptions of people who
are outside this place and who do not have an
opportunity to defend themselves from those remarks.
It occurs to me that were the term that was used applied
to Mr Flannery outside this place, it could well be
subject to a defamation action. In that context I do not
believe it was an appropriate comment to make or in
keeping with parliamentary standards. That is the
explanation of my comments earlier today.
Mr Finn — On a point of order, President, I hear
what you say, and I hear your defence of Mr Flannery,
but I would like to know if the rulings made by Mr Hall
and President Gould were made prior to the
introduction of the ability of an aggrieved member of
the public to make a statement in this house in their
own defence.
The PRESIDENT — Order! No, the right of reply
existed before each of those rulings, in my
understanding. It is a fairly long-established practice
available to people.
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EVIDENCE (MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT
(AFFIDAVITS) BILL 2012
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — Again I wish
to confirm that the government considers this a serious
bill, and I wish to thank members for their
contributions. I note the comments of Ms Pennicuik
from the Greens to the effect that the issues that have
resulted in the consideration of the bill are not of the
government’s making. For my part I wish to say we do
not seek to cast any aspersions on the former
government or any other party in relation to the making
of these issues. Indeed the member for Altona in the
lower house, citing Victoria Police Association
secretary Mr Greg Davies, described the practice as an
effectively cultural practice that arose in the police
force. Unfortunate and regrettable as it was, it is not
something we wish to make any political point about. It
is important, however, that this Parliament considers
these issues as expeditiously as it is doing.
I reiterate that the government’s intention in relation to
the retrospectivity was clearly stated in the
second-reading speech, the debates in the other place,
the explanatory memorandum and the statement of
compatibility. In addition, we have had the
consideration of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee; SARC reported today. Shortly we will
potentially be having a committee stage in this house to
consider any further issues. This is the house of review,
and at times it needs to act not in a rush but in an
expeditious manner.
As outlined in the contribution of the Deputy Premier,
who is also the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, had the bill been brought into the house in a
way that allowed the extensive public debate that might
be appropriate in other cases, with adjournments and
carryover, and had debate in this house, in the other
place or in a committee been extended beyond this
week, then the potential — and I say potential —
consequences could have been far worse than the
situation the government finds itself in.
The government is here not through its own fault, nor
through the fault of the opposition, but to deal with a
problem that has arisen and been identified by the court
system in relation to the unfortunate practice of
affidavits not being properly sworn and witnessed. The
government is dealing with that problem in a carefully
considered manner. On the question of how the

EVIDENCE (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT (AFFIDAVITS) BILL 2012
1118

COUNCIL

government has responded, which is in a sense the only
criticism — it is not a criticism of the legislation but
perhaps of the decisions of the government in
responding to the issue — the position has also been
outlined by the Deputy Premier. The position is that the
government had to consider the impacts of this issue
instead of bringing rushed or ill-considered
retrospective legislation into Parliament.
Retrospective legislation is a rare creature. It is a
sovereign right of the Parliament to impose it, but that
is rarely done because of its potential impact upon
rights such as human rights, legal rights, vested rights
and so on. As the government sees it, it is also a
right — and duty — of the Parliament to respond to
issues that occur and in rare circumstances to use
retrospective legislation. However, the manner of such
a response needs to be carefully assessed, considering
the extent of the problem and potential consequences.
That brings me to what this bill does. The bill is
relatively short in the sense of the number of provisions
contained within it. There is a concise explanation in
the second-reading speech and the explanatory
memorandum. There is a very important clarification of
the government’s intention, which is to retrospectively
correct the problem of the admissibility of these
affidavits and therefore confirm the validity of the
actions that have been taken upon them whilst
nevertheless — and this is the other part of the purposes
that have been identified in the various documents I
have referred to — confirming that the issues relating to
veracity of evidence, truthfulness or otherwise of what
deponents have said in affidavits will remain an issue
for the courts to determine in their usual manner in the
instances of any cases before the courts, save for the
very specific exemptions provided in the bill.
It is probably timely to refer to those exemptions.
Clause 5 inserts new section 165 into the principal act,
the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958.
New section 165 sets out the circumstances in which
this legislation will operate in relation to the
admissibility of evidence under new
section 165(1)(a)(i) through to subsection (1)(a)(v) and
subsection (1)(b). The consequences are set out in new
subsections (1), (2) and (3). Subsections (4) and (5) are
respectively the exemption and savings provisions in
relation to retrospectivity. Time permitting, I will return
to that after the luncheon break.
It is also important to recognise the other new principal
provision which is inserted by clause 4 of the bill, new
division 12 in part IV, which sets out the new offence
of a false and misleading statement and the penalty
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units attached to that. That is designed to reaffirm the
importance of swearing an affidavit properly.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Mr O’BRIEN — The provisions of the bill are
outlined in the second-reading speech and the
explanatory memorandum, and I will not be going
through it clause by clause. As I said, I will endeavour
to respond to some of the questions raised in the
contributions by opposition members and the Greens.
In doing so I wish to confirm that the SARC report has
now been tabled. That the bill had not been to SARC
before it was debated in the other place was really the
main issue debated in the Assembly. The bill has now
been to SARC, the report has been tabled and it has
been considered by members. The reasons for the
retrospectivity and the issues that arise from it are
considered and stated in the very clear explanatory
memorandum, the statement of compatibility, the
second-reading speech and the text of the bill itself.
In relation to the question raised by Mr Pakula about
the note at the top of the SARC report, I first wish to
correct him on a minor factual matter. He indicated that
only two bills had been dealt with by speedy passage in
this Parliament. He omitted to mention another bill, the
Aboriginal Heritage Amendment Bill 2011, which was
introduced and given speedy passage. In fact SARC
reported, as it is entitled to do under section 17(c) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003, after the passage
of that bill.
Section 17 of the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003
sets out the role of SARC and its powers, obligations
and instructions to consider matters for the advice and
consideration of members of this Parliament, including
its reporting requirements. This bill is no different to
any other bill in the fact that it has now been to SARC,
a report has been tabled and members have considered
that report in preparing their contributions in this place,
which is the house of review. There has been some
legislation in previous parliaments where SARC has
reported after the legislation has been passed, including
the Crimes Legislation Amendment Act 2010 and the
Transport Legislation Amendment (Driver and Industry
Standards) Act 2008.
The next matter I wish to respond to is a question raised
by the Greens speaker, Ms Pennicuik. In relation to the
Greens amendments — —
Mr Barber — We don’t have any amendments.
Mr O’BRIEN — The contribution of the Greens,
rather. I note that the Greens do not have any
amendments; I thank Mr Barber for that.
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I note that the Greens will not be opposing the bill. I
understand the regret Ms Pennicuik has expressed. It is
a regret that all speakers have expressed. It is a regretful
situation to which the government has responded and
which the Parliament has dealt with in an expeditious
way.
In relation to the human rights issues, I again refer
Ms Pennicuik to the statement of compatibility and the
second-reading speech. These issues have been dealt
with and were additionally considered in the SARC
report.
There was one matter that needed to be clarified.
Ms Pennicuik said in her view the statement of
compatibility did not refer to the new offence. I wish to
correct that because the statement of compatibility does
refer to the new offence. At the start of the last
paragraph before the heading ‘Conclusion’ the
statement of compatibility says, on page 24 of
Tuesday’s Daily Hansard for the Legislative
Assembly:
It should also be emphasised that such validation is suitably
confined to apply only to affidavits made before
12 November 2011. Further, a new offence will attach to the
making of a false or misleading statement made after the
commencement of the bill, which will apply even if the
statement concerns an affidavit purportedly made before
commencement of the bill. This is to ensure that deponents
adhere to procedural requirements in the future.

In that regard I also note that another important matter
in relation to human rights issues is that the new
offence will apply prospectively and does not engage
charter rights in the manner that is done in retrospective
legislation, such as the Aboriginal Heritage
Amendment Act 2011 or this bill. It is the practice of
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee to
report on human rights issues that it considers have
been engaged, and it has done so in its report.
That is the situation. A new offence will apply when a
person swearing, affirming or witnessing an affidavit
makes a false or misleading statement about the
circumstances in which it was made. It will only apply
to statements made after the bill becomes law.
Deponents who make false or misleading statements in
their affidavits will continue to be charged with perjury.
There is another matter I wish to correct. Before lunch I
mentioned the figure of 3000 pending criminal cases. I
wish to confirm these numbers. I referred to the number
that had been referred to by the member for Altona in
the Assembly, Ms Hennessy, as reported on page 26 of
Tuesday’s Daily Hansard for the Legislative Assembly.
However, I am advised that the correct numbers are as
follows. In the period of amnesty the police effectively

1119

disclosed approximately 9000 potential police
personnel might be affected. In her speech
Ms Hennessy referred to 3000 pending criminal cases
in the Magistrates Court and another 300 in the
Supreme and County courts. The most recent advice
from Victoria Police is that approximately 6000 matters
in the Magistrates Court and more than 300 matters in
the higher courts have been exposed to the improperly
sworn affidavits.
The bill will apply to affidavits signed before
12 November 2011 and will capture matters where a
court has not yet ruled on the admissibility of the
evidence. As I understand it, there were 9000 police
members who disclosed during the amnesty that
potential problems might exist. If I said something
differently before, the correct number there is 9000,
which is what Ms Hennessy is reported as saying on
page 26 of Daily Hansard.
In relation to Ms Pennicuik’s further concern about the
issue of the false affidavits, the bill is quite clear and
explicit about the extent of confined operation in
relation to the admissibility of the evidence. I refer to
clause 5 of the bill, which inserts new section 165 into
the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958,
subsection (4) of which states:
Subject to subsection (3), this section does not limit a
discretion of a court —
(a) to exclude evidence in a criminal proceeding; or
(b) to stay a criminal proceeding in the interests of justice.

In further response I refer to the savings provisions in
new subsection (5), which states:
This section does not affect the rights of the parties in —

and lists various proceedings. That is how that saving
provision is expressed to operate.
I wish to make clear that nothing in the contributions to
the debate by any person, particularly myself, is
intended to be a comment on any case pending or
potentially pending before the courts. In the application
of this legislation to the facts by the judiciary every case
will of course depend on its own facts. That is the
appropriate way in which this law should be applied.
In conclusion, I commend the government for bringing
on this bill. I note that the bill will not be opposed. I
confirm that its speedy passage is an important matter,
having regard to its rare circumstances of
retrospectivity, which have been outlined in the various
contributions made.

EVIDENCE (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT (AFFIDAVITS) BILL 2012
1120

COUNCIL

Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — I rise
today to speak in favour of the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment (Affidavits)
Bill 2012. As has been lamented by Ms Pennicuik, you
do not want to have to bring in legislation which is
retrospective. In fact having to introduce legislation
which is retrospective is undesirable, but in this case it
is necessary to ensure that a greater undesirability does
not occur. The need to ensure that criminals do not use
a legal loophole in an effort to escape the gravity of
their offences impacting upon them is paramount.
Therefore we need to ensure that the evidence
presented in court is legitimately given the weight it
deserves, especially when that genuine evidence is
presented by sworn members of Victoria Police. We
must also ensure that the validity of such genuine
evidence is not able to be placed under question in the
future.
Affidavits remain an important part of gathering
evidence for a criminal case. Sworn statements of
police officers can assist the case for the prosecution or
defence, depending upon the information these
documents contain. The affidavit itself becomes
evidence admissible to a court, allowing for an
at-the-moment or shortly thereafter account of an event
to be recorded.
Given the importance of these documents, the need for
the information they contain to be correct is critical.
That is why a procedure of making an oath or
affirmation and countersigning documents has been the
established practice. Unfortunately, through the
proceedings of the County Court, it has been revealed
that some police officers have failed to undertake the
procedure of affirming an affidavit in some way or
form.
As an action of cutting corners the evidence presented
as part of some affidavits has been able to have the
quality of the information it contains tainted. The
content of the affidavit is not in question — I wish to
make that very clear. The content remains intact, as any
variance from the truth would introduce issues of
perjury. The issue is the method by which these
documents have been developed from being a report of
an incident or event into an affidavit.
The Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment
(Affidavits) Bill 2012 seeks to repair this. The bill will
amend the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1958 to ensure that the affidavits made before
12 November 2011 which do not meet the normal test
and subsequent actions which rely on those affidavits
are made valid. Mr Pakula took exception to the date of
12 November, saying it should be 23 October 2011, the
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date the County Court made its findings. However, it
makes more sense to use 12 November as the date, as
this is the day after the Court of Appeal made its
decision in relation to defective affidavits.
Police serve the community under oath, and we expect
them to carry out some of the most difficult tasks our
society can present. Investigating crimes is without
doubt exhausting, both physically and mentally. Our
police officers are trusted with sensitive information
which, at times, reaches into the very darkest parts of
humanity. Our police deserve our support when they do
their work keeping order on our streets and in society.
Victims of crime also need to know they are being
protected and that those who have inflicted harm and
grievance will be punished. For these reasons it is
necessary for this bill to pass. Our police are trusted
people, and a short cut taken in haste should not mean
that criminals can get out of being punished for their
crimes and cause victims to live in fear.
Affidavits made before 12 November 2011 which fail
to comply with legislation due to the failure of an oral
oath or affirmation, a failure to complete the jurat in
accordance with section 126 of the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958, a failure to
properly witness the signing of an affidavit, or any
other failures of compliance will be restored by this bill.
The bill also reaffirms the significance of an affidavit
and restores faith in the seriousness with which an
affidavit should be treated.
The bill creates an offence of making a false or
misleading statement about the circumstances in which
an affidavit is sworn or affirmed. Penalties for
breaching such requirements will apply. The measures
contained in this bill, one, ensure that those affidavits
which were previously flawed in the way they were
affirmed are rectified from this defect and, two,
introduce penalties for making false or misleading
statements in relation to the swearing or affirming of
affidavits by making it an offence. This bill is a
measure to maintain the rule of law in this state by not
allowing criminals to get off scot-free. It reaffirms the
trust we have in our police force and restores the
affidavit as a document of high repute. I commend this
bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clause 1
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! This is a
bill for an act to amend the Evidence (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1958 and for other purposes. My
understanding is there are just questions; there are no
amendments.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — What
I am concerned about with regard to clause 1 — and I
may refer to this more in relation to clause 5, which is
the substantive clause regarding this issue — is that it
says the purpose of the bill is:
… to address procedural defects in relation to certain
affidavits …

but the explanatory memorandum tells us that the bill
amends the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1958:
… to respond to issues identified in County Court
proceedings regarding the failure of members of Victoria
Police to properly swear or affirm affidavits in support of
search warrants.

I am concerned that the explanatory memorandum,
which explains the bill, and the minister’s
second-reading speech refer only to affidavits sworn by
police in support of search warrants, and yet the bill
will apply to all affidavits sworn before 12 November
2011. In terms of the parliamentary record, I think it is
very important that there is not a mismatch between the
explanatory memorandum, the second-reading speech
and the actual bill. The provisions in the bill are not
what the explanatory memorandum and the
second-reading speech say they are, and that needs to
be clarified for the record. It has not been so far.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The affidavits
are used by a number of different agencies to provide
evidence to courts, as well as by individuals. Some
people will have made their affidavits at police stations,
potentially exposing them to the same problem; other
classes of persons qualified to take affidavits may also
have failed to follow the correct procedures. The
legislation is designed to remedy all affidavits where
the formalities attached to swearing or affirming are not
correctly observed.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — It is
important to outline that for the community because
that reason for the bill is not recorded anywhere. The
explanatory memorandum says that ‘certain affidavits’
are affidavits sworn by police in support of search
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warrants. It is important that the government explain its
reasons for encompassing every single affidavit that
may have a cloud over it in terms of its lawfulness or
whether correct procedures were followed prior to
November 2011.
We know that 9000 police have ‘fessed up’ that they
have probably not been following the correct
procedure, and that this could relate to 6000 cases in the
Magistrates Court and 300 in the higher courts. Do the
government or the police have any way of tracing
which particular police affidavits this could relate to?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Obviously it
would be inappropriate for me to comment on any
particular case. The most recent advice I have received
from Victoria Police and the Office of Public
Prosecutions is that approximately 6000 matters in the
Magistrates Court and more than 300 matters in the
higher courts are exposed to improperly sworn
affidavits. Therefore the bill will apply to affidavits
signed before 12 November 2011 and will capture
matters where the court has not yet ruled on the
admissibility of the evidence.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) —
Another issue worth exploring in this committee stage
is the issue of the date. The government has chosen the
date 12 November 2011 and everything before that,
which would go back as far as 1958, when the evidence
act came into being. Did the government consider
doing this the other way around — that is, to try to
discover when this culture of not signing and swearing
affidavits correctly became apparent or could
reasonably be assumed to have started to happen? Was
that 10 years ago, 15 years ago? The government could,
to ensure it covered everything, go back 20 years. Why
was that approach not taken — for example, to go back
to 1982 and include everything since then, rather than
this approach, which includes any affidavit which has
ever been signed?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The purpose
of the bill is to promote certainty. In October 2011 the
trial judge in County Court proceedings ruled that a
warrant was unlawful due to defects in the supporting
affidavit. The trial judge ruled that the evidence
obtained under the warrant was inadmissible. On
11 November 2011 the Court of Appeal dismissed an
interlocutory appeal by the Director of Public
Prosecutions and upheld the trial judge’s ruling to
exclude the evidence obtained under warrant supported
by defective affidavits. Therefore the date of the Court
of Appeal decision is the date that the question of
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admissibility of the evidence was finally determined
and the potential impact of the procedural defects of
affidavits on evidence in criminal proceedings became
clear. From that date Victoria Police should have been
aware of the requirements for making an affidavit on
oath or by affirmation and should have been following
correct processes.
New section 165(1) is restricted to affidavits signed
before 12 November 2011. It is not necessary to repeat
this in every subsection. The words ‘was not at any
time’ are used to ensure that actions taken in the past in
reliance on these affidavits are not invalidated for any
of the reasons set out in new section 165(1)(a)(i)
through to (v). The words ‘taken always to have been’
are used for the same purpose.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
guess that is a no; I will take it as a no. I will follow up
on what the minister has said in his answer. My next
point is about words that are used in clause 5, so I am
happy to hold this over until we consider that clause. I
want to pick up on the words ‘was not at any time’ with
the minister, but I am happy to hold that over until we
deal with clause 5 and proceed now with my
supplementary question, which is about the police. Can
the minister advise whether the government is satisfied
that the police have this issue in hand in terms of
training and making sure that police do not do this
again?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — In terms of
the specific question asked by Ms Pennicuik the advice
I have is that Victoria Police has taken specific steps to
ensure that the procedural requirements for making
affidavits are followed by Victoria Police members.
Victoria Police has initiated an internal audit process to
ensure that any deficient practices are identified and
steps are taken to remedy any issues associated with
these affidavits. In the event that a Victoria Police
member has engaged in misconduct in the making of an
affidavit they will be subject to the usual disciplinary
processes. It was also drawn to my attention that any
affidavits sworn after 12 November 2011 are not
covered by this legislation. It is anticipated that Victoria
Police will take the appropriate and specific steps to
ensure that the procedural requirements for making
affidavits are followed by Victoria Police members.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Let
us hope that is effective. The Law Institute of Victoria
(LIV) — and I am sure members have received the
institute’s media release — raises a question that needs
to be dealt with. The media release quotes LIV
president Michael Holcroft as having said:
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‘The government has dealt with the second limb of what the
Supreme Court addressed, not the first’. Our concern is that
the evidence act and the laws of perjury have not been
addressed. Anyone who failed to swear an incorrect affidavit
will not be held responsible and cannot be prosecuted for
perjury, whereas they could have been so prosecuted if the
affidavit been properly sworn. This leaves an accountability
issue unresolved’ …

I make the qualification that the Law Institute of
Victoria issued that statement before it had seen every
detail of the bill, and I am not wanting to put words in
its mouth that it may not agree with now. However, an
issue has been raised which I think needs to be clarified
by the minister.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — In terms of
Ms Pennicuik’s specific question, the procedural
deficiencies relate only to the formal swearing or
affirming of an affidavit, and they are spelt out clearly
in the bill. The bill has no effect on the content of an
affidavit other than to validate the document as an
affidavit and therefore sworn evidence. A person who
has made statements in an affidavit knowing them to be
false will be liable to the penalties that apply to perjury.
The bill, by validating these affidavits, ensures that a
person who does this is liable for the penalties of
perjury.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister. It was valuable to have that clarified.
I have one more question on clause 1. The second part
of clause 1 refers to affidavits or documents purporting
to be affidavits — that is, documents masquerading as
affidavits. For the record it needs to be clarified what
documents purporting to be affidavits which are not
defined as such are.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — If the
formalities for swearing or affirming an affidavit were
not properly observed, the document may not actually
be an affidavit. It might, however, purport to be one;
hence the phrase ‘purporting to be an affidavit’ is an
accurate way to describe these documents.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 and 3 agreed to.
Clause 4
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question on clause 4 relates to the fact that it introduces
a new offence for making a false or misleading
statement as to swearing an affidavit. I understand that
to mean it is only about the swearing or the signing of
the affidavit, not the content. Ten penalty units will
apply to that offence. I query whether this might be a
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more serious offence in some cases than in others —
for example, when applying for a warrant. I wonder
whether the government has thought about that and
come to a view that the same penalty should apply to
everyone.

which says ‘and are taken always to have been’. The
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee actually
underlined those words for our attention. My concern
with them is that they really are a bit of rewriting of
history.

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Deputy
President, thank you for allowing me the indulgence of
that time to get clarity. In regard to the substantive issue
of perjury, the advice I have is that if the content of the
affidavit is false or misleading, then that becomes
perjury. If the issue relates to someone being asked if
they swore or affirmed the affidavit and that was
incorrect, that is where this section applies. It is about
the position when the person was swearing the
affidavit, not the content of the affidavit, and therefore
the offence specified in clause 4 falls around that.

I am wondering if perhaps there could be some better
wording which did not suggest that there was never a
time before 12 November that affidavits had to be filled
out lawfully, because that is not the case. But this
wording says it was the case when it states ‘it is not,
and was not at any time’. In new section 165(1)(b) it
says ‘and are taken always to have been effective’,
when that is not the case. I wonder what the effect
would be of not having those words there and using
other wording such as ‘for the purposes of the validity,
if prior to 12 November 2011 the steps under
section 138 had not been fully followed, the affidavit
would still be capable of being admissible in a court’,
which is not rewriting history. That is my biggest
concern with the wording of this bill; it says something
which is in fact not the case.

Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I do
not want to labour the point, but I suppose what I am
getting at is that the offence that would be committed
by not making the affidavit in the correct, lawful
way — from 12 November on — in some cases could
have much more serious ramifications than in other
cases but the penalty is the same. For example, the
ramifications of a police officer doing that in support of
a search warrant could perhaps be much more serious
than in the case of another affidavit — that is all I am
saying. Perhaps it would be picked up by disciplinary
procedures in the police. Does the minister see what I
am getting at?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I will try to
make it a bit clearer: the new offence will apply when a
person swearing, affirming or witnessing an affidavit
makes a false or misleading statement about the
circumstances in which it was made. It will only apply
to affidavits made after the bill becomes law. False or
misleading statements made by a deponent in an
affidavit will continue to be charged as perjury.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 5
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
want to query the terminology that I referred to earlier,
which I said I would hold over, in new
section 165(1)(a), which is to be inserted into the
principal act by clause 5 of the bill, where it says ‘it is
not, and was not at any time’. I am concerned about
those words, and I note that the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee also raised concerns about that
wording and the wording in new section 165(1)(b)

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I think we
need to just go back. The bill has retrospective
application to minimise the disruption caused by the
failure of members of Victoria Police to properly swear
or affirm affidavits by promoting certainty in relation to
past convictions and current and future proceedings.
This will also protect the courts, community and
victims of crime from the potential harm that may flow
from the defective affidavits.
In 1989 legislation was passed to enable Victoria Police
to provide evidence by way of affidavit rather than by
sworn testimony in court. From this time, courts and
judicial officers have relied on affidavit evidence in
support of applications for warrants, summons, orders
and process and have acted in reliance on this evidence
when issuing warrants, summons, order and process.
Evidence obtained under such warrants, orders or
process has been considered in proceedings since that
time. The effect of the retrospective application of the
bill is to ensure that these warrants, summonses, orders
and processes are not invalid due to procedural defects
in affidavits. Similarly the bill will ensure that the
admissibility of any evidence obtained under such
warrants, orders or other process is not compromised.
In addition, this is to ensure that the bill does not
interfere with any decision of a court made on such
matters prior to the bill.
In conclusion, new section 165(1) is restricted to
affidavits signed before 12 November 2011. As I said,
it is not necessary to repeat this in every subsection.

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
1124

COUNCIL

The words ‘was not at any time’ are used to ensure that
actions taken in the past in reliance on these affidavits
are not invalidated for any of the reasons in new
section 165(1)(a)(i) through to (v). They are outlined on
pages 3 and 4 of the bill. The words ‘taken always to
have been’ are used for the same purpose.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — What
has come to light in that answer is something that I
raise because of the time frame and trying to research
the bill in between speaking on other items in the
chamber et cetera. In his answer the minister mentioned
that the swearing of affidavits instead of having to
provide sworn testimony in court came in in 1989. That
goes to my earlier point about clause 1, as to why this
bill is going back forever, until time immemorial, when
it could possibly have been better worded as ‘between
1989 and 12 November 2011’. I am concerned about
the breadth and the going back in time.
The minister might want to get some advice on whether
that 1989 amending legislation would have covered it. I
understand the purpose of the bill. I am concerned
about those words being inserted into an act of this
Parliament that indicate this was not the case at any
time, when that is not truly so. All I am positing is
whether the government has considered any other
words such that it would not be making a definitive
statement which is clearly not correct in the historical
context. If the minister could clarify that 1989 date for
me, that would be helpful.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — Again I
reflect back on what was said. The purpose of this bill
is to promote certainty in terms of the particular issues
that have been raised. Whilst 1989 is taken as the point
when the enabling legislation was passed, we are not to
know whether affidavits or otherwise made prior to that
time — for example, in 1987 — could be relied on at
some later point. I take Ms Pennicuik’s point about a
certain point in time. The government’s position is that
the legislation as drafted would give certainty in respect
of the particular issues that have been raised in the
courts.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister. I think it is important to put these
things on the record. I have only one more question,
and that is in regard to the issue that was raised by the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee (SARC)
in the second paragraph of the last page of its report:
The committee also notes that a possible effect of new
section 165 may be to remove potential obstacles to causes of
action to the extent that those causes rely or relied on proof
that an affidavit or consequent process was effective or valid.
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In the case of criminal offences that may depend on such
proof (for example, perjury or resisting an arrest), new
section 165’s retrospective operation may allow someone to
be convicted (or to remain convicted) of a criminal offence
that could not (or ought not to have been) charged under the
law applicable at the time the offence was committed. Such
an effect may limit the charter’s right against retrospective
criminal liability.

I am sure that the minister would be able to get some
advice on this, because I am sure that his advisers have
read the SARC report, so I ask whether the minister
could get some advice on that particular question.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — The advice I
have is that if the formalities for swearing or affirming
an affidavit were not properly observed and the
document may therefore not be an affidavit, then the
legislation will purport that the affidavit is accurate, in
terms of describing the document, but the intention of
the government is clear in what is outlined there — that
is, the government’s position is to make it such that the
retrospective operation will not impinge upon a
person’s conviction unless there is an element of
perjury in the affidavit.
Clause agreed to; clause 6 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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The Deputy Clerk — The Clerk has received a
letter from the Minister for Water.
Letter at page 1157.

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL 2012
Statement of compatibility
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Statute Law
Revision Bill 2012.
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In my opinion, the Statute Law Revision Bill 2012, as
introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with the
human rights protected by the charter act. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The bill corrects a number of ambiguities, minor omissions
and errors found in statutes to ensure the meaning of acts is
clear and reflect the intention of Parliament.
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The bill will make technical improvements to the
state’s statutes, rather than substantive amendments.
The technical corrections effected by this bill will make
it easier for the state’s statutes to be administered,
interpreted and applied.
I commend the bill to the house.

Human rights issues

Debate adjourned for Mr LENDERS (Southern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Leane.

1.

Debate adjourned until Thursday, 15 March.

Human rights protected by the charter that are
relevant to the bill

This bill does not engage any of the rights under the charter
act.
2.

Consideration of reasonable limitations — section 7(2)

As the bill does not engage any of the rights under the charter
act, it is not necessary to consider section 7(2) of the charter
act.
Conclusion

Referral to committee
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — By
leave, I move:
That the proposals contained in the Statute Law Revision Bill
2012 be referred to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee for inquiry, consideration and report.

Motion agreed to.

I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 because it does
not engage any human rights issues.
The Hon. David Davis, MLC
Minister for Health

Second reading
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

The bill before the house, the Statute Law Revision Bill
2012, is a regular mechanism for reviewing statute law
in Victoria. The bill is important to the orderly
management of the state’s statutes so that the laws
remain clear, relevant and accurate.
The bill corrects a number of ambiguities, minor
omissions and errors found in statutes to ensure the
meaning of acts is clear and reflects the intention of
Parliament.
The bill corrects spelling and grammatical errors and
makes any amendments that should have been made as
consequential amendments when legislation was first
passed.
The bill should be seen as part of the Victorian
Parliament’s regular housekeeping arrangements. The
government has an obligation to bring forward, on a
regular basis, legislation of this nature to ensure the law
of Victoria is as current as possible.

PARKS AND CROWN LAND
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2011
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 February; motion of
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) .
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, Acting President, for the opportunity to
speak on the Parks and Crown Land Legislation
Amendment Bill 2011. From my vantage point, and in
terms of my own personal political journey, I say to
members of the chamber that I have had a high degree
of personal identification with parks legislation over a
very long period of time. From the time I joined the
staff of the then Cain government in the 1980s until
now, I have been acutely interested and very often
engaged in the preparation and consideration of parks
legislation. Without necessarily trying to make this a
story about myself, there are a number of elements in
this current piece of legislation that relate to some of the
work that I might have undertaken, outcomes I have
been committed to and that ultimately have been
delivered by good government officers, because the
government has adopted some of those actions, has
acted in accordance with them and has delivered on
those outcomes by putting forward this piece of
legislation.
I wholeheartedly congratulate the government on this
piece of legislation. What I would like to do, hopefully
in a reasonably straightforward fashion, is identify the
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elements of the bill that in my view are the most
significant and then run through some elements that
might be value neutral in terms of whether they are
necessarily good or bad but might be administrative
things that it would be wise to do. There are a number
of tidying up elements to this bill. There are a number
of elements that I might be concerned about — but not
overly — that could ultimately prevent support for the
legislation. There are some matters that may draw
attention. The government should be aware of and
respectful of these, and it will have the opportunity to
respond to them when we move an amendment or two
during the committee stage of the bill.
To run through those items, the most significant reform
and the issue that I most wholeheartedly support in this
legislation is the delivery of some degree of justice to
the Aboriginal people of the state of Victoria, the
delivery of some recognition and respect for the
connection between Aboriginal communities in this
state and the acknowledgement of the obligations of the
Victorian government that were established under
Victorian law during the Labor government’s
administration. I refer to agreements that were entered
into by the Labor government in relation to land justice
outcomes that are now delivered in statute by the
Baillieu government. To that degree we congratulate
the government for pursuing and seeing that issue
through. The issue of Aboriginal connection to the land
is the most important and the best element of this piece
of legislation.
There are items that relate to what I describe as a
number of sensible administrative licensing and leasing
arrangements that have been bundled into the bill. They
range from sensible decision-making processes in
relation to fire management on public land and a
sensible approach to leasing arrangements that are
applied to private development on public land in
Victoria. As is often the case, virtually every year there
is some degree of administrative tidying up of the
parcels of land that have come on and gone off the
public estate. In this case there has been an
accumulation of parcels of land that have been added to
the parks system in Victoria, and there has been some
reclassification of the conservation values of some of
those parcels of land. I think from the perspective of the
Victorian community they are timely, appropriate and
welcome.
A basket of issues is dealt with in the legislation that
relate to more active engagement with public land that
may be subject to legislative provisions, approvals and
protocols and procedures to deal with the actions that
can appropriately take place on various parts of that
land, including national parks in Victoria. These are the
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elements that in the main may have some degree of
appropriateness to them but that leave us in opposition
and those in the community — and I do not think we
will be alone in that regard in this discussion today —
with some concerns about the more intensive usage of
public land. This piece of legislation covers a number
of those elements, whether it be in regard to access to
firewood in two national parks or activities that involve
hunting and the control of weapons on public land,
including national parks in Victoria.
The bill contains elements that relate to mining leases,
exploration licences, opportunities for ongoing apiary
licences on public land and the way they will be dealt
with. With the exception of a concern we have about
the management of firewood, we believe the measures
in this piece of legislation are, by and large, reasonable.
They are undertaken in various ways across the
Victorian landscape each and every day, and they
should be able to take place across the Victorian
landscape in the previous and existing governments’
policy settings. However, there are some cautionary
tales, and some consideration should be given to the
appropriate management of those matters now and into
the future. They are the issues I draw attention to.
Running through some details about the categories I
have created for my contribution to the debate, I would
like to go back to the most important element of this
piece of legislation, the element that I most
wholeheartedly support, both as an individual within
the state of Victoria and as a member of the Labor Party
who entered into agreements with the Aboriginal
communities in Victoria in the name of land justice,
agreements which concluded with an agreement with
the Gunai Kurnai people.
One of the last tangible, useful things I did as a minister
in the state of Victoria was to create the circumstances
in which the Aboriginal land justice bill passed. An
agreement was entered into with the Gunai Kurnai
people that committed the Victorian government to
exchanging parcels of land with the Gunai Kurnai
people to create circumstances where they would be
involved in the co-management of important parcels of
the public land estate in Gippsland generally, and this
piece of legislation in part substantially delivers some
of those obligations. As I have indicated, I congratulate
the Gunai Kurnai people on that outcome, I
congratulate the Victorian community, I congratulate
the good people who work within government
administration in Victoria for seeing this through and I
congratulate the Baillieu government for delivering on
that undertaking and bringing this bill before the house.
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Creating the Lake Tyers State Park is the tangible
demonstration of that achievement, where
8600 hectares of the public land estate will be made
into a park that will be subject to co-management with
the Gunai Kurnai people. Going way back to the days
when there was a more bipartisan — let alone
tripartisan — approach to environment matters in this
state when the former Land Conservation Council did
good establishment work on behalf of the people of
Victoria and made recommendations that we are all the
beneficiaries of in terms of the appropriate land use
policies we have across Victoria, this legislation is
consistent. In those days national parks bills did not
usually divide people within the Parliament of Victoria.
Those were the good old days, and the
recommendations that are embedded in this bill in
relation to public land values go as far back as then.
Those values were brought into sharp focus during the
course of 2010, when the land justice agreement was
concluded between the Gunai Kurnai people and the
outgoing Labor government, of which I was a member.
That agreement has now seen the establishment of the
Lake Tyers State Park and the Gippsland Lakes
Reserve of Raymond Island, which is 215 hectares of
public land that has been designated as a reserve. It has
gained recognition in the state of Victoria as a place of
cultural significance to the Gunai Kurnai people. It has
been incorporated into the parks regime and will
hopefully be subject to ongoing work between the
Gunai Kurnai people and Victorian agencies about the
way in which that parcel of land should be
appropriately managed into the future.
From my perspective those are the most significant
elements of this bill by a country mile, but there are
other elements in this bill worthy of recognition,
including the renaming of the area previously known as
the St Arnaud Range National Park in north central
Victoria, which is now known as the Kara Kara
National Park. I hope this demonstrates the increasing
recognition of the role of cultural heritage and
connection to country for Aboriginal people across the
state and in this case the people in north central
Victoria.
That recognition, I hope, will play some role in
improving the connection to country and the
recognition of Aboriginal land justice in Victoria and
will continue to add to the ability of Aboriginal people
to be involved in land management across Victoria. I
encourage the Baillieu government to pick up on the
work that sees the bill before the house, to build
productive and constructive relationships with
Aboriginal people right across Victoria and, if it can
within its lifetime, establish further land justice
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agreements with Aboriginal communities. That would
be a fantastic outcome for all Victorians into the future.
There are a number of items within the bill that deal
with what I consider to be sensible administrative
arrangements, and they are primarily in two areas. One
relates to the administrative arrangements and
requirements for consultation and consideration of the
fire agencies, in particular decisions that may be made
about appropriate fire management regimes that should
be applied across the public land estate. Some relatively
elegant administrative arrangements are embedded in
this bill. They try to guarantee that timely and
appropriate conversations and considerations will take
place. What this means, in particular, is that if DSE
(Department of Sustainability and Environment) or
other fire agencies want to impact on public land that
may be managed by Parks Victoria, there is a line of
communication that guarantees that that takes place.
That is one tick.
The next tick is in relation to streamlining the
conversations that may occur internally within DSE to
ensure that we do not go around and around in circles in
responding to emergencies and that the lines of
delegation, communication and accountability are clear
so that decisive action may take place. Certainly that is
something that we recognise as an important outcome,
and we hope that that will assist in our fire mitigation
effort.
The other issue to which I draw attention in the basket
of administrative arrangements relates to what I
consider to be a sensible agreement for the leasing
arrangements at Arthurs Seat on the Mornington
Peninsula, which is the location of the chairlift. Many
members of the Victorian community will know that
the previous chairlift fell into some degree of
deterioration in terms of its occupational health and
safety requirements. The level of investment that
underpinned the chairlift, its financial viability and how
it connected to the landscape deteriorated over time,
and unfortunately the chairlift fell into decline, almost
literally.
One of the issues tidied up in the last year of the
administration in which I was minister was that we
entered into a heads of agreement with an operator to
deliver a rebuild and refit of the chairlift at Arthurs
Seat. The objective we sought to achieve then was to
ensure that the level of investment was commensurate
with the standard and fittings and that ultimately an
ongoing, viable, safe chairlift development would take
place on that site into the future.
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I was mindful at the time, on the basis of advice that
had come to me from Parks Victoria and confirmed by
DSE, that to financially secure such a level of private
sector investment it may have been incumbent upon us
to move beyond what was a 21-year leasing agreement
for that chairlift. I was personally satisfied that that was
a reasonable outcome, and I recommended to my
cabinet colleagues at the time that we endorse such a
policy. I believe we would have delivered a similar
outcome to what has been delivered in the provisions of
this bill, which will allow for a leasing arrangement in
excess of 21 years if the minister is satisfied that it is
appropriate in the circumstances of guaranteeing a
desirable public policy outcome for the amenity and
safety of Victorians and that the private sector
investment that underpinned it would have a reasonable
rate of return from such a leasing arrangement.
Therefore the opposition supports such an approach, as
it is consistent with what I believe would have been our
approach had we stayed in office.
In relation to the parcels of land that add to the public
estate — the next category of issues — I congratulate
the Victorian government on adding further parcels of
land to the public estate. Modest as they may be, they
are nonetheless important incremental additions right
around Victoria. We quite regularly have minor
boundary adjustments adding to the public estate, and
this bill continues with that theme.
In particular, as the government acknowledged in the
second-reading speech, it is totally appropriate and
incumbent on me to join the government in thanking
the family and loved ones of Ms Karma Hastwell, who
unfortunately died in the fires of 2009. As part of her
estate the state of Victoria was the beneficiary of
27 hectares which has been added to the Kinglake
National Park. We should, as a community, be very
grateful for that generosity and recognise
Ms Hastwell’s connection to that country and the
generosity of spirit in this bequest. I think the Victorian
people are indebted into the future and should be
mindful of the preciousness and precarious nature of
that beautiful landscape. We should do our best to
protect its environmental values and ensure that they
are protected within the Kinglake National Park into the
future.
The other issue relates to small parcels of land which
can have a big impact on local communities. The
Frankston reserve that had previously been a water
treatment facility in Frankston had been subject to
electoral undertakings by the Labor government when
we came to office — a process by which the public
land values were assessed and incorporated into the
reserve system. Again, I do not necessarily want to talk
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about myself, but I was involved with establishing and
embarking upon a community consultation about how
this land should be used, which had some degree of
limited success, but clearly the arguments about its
relative conservation status that were put to me were
not as compelling as those put to the current
government because, based on the advice I received,
the land’s reservation status within this document may
not have been justified. But clearly this government’s
conservation ethic has gone ahead of its advice and it
has designated the reserve status in accordance with this
piece of legislation.
The effect of this will be that those people who wanted
to walk their dogs through the reserve will be
disappointed. This government will not let that happen.
It is very keen to ensure that that is the outcome
because it is not consistent with the new land status that
this reserve obviously now warrants. Congratulations to
the government on identifying those environmental
values that may not have been as apparent when I was
minister as they are today.
Beyond that, a range of matters deserve some degree of
scrutiny. The issue that is going to be most contentious
between the government and the opposition is that of
firewood and its availability within the Barmah and
Gunbower national parks. I think the other matters —
hunting, including opportunities for hunting within
specified areas of the Alpine National Park; mining;
opportunities for apiarists; and control of weapons in
the newly established Lake Tyers State Park — are
reasonably well contained and pretty consistent with the
approach of the previous administration. My only
question there is whether these things will grow in
scope, in the sense of growing as a result of
deregulation, and whether we will shift the way in
which the public treats the public landscape, national
parks in particular, and whether we will maintain the
right balance between legislative provisions and what
might be accepted understandings of the
appropriateness of those activities across public land.
We need to ensure that we do not allow these
legislative measures or other measures to lead to
relevant standards and protections sliding, creating a
deteriorating situation across the landscape.
Those outcomes are not necessarily being driven by this
piece of legislation, so I do not necessarily want to bell
the cat, if that is an appropriate phrase in relation to this
issue — although we do not want feral cats on public
land either. That is not the issue here. The issue is what
the take-home message is for the Victorian community
about access to public land, in particular national parks,
and whether a clear expectation and culture are set.
They are in part set by other actions the government
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may take — not necessarily legislative but running
parallel with these issues.
No-one in this chamber or in the community would be
surprised at my concern about the most symbolic of
those actions — that is, the return of cattle grazing to
the Alpine National Park. The government had that as
part of its electoral mandate; I do not dispute and have
never disputed that. It may not have been well
understood or heard in the Victorian community, but it
was there. I noticed it; I knew that it was there; I knew
it was likely to happen. I lament that it happened. I
lament the determination of the Victorian government
to continue to allow it to occur.
A continuation of such measures will erode the
confidence we as a community can have about the
calibre of protections under Victorian law of the
national park estate. It would give the Victorian
community a perception totally counter to the spirit
with which I entered into this discussion some
20 minutes ago when I congratulated the government
on adding to the national park estate. It would be very
disappointing if the most symbolic high-profile issue
that occurred in the Victorian landscape in relation to
national parks was one driven by the government and
that diminished the standing of national parks and their
environmental values. That is a significant issue the
government should be aware of, particularly as today
announcements were made that the removal of cattle
from the Murray River national parks may have been
slowed. That may be of concern, particularly if it adds
to the deterioration of environmental values within
those parks.
This is my way back to talking about the firewood
situation. When those important parks were created
undertakings were made by the Victorian government
to limit the availability of firewood from those national
parks. When they were established there was a
two-year horizon for when firewood could be extracted
from locations within the parks that had previously
been subjected to sawlog and timber extraction
activities. That two-year period is about to come to a
close. The government would argue that the extension
contained in this bill, which will add three years to that
window of opportunity, has been driven in the first
place by adverse weather conditions. In relation to
those areas where firewood extraction is prevented the
government is concerned about communities — along
the Murray in this particular case but also beyond the
Murray — having ongoing issues with the availability
of firewood and cost of living issues. That is a
legitimate issue and one I never lost sight off when I
was a minister.
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Mrs Peulich — This is your real passion, isn’t it?
Mr JENNINGS — Pardon?
Mrs Peulich — The environment is your real
passion.
Mr JENNINGS — I am sure you’ve never seen me
talk passionately about health before!
The issue is how the government provides for
sustainable access to firewood. This government and
our government had very different views about how
that is best handled. We are concerned that there is
effectively open slather across the landscape in terms of
provisions about the availability of firewood. The
provision the government has put into this bill to extend
the window of opportunity for firewood extraction for
three years might have been reasonable were it not for
the fact that no permits are required.
There is no confidence. Even though the government
asserts that there is no change in the policy settings, it is
in fact the policy setting that has been put in place right
across Victoria, consistent with removing permit
arrangements to create open slather for access to
firewood right across the landscape, which means that
these areas have in effect had those protections that are
embedded in the Victorian legislation eroded to start
with, and that is now compounded by this new window.
When we get to the committee stage of debate on this
bill it is my intention to move an amendment to delete
the clauses in this bill — clauses 12 and 13 — that
relate to the designation of firewood extraction and the
window that is available to the government and the
community to extract that timber over the next three
years. The net effect of the amendments I will be
moving would simply to take us back to the existing
provisions of the act and the existing undertakings to
have it sunsetted by 30 June this year to prevent
ongoing access to firewood in national parks.
I remind the government and the community that there
was a strategy and a commitment in place to allow
ongoing timber activity in Gunbower Forest and other
parcels of public land to regulate the availability of
firewood across Victoria, and that was an issue an
ongoing Labor administration would have continued to
focus on were we in office. That is not an issue that we
would have ignored or run away from. Certainly our
approach would not have been to continue to extract
firewood from national parks. That is why we will
oppose those two particular clauses, but those two
clauses remaining in the bill will not be sufficient to
prevent us supporting this piece of legislation, although
I would urge government members to join us in the
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committee stage and delete those clauses that have
adverse impacts on those national parks. Then we can
all wholeheartedly celebrate the positive elements of
this piece of legislation, in particular those that
recognise Aboriginal connections to the country in
Victoria and satisfy the undertakings of the Victorian
government to the Gunai Kurnai people in particular in
this instance. For those issues alone, we should
celebrate the key elements of this legislation and
congratulate the government for it.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I am very
pleased to be voting for a bill designed to expand our
national park estate. Victoria is the most ecological
damaged state of Australia. We have one of the worst
records for species extinctions, and many of our species
and ecosystems are still in decline and barely hanging
on.
It was not so long ago that the Liberal Party and The
Nationals in opposition used to froth at the mouth at the
very mention of national parks. What makes this bill
quite odd is that at one point The Nationals’ policy was
that for every hectare of national park that was to be
created they would remove a hectare of national park
somewhere else. Generally speaking when The
Nationals in opposition tried to woo the shooters and
other lobbyists they talked about national parks as if
national parks were part of a one-world government,
global, homosexual conspiracy to depopulate the earth
of humans. Now in government they find that national
parks are a good news story, and when you are part of a
government and need good headlines, you know that
creating or expanding a national park or upgrading its
protected status is a good way to create good news,
because the vast majority of Victorians understand the
role of national parks. They value them, they want to
see them protected and they enjoy them. Even if they
do not visit them, they still like to know that they are
there.
We are adding a large number of small parcels, which
nevertheless add up to a significant number of hectares,
to the national park estate. We are upgrading certain
other parks to nature conservation status, reflecting that
the dominant purpose of these parks will be the
protection of ecosystems and species and that other
uses some might like to promote are secondary to
nature conservation. Therefore decisions about the
management of those parks must be made with nature
conservation as the ultimate object.
We are making a small addition to the Alpine National
Park. I recently noted that the government has
determined to challenge in the Federal Court of
Australia the decision of the federal Minister for
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Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and
Communities, Tony Burke, to ban cattle from the
Alpine National Park using the provisions of the federal
EPBC act (Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999). The federal minister says the
proposal is clearly unacceptable. There is a section in
that act that allows the minister to reject a proposal
where it is clearly unacceptable, even without running it
through the usual assessment processes, and that is
what he has determined cattle grazing in the Alpine
National Park to be — unacceptable.
The government is very brave in going off to the
Federal Court. It will not be the first time the EPBC act
has been challenged in the Federal Court or that
concerned citizens or environmental stakeholders have
gone to the Federal Court to support the objectives of
the EPBC act through the third-party rights that are
quite correctly contained in the act. Even though
environmental groups have had standing established by
the courts for many years, it is quite right and proper
that third parties can easily access a court proceeding in
relation to the EPBC act. That is because the act is there
to protect the environment, and the environment cannot
speak for itself; it needs citizens and organised groups
to do so.
I will be very interested to see the progress of the
government’s Federal Court case and whether the
government — assuming it loses, which I assume it
will — will seek to go on to the High Court of Australia
and challenge the constitutional basis of the EPBC act.
The EPBC act has not been to the High Court. It has
not been examined by the High Court before this, and
the High Court will no doubt affirm that the purpose
served by the EPBC act is to protect the environment.
The head of power for the EPBC act is Australia’s
signature on the biodiversity treaty, and the aims of that
treaty are to protect the environment, not to allow for
other aims that the government might like to achieve
and not to balance up someone else’s interests versus
environmental protection.
Quite simply, protect means protect. Protect does not
mean continue to allow to be endangered and allow to
get more endangered until there is a crisis situation and
then do something. In my view protect means protect,
but it also means making our ecosystems less
endangered and more resilient and ensuring that they
are able to exist for millennia into the future and can
follow their evolutionary paths. There are many small
additions being proposed in this bill to national parks,
which I think will help assist with that aim.
On the other side of the ledger, though, is biodiversity
on private land. While many of our important public
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land areas do have the right protected status, on private
land it is another story. I am aware, because I have
heard it spoken in this chamber, that there may be
government MPs who want to further reduce the
controls for the protection of biodiversity on private
land. At the moment those controls do not achieve a net
gain of native vegetation or ecosystem health. We are
still in decline in the most ecologically damaged state. I
do not know how the government thinks it can improve
native vegetation controls without further threatening
those ecosystems. We need stronger controls, not
weaker ones.

It is very important that we give bills proper scrutiny,
and ministers are always ably assisted by policy
advisers in the advisers booth. I am not sure whether
they are considered to be front-line or back-line staff,
given the government’s stated intention at the moment
to cut 10 per cent of the public service, particularly
back-line staff.

As Mr Jennings quite eloquently stated, this legislation
also brings into law some aspects agreed between
government and the Gunai Kurnai traditional owner
group to achieve the aims of shared management
between Aboriginal people and the holder of some parts
of our Crown land estate. It is very gratifying to reflect
that the Greens joined together with the Labor Party to
pass a piece of legislation in the very last days of the
previous Parliament to allow for that particular native
title agreement to be completed and covering those
specific elements of Crown land. Without that
legislation, what is being delivered here today would
not have been possible.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I apologise to Mrs Petrovich, but I was not
listening intently. I will take advice from the Clerk.

It takes a bit of the gloss off the good news story for
members of the government that in opposition they
actually voted against the provisions that allowed the
very thing we are delivering here today. But who
knows what direction government members will take
now that they are in government? They are no longer
fringe dwellers in the environmental debate. The
government is now by necessity looking to capture the
mainstream on the environmental question in Victoria.
Mr Jennings might agree it is just part of being in
government that one automatically finds oneself trying
to govern for all Victorians. In opposition one may take
various positions seen to be strategic at the time, but
this bill is proof that in government all parties have to
moderate their demands and deal with what is practical.
However, there are some questions about the
functioning of certain parts of the bill which I will seek
answers to in committee. The questions are in relation
to clause 5, which provides for guns to be carried in
national parks and for the expansion of the area
available for deerstalkers in the Alpine National Park.
There is also the issue of the continual removal of
firewood, on which the Labor Party has foreshadowed
an amendment, and on clause 16 I have a couple of
questions specific to the addition of land to the Otway
Forest Park at Yeodene which I would like to explore
with the minister.

Mrs Petrovich — On a point of order, Acting
President, I ask that the speaker come back to being
relevant to the bill. He has wandered quite far and wide
in the last few minutes.

I do not uphold the point of order, but I ask Mr Barber
to speak to the bill.
Mr BARBER — Absolutely. I will endeavour to be
completely on point. That point is that it is not just me;
it is in fact the Liberal Party and The Nationals that for
a long, long time have said there is insufficient
resourcing available for the management of our public
lands, which we are adding to here today.
In years gone by the Liberal Party and The Nationals
argued that as a reason not to create any new national
parks. I of course argued the opposite. I notice,
although I am still sifting through various unanswered
questions on notice and matching them to information I
am seeking, that there has not been a significant
increase in moneys available to Parks Victoria in this
budget. As I said, the coalition parties for 11 years
dined out on the fact that parks were neglected and in
their view overrun by weeds and feral animals. One
would think as a first order of business government
members would be rolling up their sleeves and
providing significant funds to ensure all those matters
were taken care of. They are matters that have been the
subject of Auditor-General’s reports. Some of them
have scandalised all of us with an interest in nature
conservation, including, notably, the inability to trace
money that was provided to marine national parks. That
is now the subject of another inquiry set off by this
government, an inquiry which will no doubt present
findings to Parliament in appropriate time.
Since the government has stated that it intends to cut
10 per cent of public sector service numbers, depending
on which side of the semantic coin you are talking to
Treasurer Kim Wells about that day, one has to ask the
question, even as we debate this bill today, will there be
sufficient staff retained in the Department of
Sustainability and Environment and Parks Victoria to
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properly manage these lands? That is what leads us to
the front-line versus back-line question.
As you can see, Acting President, I am being 100 per
cent relevant to the bill and right on point. I am pretty
confident that a minister at the table will want to have
his policy advisers accessible to him. While they may
not be out there raking fire lines, from the minister’s
point of view they will be front-line staff. We will see
as time goes on.
It is always going to be the case that we will give these
bills good scrutiny during the committee stage, and I
am looking forward to that in this particular case. In any
case, I am proud to be supporting this piece of
Liberal-Nationals legislation which is designed to
expand the national park and protected areas of the
state. There were times there when I did not know
whether I would see the day, but I am gratified that it
has come to pass. I am sure that there will be more like
it as time goes on.
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I will
also try hard to stick to the point of where I am going. I
welcome the opportunity to speak on the Parks and
Crown Land Legislation Amendment Bill 2011 on
behalf of the government. The bill includes an
extension of several parks in my electorate of Northern
Victoria Region, a very large and beautiful electorate
which has suffered at the hands of a range of weather
extremes over the past 10 years and as we speak is once
again experiencing floods.
The bill reflects the government’s support for
protecting the state’s natural assets and enhancing the
state parks and reserves system to benefit the
environment and the community. We are fortunate to
have an extensive parks system across the state of
Victoria in which the community can enjoy a range of
activities. The coalition has a longstanding commitment
to protecting the environment and to enhancing and
protecting Victoria’s natural assets for future
generations to enjoy. It is important to note that the
coalition’s policy includes a policy of people being in
parks. Parks are not to be locked up and ignored. Parks
are to be enhanced and to be looked after, and people
should have the opportunity to enjoy our natural assets.
This bill creates the Lake Tyers State Park and
Gippsland Lakes Reserve (Raymond Island) covering
an area of approximately 8600 hectares. The bill will
also add 1300 hectares to 12 existing parks: the Alpine,
Chiltern-Mount Pilot, French Island, Grampians,
Kinglake, Lower Goulburn, Mitchell River,
Mornington Peninsula and Warby-Ovens national
parks, as well as Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park,
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Macedon Regional Park — one which is very dear to
my heart — and Otway Forest Park. It also makes small
additions to the Arthurs Seat State Park and changes to
the lease arrangements to accommodate the future of
the Arthurs Seat chairlift.
It was heartening to hear the comments from
Mr Jennings, which included complimentary words
such as ‘sensible’, ‘acknowledgement’ and
‘congratulations’. That was a lovely bipartisan
acknowledgement of the work that has gone into the
provision of this bill. It is important to acknowledge the
work that has gone on before as well as the work that
continues to ensure the viability of these very special
places.
Most of the additions were purchased as part of the
conservation land purchase program to offset clearing
associated with the construction of strategic fuel breaks
on public land in other places. I would like to give
special acknowledgement to the generous donation, as
has been mentioned a couple of times previously, by
the late Ms Karma Hastwell of a nearly 27-hectare
addition to Kinglake National Park. Ms Hastwell had a
long association with the park, but tragically, along
with many others, she lost her life in the 2009 Black
Saturday fires.
The bill renames St Arnaud Range National Park as
Kara Kara National Park. It was also ably
acknowledged by Mr Jennings that this has significance
for the local indigenous community as well as for the
broader community. This park was created in 2002 and,
as I said, the name change reflects community
sentiment and has evolved after extensive community
consultation. ‘Kara kara’ means ‘gold’ in the native Dja
Dja Wurrung language. The name change has the
support of the local communities and the Shire of
Northern Grampians as well as various local user
groups and residents groups, and it has been endorsed
by the Registrar of Geographic Names, which is
significant.
Under the bill the period in which firewood can be
collected from former logging coupes in the Barmah
and Gunbower national parks will be extended to
30 June 2015. That is significant to note. We know —
it is quite predictable — that the issue of firewood
collection has prompted the usual exaggerated, alarmist
and green-dyed language from opposition and Greens
members alike. This is a little unfortunate, because this
piece of work sets out to ensure that Victorians who
have no other form of heating have a reliable source of
firewood. When I was a child, a family activity — and I
have done this with my own children — was to go out
and collect firewood for the winter. That has not
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happened so much in recent years. It is very important
for people to have a reliable source of heating. I suspect
this measure will not fulfil all the needs of those people
who rely on wood-burning fires to keep warm, but it
will go a long way towards cleaning up around those
former logging coupes and some of the debris in the
Barmah and other areas.
Interestingly the member for Macedon in the other
place acknowledges that she burns wood, as I do. For
me it is now occasionally and is not a main source of
heating. I refer to her comments about firewood
collection in former logging coupes:
… it is a scary thing … you have people who would not know
one end of a chainsaw from another getting in there and
crawling over each other trying to get to this firewood.

I do not think that paints a very good picture of rural
Victorians and how they operate. I do not think people
who respect the bush have any intention of causing it
damage. I know they do not. As a representative of and
having been born and bred in country Victoria I get
very sick of this sort of condescending and offensive
description of my rural constituents. It conjures images
of country people being unskilled and inept. The reality,
of course, is not anything like that. They do not lack
common sense, and they do take appropriate care. It is
important to note that one of the reasons these people
would be looking to collect firewood is that it is
essential for keeping warm.
We will probably talk about this further in committee,
because I know there are questions around that, so I
will skim over the part around firewood collection.
There has been an extension of dates and collection
times. One of the reasons for that is we have had floods
and much of the forests which are included in the parks
have been inaccessible. It is pretty fair to say that in
areas around the Barmah some of the water has not
subsided until recently, and as we speak they may be
having another incident. It makes things a little difficult
to get in and out, and we certainly would not want
people getting in there and getting bogged. Access to
these areas has been considered, and great care has
been taken to make sure that there is access in and out
and there is minimisation of the impact on other
vegetation and biodiversity.
Consistent with the firewood collection periods across
the state, firewood collection will be permitted in
designated areas from 1 March until 30 June and from
1 September until 30 November. These are the two
seasons in which firewood may be collected so that
people are not bogging up the park in winter or creating
a fire risk in summer. Both those things are front of
mind for all of us.
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Parks Victoria will continue to police firewood
collection in the Barmah and Gunbower national parks,
as it has always done, and it will not be open slather, as
was implied by one of the previous speakers and by
speakers in the other house during debate on this bill.
Firewood collection will be policed. People collecting
firewood will be advised of the terms and conditions
around the collection of firewood. Signs will be placed
at firewood collection sites, and Parks Victoria staff
will conduct regular patrols to ensure that members of
the public are aware of the terms and conditions of
collection. This is all about enhancing the usage of
parks, about parks officers being out there interacting
with the public and about debris that can be burnt being
taken away and put to good use. It is really a very
sustainable approach to — —
Mr Barber — Debris?
Mrs PETROVICH — Yes, from logging coupes.
It is a very sustainable approach to communities
utilising what would, in many cases, just be an added
fire risk, which is something none of us wants. When
you look at some of the impacts of ladder fuel, you see
that it particularly impacts on red gum forests. Red gum
forests do not regenerate particularly well after they
have burnt, so we must ensure that there is a much
cleaner forest floor and that we do not have the sorts of
impacts that we have seen in areas that have been
logged previously. It is good to see that work
happening.
Mr Barber — I agree. Logging does increase fire
risk, yes.
Mrs PETROVICH — A lot of things increase fire
risk, Mr Barber. In particular, locking up forests and
leaving them increases fire risk. Parks should definitely
be used, and they should definitely be looked after.
There is a range of fire mitigation tools that can be used
to protect our forests.
Mr Barber — All that regrowth around Kinglake,
what happened to that when the fire came through? It
went up like a torch.
Mrs PETROVICH — I do not want to enter into
that, Mr Barber. The circumstances around Kinglake
should be treated with some sensitivity. That
community is in recovery mode now, and it is very
good to see some great endomorphic growth — —
Mr Barber — I’m not allowed to debate your
policies; is that what you’re saying? Your policies are
not open to debate anymore?
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Mrs PETROVICH — I am sure Mr Barber will get
his opportunity a little later in the committee stage to
raise a variety of points.
An interesting point to raise is that the Forests Act 1958
contains another provision relating to fire prevention
and fire suppression in state forest parks and, under the
National Parks Act 1975, Crown land declared to be
protected public land. The provision — and this is
something that was raised with me by a number of
people, ex-foresters and others, who have great
credentials around the way forests should be protected
and managed — requires the Secretary of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, who is
responsible for ensuring appropriate measures are taken
for fire prevention and suppression on Crown land, to
obtain consent from public land managers prior to
carrying out fire prevention and suppression works.
The bill will remove the requirement for prior consent
with respect to emergency fire suppression works. This
was just another layer of red tape that would increase
time frames around reaction. With respect to planned
fire prevention works, the bill will replace the consent
requirement with a requirement for the secretary to
consult with the land manager or body or other
secretary. The bill will also repeal a related but
redundant provision in the Crown Land (Reserves) Act
1978.
It also bears mentioning that there are 10 reservoir
parks totalling nearly 500 hectares which are associated
with water storage around Melbourne and the Tarago
and Thomson dams. The Water Industry Act 1994
currently enables regulations to be made with respect to
the care, protection and management of these parks but
only if a lease is in place which is the same or similar to
the one which previously existed between Melbourne
Water and Parks Victoria. The lease referred to in this
act has expired, and Melbourne Water has entered into
a new lease with Parks Victoria. The bill will amend the
act so that regulations can continue to be made in future
leases with respect to the reservoir parks covered by the
new lease.
There was also some discussion around firearms. I
think it is good to note that clause 5(1) allows the
Secretary of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to authorise the carriage or use of firearms
in specified parks, subject to conditions. The camping
areas at Pettmans Beach in the far south-east of Lake
Tyers State Park is located very close to the Ewing
Morass State Game Reserve and is used by recreational
hunters during the duck, hog and deer hunting seasons.
The amendment to section 37(2) of the National Parks
Act 1975 will enable hunters to continue to have
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firearms in their possession in the camping area during
the relevant hunting season.
One of the things we have seen is an explosion of the
deer population and, in some areas, feral pigs. I think it
is very important that, again, some of that red tape gets
out of the way so we can actually assist those people to
access those areas to — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I am afraid Mrs Petrovich is out of time.
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — In their
contributions both the shadow Minister for the
Environment and Climate Change, the member for
Bellarine in the Legislative Assembly, and Mr Jennings
in this chamber, set out the details of the opposition’s
view on the bill, so I will not take up the time of the
house in going over the same material.
Mr Jennings has said that the opposition supports the
bill, and indeed congratulates the government on most
provisions in the bill, but it has some serious problems
with clause 13, which relates to the collection of
firewood in the Barmah and Gunbower state forests
along the Murray. Mr Jennings also indicated in his
contribution that he will be seeking to amend this
provision during the committee stage.
I will confine my brief remarks to acknowledging that
the bill provides for new park and reserve areas in
eastern Victoria through the creation of the Lake Tyers
State Park and the Gippsland Lakes Reserve. The
second-reading speech acknowledges that these
provisions implement longstanding recommendations
that go back to the time of the Land Conservation
Council. But, most importantly, the provisions in the
bill that relate to Lake Tyers State Park and the
Gippsland Lakes Reserve fulfil obligations following
negotiations with the Gunai Kurnai people and also
honours commitments made by the former Victorian
Labor government.
Along with Mr Wynne, the member for Richmond in
the Assembly, and Mr Jennings, in their previous roles
as ministers in the state government, I was honoured to
have been in attendance at the historic sitting of the
Federal Court of Australia at Knob Reserve, near
Stratford, in October 2010 which recognised the Gunai
Kurnai people as traditional owners in Gippsland. The
agreement area extends from Warragul in West
Gippsland to the Great Dividing Range in the north and
goes all the way down to the Snowy River in the east,
so it is a considerable parcel of land. The state and the
Gunai Kurnai people, through the Land and Waters
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Aboriginal Corporation, will jointly manage the parks
and reserves, and I of course wish them well.
I also note that the bill adds 1300 hectares to 12 existing
parks, including Alpine National Park, French Island,
Mitchell River and Mornington Peninsula, which are all
of course in Eastern Victoria Region. Those additions
are also to be commended. The bill allows for an
increase in the maximum lease term for the Arthurs
Seat chairlift from 20 years to 50 years, which
Mr Jennings also touched upon. Everyone on the
Mornington Peninsula and across the state, including
people who have travelled there to use the chairlift in
past years, are of course looking forward to the
reopening of the new, improved chairlift in the
not-too-distant future.
As Ms Neville, the member for Bellarine in the
Assembly, and Mr Jennings both indicated in their
respective contributions, the opposition does have a
problem with clause 13 of the bill, and as I indicated
there will be a move to amend that clause. I understand
that under existing legislation the collection of firewood
in the Barmah and Gunbower national parks was
allowed until June last year. This bill extends the period
to June 2015. The second-reading speech argues that
these changes are minimal, that they overcome the fact
that wet conditions in recent times have prevented
firewood collection within that specified period and that
quite a lot evidently still remains which could be made
good use of by local communities. Our problem with
this is that the government has not indicated how the
collection of firewood over the extended period would
be monitored, why the requirement for permits has
been dropped, how people will know the conditions
under which they are allowed to collect firewood or
what role Parks Victoria rangers will have in managing
and controlling the collection.
Finally, the bill touches on the Alpine National Park,
and I would like again to place on record the serious
concerns that we on this side of the house have in
relation to the government’s determination to
reintroduce cattle grazing in this important part of
Victoria. Thankfully, the federal Minister for
Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and
Communities, Tony Burke, has disallowed the
Victorian government’s formal proposal because it
would have an unacceptable impact on the
environment.
It is disappointing to note that the Baillieu government
has just yesterday, I think, or maybe the day before,
announced that it will in fact mount a Federal Court
challenge to the federal government’s decision, so there
will be another chapter in what is a very sad story. This
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can only be described as a quixotic tilting at both the
science and the federal Labor government, and I do not
believe that the course of action that the Victorian
government is taking brings it any credit at all. The
Minister for Environment and Climate Change,
Mr Smith, really should accept the unanimous opinion
of the experts and the Victorian public. He should back
off and stop what really in the end is a shameful
pandering to sectional interests.
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and speak about the Parks and Crown
Land Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. In doing so, I
commend the bill to the house. In a broad sense, what I
would like to do is to commend the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change, Mr Smith, for this
bill before us today and also to commend the opening
contribution to the debate by the Parliamentary
Secretary for Sustainability and Environment,
Mrs Petrovich. She has laid out some important
principles that go to the heart of the elements of this
amendment bill, which is based on adding areas to
Victoria’s state parks and reserves system.
It is important to stress that this is a result of the
coalition government listening to community views.
The bill will facilitate investment in key tourism
infrastructure and hopefully in a general sense improve
and make the workability of the legislation more
effective and smoother. Three acts are affected by the
amendment process. The first is the National Parks Act
1975, which requires amendment because in dealing
with the Lake Tyers State Park it fulfils one of the
state’s obligations to the Gunai Kurnai people. This is
not the only form of recognition of the indigenous
people of Victoria, but I think that is an outstanding
thing to have done and I am proud that the coalition
government has initiated it. Other areas affected are the
Kinglake, Lower Goulburn, Mitchell River,
Mornington Peninsula and Warby-Ovens national parks
and the Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park.
I need to underscore that I have a particular interest in
running inquiries in Melbourne’s interface council
areas. I am particularly interested in the changes that
are being made that affect tourism on the Mornington
Peninsula because the lower reaches of Kinglake are
embraced by the shire of Nillumbik, a good part of
which is in my electorate. The St Arnaud Range
National Park will now be known as the Kara Kara
National Park, underpinning our commitment to the
recognition of the indigenous people in the western part
of the state.
There is also provision to extend the maximum lease
for the Arthurs Seat chairlift from 20 to a realistic
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50 years to encourage the right degree of investment in
this important piece of tourism infrastructure that is one
of the things interstate and international visitors come
to experience when visiting the Mornington Peninsula.
Riding the chairlift is a great — and hopefully one day
very modern — means of being lifted up that
escarpment to take in the panorama of Port Phillip Bay.
These practical changes add several strata to the
airspace above Arthurs Seat State Park and to the
adjacent chairlift passage. Perhaps it might be an
opportunity to review the mechanism by which people
are lifted up Arthurs Seat. Currently it is via a chairlift
that is exposed to the elements. Perhaps this could be an
opportunity to consider a mixed form of lifting people,
where they are enclosed but can take advantage of the
panorama 365 days a year in an all-weather
environment.
This bill extends the period in which domestic firewood
can be collected from former sawlog harvesting areas in
both the Barmah and Gunbower national parks. The
end of the period has been extended from 30 June last
year to 30 June 2015. Several years ago I had the
opportunity to tour the Wombat State Forest, so I have
seen the load after the harvesting of sawlogs. I have
seen the build-up on the floor of forests, and I think it is
profoundly important that we avoid future conflagration
by giving people the opportunity to interact with these
forests and have communion with the bounty of the
earth. These are very important principles.
The bill will also amend the Crown Land (Reserves)
Act 1978.
I need to make an important point that goes to the heart
of why an addition has been made to Kinglake National
Park. The additional land was bequeathed to the state
by a lady called Karma Hastwell. Ms Hastwell was the
owner of a 26-hectare Kinglake property and, at age 88,
was the oldest victim of the Black Saturday bushfires.
The people of Victoria will now benefit from the
bequest, which merges land on Bald Spur Road with
the adjoining Kinglake National Park. This was
regarded as a fitting tribute to Ms Hastwell, who
wanted it protected. In 1977 Ms Hastwell successfully
urged the non-profit group Trust for Nature to buy
10 hectares next to her own 26 hectares from a private
owner, which Ms Hastwell then lived on as caretaker.
The Minister for Environment and Climate Change, the
Honourable Ryan Smith, is to be commended for this
sensitive addition to Kinglake National Park and for
enabling the realisation of a dream for Ms Karma
Hastwell, the oldest victim of the Black Saturday
bushfires. I commend the bill to the house.
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Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — It gives
me a great deal of pleasure to be able to speak on the
Parks and Crown Land Legislation Amendment Bill
2011. This is an opportunity — albeit a brief one — to
talk about and acknowledge the Baillieu government’s
approach to parks and the enrichment of parks in
Victoria. Although this is a bill a number of other
speakers have spoken about today, it is important to
understand that each one of these areas that has been
nominated and spoken about reflects community, usage
and opportunity. It is really important to see this. We
have been out there and listening to what people want
to say.
At the outset I would like to talk about the contribution
made by a former Minister for Aboriginal affairs, now
opposition spokesperson on this bill, Gavin Jennings.
Mr Jennings said at the outset that he does not really
want to pat himself on the back but feels this bill
reflects so much of what he has been passionate about
for a significant time. I do not want to dispute the fact
that he has been passionate. I would like to put on the
record that I know very well how passionate Gavin
Jennings was about a number of these issues, especially
issues relating to Aboriginal affairs. I know the support
he showed for this bill in his contribution was genuine
and from his heart. We in the Baillieu government are
very pleased to see it.
I happen to have been involved with the Arthurs Seat
chairlift at the time it collapsed. I was a shadow
minister at the time, and the collapse was very
concerning for everyone involved. It was absolutely
appalling to think that people would come to this lovely
part of Victoria to enjoy a family experience only to
find their lives in jeopardy.
It is important to understand that giving people an
opportunity to have a 50-year lease will give the
provider a sense of certainty, which hopefully will
attract people who are going to be vigorously
scrutinised to make certain they can put in and run the
infrastructure in such a way that it is going to be safe
into the future. We hope this will be something that will
encourage people to come to the area. If you consider
chairlifts all around the world, you realise that they are
a highlight wherever they are placed. A chairlift will
bring people to this fabulous part of Victoria, and from
it they will be able to see the city and the You Yangs. It
will be a fabulous experience for everybody.
It is interesting to note that Matthew Flinders was the
first European to climb Arthurs Seat after his ship
entered the heads while making its circumnavigation of
Australia in 1802. It was declared a park in 1975. The
bill is an important measure to maintain the tradition of
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a chairlift that is accessible and safe for a lot of tourists,
and it will provide certainty for those people who are
involved in the park. It was good to see the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change, Ryan Smith,
acknowledge this point in his second-reading speech
when he said a new chairlift and associated visitor
facilities would be encouraged by providing for a
50-year maximum lease term instead of the current
20-year lease.
The other issue concerns parks and reserves. As other
members have said, approximately 10 000 hectares will
be added to our parks. This may not seem a lot, but it
will tidy up a whole range of areas and will make things
much more efficient and effective. As I said at the
outset of my contribution, this bill improves issues for
locals, because people who live near and around parks
really enjoy their facilities. The bill creates the new
Lake Tyers State Park of about 8600 hectares. It will
include some fabulous sporting opportunities for
families, couples and groups of friends to camp,
bushwalk or picnic in, or to just go for a scenic drive.
The government hopes people will come to this area for
tourism reasons and add to the economy of rural and
regional Victoria.
An extremely important provision in the bill concerns
the change of name from the St Arnaud Range National
Park to the Kara Kara National Park. Once again the
minister has been listening to the local community,
which wanted this renamed. The name change reflects
its Aboriginal heritage; Kara Kara means gold in the
local language and was previously used in the area for
the former state park and also the former shire that
existed.
The firewood collection provision is very interesting,
and it is vital to understand it. I have lived through
many debates and debated myself in many parliaments
the issue of firewood collection in our national parks
and other parks. It is so important to understand that
here in the city where we have reticulated gas and fuel
at the flick of a switch or a match — it is right there; we
do not have to think about where it comes from — that
there are still communities in Victoria who need to
collect firewood in order to run their households.
Frequently these people are from lower socioeconomic
areas or are elderly. They have no alternatives. Bottled
gas is seriously expensive, so the firewood collection
provision is important. The provision also reflects the
facts of what has been happening in and around these
areas. Over the last few days we have seen more rain in
some areas of Victoria which are going to be affected
by this provision. We have to give people whose lives
are affected by this situation every opportunity to
collect firewood.
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I could go on about parks; indeed I am a huge advocate
for parks in this state. I congratulate Minister Ryan
Smith on the excellent work he has already done as a
minister. I look forward to the work he will do for parks
in this state, and I commend this bill to the house.
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity to speak on the Parks and Crown
Land Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. I would like to
make some relatively brief remarks. During the course
of the debate I overheard some remarks about firewood.
I heard the contributions from members on the other
side of the house, both the opposition and the Greens,
who obviously live in Brunswick and have a view that
natural gas and electricity are the preferred sources of
fuel for cooking and heating. When they are
occasionally persuaded to put some fuel in their cars
and go for a drive into the country it is a revelation to
them that many people do not have that option because
their primary source of fuel is firewood. I support any
measures that make it easier for people for whom — for
either economic or geographic reasons — access to
more conventional contemporary sources of fuel is
limited to have the option of being able to collect
firewood. I endorse those aspects of the bill.
During the course of the debate I noted that
Mr Scheffer used what I thought were some
unfortunate expressions about the self-interest of a
segment of our community, which I find disappointing
given that he is a parliamentary representative of those
people, being the mountain cattlemen. Whether
Mr Scheffer likes it or not, he is obliged, as are we all,
to represent our whole communities that elect us — —
Mr Jennings — After Mr Finn went on a tirade
earlier today, Mr Davis is lecturing Mr Scheffer about
the language that he used! Mr Scheffer is a man of
moderation and respect, and Mr Davis is having a go at
him!
Mr P. DAVIS — In my view Mr Scheffer used
intemperate language in relation to describing his own
constituents — —
Mr Jennings — Yes, it is the hallmark of his
political career!
Mr P. DAVIS — Mr Jennings, it is inappropriate to
denigrate a group of people, no matter how small that
group is, no matter how few those people are. Those
people have a legitimate policy interest in a matter of
public land management. They are more affected than
Mr Jennings or Mr Scheffer will ever be by the very
nature of the environment in which they live — that is,
the threat to their communities of bushfire.

PARKS AND CROWN LAND LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2011
1138

COUNCIL

The debate swirls around the issue of alpine grazing as
a method. The government has fully supported a trial to
either prove or disprove the arguments on both sides of
the debate and it will persist in that position, as has been
very well described by the Minister for Environment
and Climate Change, Ryan Smith, who has done a great
job in standing up to the attempts by Tony Burke, the
federal Minister for Sustainability, Environment,
Water, Population and Communities, to bully him into
submission on the federal government’s view on this
issue, which is motivated, in my opinion, entirely by a
political objective without regard to the consequential
impact on good land management policy decisions.
That should be at the forefront of our thinking when we
talk about bills relating to Crown land and national
parks. In that context I want to pick up Mr Barber’s
earlier comments when he said that there has been a
great deal of debate in this place about the resourcing of
Parks Victoria.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr P. DAVIS — Indeed. I have nowhere to go this
evening, Mr Barber. I am quite happy to stand here and
argue with you endlessly. I had a very good night’s
sleep last night, thank you, so I am recharged and
refreshed. I love Mr Barber’s interjections because he
gives me — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I am having trouble hearing the contribution by
Mr Davis.
Mr P. DAVIS — I am surprised, Acting President. I
can turn up the volume a little more, if you would
prefer.
I want to very briefly pick up Mr Barber’s comments
and observe that it is true that in opposition members on
this side made the point strongly, and I have continued
to make it since we have been in government, that the
management of our public land is, in simple terms,
inadequate. We have seen over decades, in my view, a
neglect of public land management, and we cannot turn
that around quickly. Regrettably, after nearly 11 years
of Mr Jennings’s stewardship, public land management
has gone backwards. I can testify to that. I can testify to
the fact that, for example, the Australian Alps Walking
Track is just about impassable in places now because of
the neglect of the Alpine National Park as a result of
Mr Jennings — —
Mr Jennings — Yes, it is all my fault, as you know.
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Mr P. DAVIS — Indeed I do know. Mr Jennings, I
am happy to accept your interjection. It is entirely your
fault.
Mr Jennings interjected.
Mr P. DAVIS — What I am concerned about is that
we have seen an increase in uncontrolled weed
infestations in the Alpine National Park and we have
seen the increasing difficulty in access and the right of
access and passage by people who would otherwise
enjoy the Alpine National Park. That is a result of
insufficient resources, and I acknowledge that,
Mr Barber.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr P. DAVIS — It is not in terms of total
investment. It is the way those funds have been
invested. I congratulate the Minister for Environment
and Climate Change, the Honourable Ryan Smith, on
doing a great job in trying to turn that around. He is
working with Parks Victoria to sharpen the focus of
Parks Victoria to ensure that the resources that it is
given to work with are in fact applied to the
management of the landscape. I endorse his efforts in
that respect and congratulate him on them.
Without further ado, I endorse the bill and I urge
members to support it — —
Mr Jennings interjected.
Mr P. DAVIS — I urge you to now. If you want me
to say it more expressly: I urge you to support the Parks
and Crown Land Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. I
am sure that it will have a speedy passage, albeit that I
understand there will be a committee stage.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
also wish to make a few remarks on the Parks and
Crown Land Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. First
and foremost, I welcome any legislation which will see
improved management of our Crown land and our
parks. I endorse some of the comments that have been
made by my colleagues, especially Mrs Donna
Petrovich, the Parliamentary Secretary for
Sustainability and Environment, and Mr Philip Davis.
Mrs Coote — And me.
Mrs PEULICH — Absolutely, but there were two
points. Mrs Coote is of course a very well-informed
member, having served on the Parks Victoria board,
and she is very knowledgeable in this particular area.
Mr Leane — What about Mr Jennings?
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Mrs PEULICH — Mr Jennings was a very able
minister with a genuine passion for the environment, I
think. There are nuances and differences in policy.
Having been born on a farm and as a lover of the
natural environment with a practical perspective, I share
the view that nature is not something that should be
protected, locked up and kept away from enjoyment by
human beings. In particular, in a current inquiry — and
this is not revealing or disclosing anything about the
committee process because it is evidence on the public
record — all the evidence presented to the Environment
and Planning References Committee, which is currently
looking into the built environment in particular, shows
that land that is unattractive and unusable does not add
substantially to the health benefits of our community.
I come from that perspective, and I have shared a lot of
concerns about the neglect of some of our Crown lands
and parks and the need to invest resources to encourage
people to use them. Sure, there are different
classifications of land and some land will be protected
to a higher level, but nonetheless it cannot be locked up
forever.
I would like to comment specifically on the provisions
that relate to the reclassification of the Frankston
Natural Features Reserve as a natural conservation
reserve area and the streamlining of the approvals
process for fire prevention works on certain areas of
Crown land.
I will deal with the second point first. I have long had a
concern that the various agencies responsible for certain
land do not take sufficient preventive measures to
mitigate against fire. I have raised this matter before in
the house. Even one of my local parks, Braeside Park,
was very neglected and posed a significant threat
because right across the road from it is a very urbanised
area in Dingley Village. Let me say that I have a
conflict of interest: I live in Dingley Village — as do
7500 other people, so I am not asking for any special
measures to be taken. We cannot take our eyes off the
ball when it comes to the safety of the community.
The Frankston Natural Features Reserve began its life
as the Frankston Reservoir. After the decommissioning
of the reservoir in 2006, the Bracks and Brumby
governments dithered over its future and caused
considerable community concern. Indeed the former
member for Frankston in the Assembly, Alistair
Harkness, sat on a committee for five years but no
progress was made. The reserve had long been
promoted as an area of great importance to the
community. It is surrounded by urbanised features.
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In 2006 the Liberal Party announced that we would
spend $500 000 to clean up the reserve, followed by
$100 000 a year for the next five years for maintenance
and improvements. We gave the community hope that
it would be opened up, not kept locked up, made
available to the public and that none of the land would
be sold off. We have delivered that in spades.
I undertook a very comprehensive survey to find out
what the issues were. Hopefully that has been fed into a
realisation of a dream that has been shared by in excess
of 90 per cent of respondents who made their views
known through a consultation process that was set up
by the government. The Labor Party had no vision in
relation to it, but there was a groundswell of support for
the reservoir. I think it has paid off.
The ownership of the land was transferred from
Melbourne Water to the state, and it is reserved under
the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 so that the
Frankston Natural Features Reserve plan could begin to
take shape. The member for Frankston in the
Assembly, Geoff Shaw, advocated for this reserve —
even when he was a candidate for Parliament — for
some time, along with other Liberals and me. I was able
to identify a range of concerns which have hopefully
resonated and been taken up, including the importance
of protecting native wildlife and education and the
necessity for a fire management plan given the
reserve’s proximity to local residences. Respondents
highlighted a range of other issues, including safety,
security, loss of amenity, ingress to and egress from the
reserve and the need for better fire management. These
are matters that are very important and part of a draft
plan which has been on display in exhibitions since late
2011.
Mr Jennings inferred it was regrettable that people
could not walk their dogs in the park. That would be a
shift in the use of the park. What Mr Jennings may not
know is that there are 35 places in the city of Frankston
where dogs can be walked, but there has not been a
single nature reserve until now. We have delivered that
to the community. The Labor Party failed to make any
progress about the future of the plan, because there was
no resolution of the differences of opinion on the future
of the plan. We have made progress; we have delivered
this natural reserve. Hopefully extensive community
consultation will mean that it will be used for a range of
activities.
I pay tribute to the Friends of Frankston Reservoir Inc.,
the Frankston Environmental Friends Network, the
Department of Sustainability and Environment and
Parks Victoria for all their work to ensure that this
decommissioned reservoir of 2004 has now become a
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new, exciting asset which the Frankston community
and the Liberal Party are proud of. I commend the bill
to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
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Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant Treasurer).
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I move:

Ordered to be committed later this day.
That the bill be now read a second time.

BUILDING AMENDMENT BILL 2012
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for
Planning) on motion of Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill sets out amendments to be made to the Building Act
1993 (‘the act’) which will ensure that:
the Building Practitioners Board (BPB) has jurisdiction
to deal with registered building practitioners whose
registration has become suspended provided that the
BPB inquiry commences no more than three years after
the date of the suspension;
it is clear that a disciplinary inquiry commences from the
date when the BPB serves on the practitioner a written
notice of an inquiry under section 178(2) of the act.

For Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning),
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips tabled following statement
in accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:

Prior to 2001, doubt existed as to whether the BPB had power
to hold an inquiry where a registered building practitioner
ceased to be registered and, as a result, ceased to be a
‘registered building practitioner’.

In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Building
Amendment Bill 2012.

There was concern that a building practitioner could avoid the
consequences of inquiry by voluntarily allowing their
registration to fall into suspension, most easily by failing to
renew their annual registration.

In my opinion, the Building Amendment Bill 2012, as
introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with the
human rights protected by the charter act. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.

In 2001 the act was amended and the current section 179A of
the act was added in order to address this concern.

Overview of bill
The bill will amend the Building Act 1993 to provide that the
Building Practitioners Board (BPB) has jurisdiction to deal
with registered building practitioners whose registration has
become suspended provided that the BPB inquiry commences
no more than three years after the date of the suspension.
Human rights issues
1.

Human rights protected by the charter act that are
relevant to the bill

The bill does not raise any human rights issues.
Conclusion
I consider that the Building Amendment Bill 2012 is
compatible with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006 because it does not raise any
human rights issues.
Mathew Guy, MLC
Minister for Planning

The second-reading speech for the 2001 amendment indicated
that the purpose of that amendment was to enable the BPB ‘to
conduct inquiries into the conduct of registered building
practitioners whose registration has been suspended’. The
explanatory memorandum stated that the 2001 amendment
was to enable the BPB ‘to hold an inquiry into the conduct of
a building practitioner who was registered at the time the
conduct occurred but whose registration has since been
suspended by the board’.
However the actual wording of the 2001 amendment
provided that the conduct that could be inquired into, in
relation to a person whose registration had been suspended,
was ‘limited to conduct that occurred during the three-year
period that immediately preceded the suspension’.
After the 2001 amendment, the BPB view was that, provided
a building practitioner was registered at the time an inquiry
commenced, the inquiry could proceed to conclusion if the
practitioner’s registration was suspended during the course of
the inquiry.
However in 2010, in Ariss v. Building Practitioners Board,
His Honour Bell J., of the Supreme Court, held that,
notwithstanding that Mr Ariss was registered as at the date of
the commencement of the inquiry, the 2001 amendment
operated to prevent the BPB from commencing, or
continuing, an inquiry into the conduct of a practitioner
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whose registration is suspended where the relevant conduct
occurred more than three years prior to the suspension.
His Honour commented that:
Whilst the present terms of the legislation demand this
conclusion, I have noted the concerns of the board about
the consequences. The purposes of the statutory scheme
are to ensure the proper standards of building and
construction, to protect the public from delinquent and
unscrupulous building practices and to maintain the
standing of the building industry. The purposes are
weakened when some builders are able, and seen to be
able, to avoid regulatory scrutiny of their practices by
delaying inquiries and ‘orchestrating’ their own
suspension.
Accordingly the amendment, as provided in this bill, is
required in order to protect the purposes of the statutory
scheme as referred to above.
The amendment is required because if a building practitioner
engineers his or her own suspension so as to avoid the
disciplinary jurisdiction of the BPB, usually by failing to pay
the annual renewal fee, that practitioner may subsequently
seek re-registration.
Legal or administrative difficulties may then arise if
re-registration were to be refused, or if there were attempts
made to recommence a BPB inquiry that was previously
abandoned due to the suspension or loss of jurisdiction.
In terms of transitional provisions, the old s 179A will
continue to apply where a building practitioner has been
suspended (and the suspension has taken effect) before the
commencement date of the amendments. The new law will
apply if the builder is suspended (and the suspension has
taken effect) after the commencement date.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr TEE (Eastern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Leane.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 March.

In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Carers
Recognition Bill 2012.
In my opinion, the Carers Recognition Bill 2012, as
introduced to the Legislative Council is compatible with the
human rights protected by the charter act. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The purpose of the bill is to recognise, promote and value the
role of carers and care relationships. The bill contains
11 principles addressing carers and people being cared for in
a care relationship. The principles recognise and value carers
and guide the community’s understanding of the significance
of care relationships. Organisations are required to consider
the care relationship principles when developing policies and
providing services. The bill also provides reporting and
compliance obligations for all organisations and associated
providers covered by the bill.
Human rights issues
The bill promotes and strengthens rights in the charter act,
while one clause engages but does not limit rights in the
charter act.
1.

Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister
for Children and Early Childhood Development),
on motion of Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips; by leave,
ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children
and Early Childhood Development),
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips tabled following statement
in accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:

Human rights protected by the charter act that are
promoted by the bill.

The bill positively engages and promotes the right to
recognition and equality before the law. The bill will provide
legislative recognition of the important contribution that
carers make to society. The bill provides guidance for people
and organisations that engage with carers about how they
should be treated and how carers can be involved in the
assessment, planning, delivery and review of services that
impact on them and the care relationship.
The bill positively engages and promotes a person’s right to
enjoy their cultural identity. The principles recognise that the
cultural identity of both the carer and the person being cared
for are to be taken account of in all matters relating to the care
relationship.
2.
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Human rights protected by the charter act that are
engaged but not limited by the bill.

The purpose of the care relationship principles is to guide
organisations’ understanding of the significance of care
relationships. Organisations are required to consider the care
relationship principles when developing policies and
providing services. The care relationship principles provided
for in the bill could potentially engage the right of the person
being cared for, not to have their privacy unlawfully or
arbitrarily interfered with under section 13 of the charter act.
This could occur by requiring organisations to include carers
in the decisions made about the person being cared for and
sharing personal information with the carer.
However, clause 6 states that in the event of any
inconsistency between the Carers Recognition Bill and any
other act, which includes the Information Privacy Act 2000 or
the Health Records Act 2001 the provisions of the other act
will prevail. Therefore, a person’s right to privacy would
continue to be protected through the safeguards set out in
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these acts and the information privacy principles and the
health privacy principles.
Conclusion
I consider that the Carers Recognition Bill as introduced to
the Legislative Assembly is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006.

Thursday, 1 March 2012

There are three core elements to the bill. First, the bill defines
carers and care relationships broadly enough to encompass
the diversity of care arrangements. The definition includes
young carers, kinship and foster carers, and people providing
support and assistance for someone with a mental or chronic
illness as well as those supporting ageing parents, the frail
aged or a person with a disability.

Second reading

A carer is defined as a person who provides ongoing support,
assistance or personal care to another person in a care
relationship. The care arrangement may be subject to change
and may include one or more people providing care or being
cared for.

Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant Treasurer).

This bill is not intended to recognise care relationships where
a person is paid to care for others, or where a person cares for
others on a voluntary basis through community organisations
or as part of education and training.

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I move:

The bill contains 11 principles addressing carers, people being
cared for and care relationships. Their purpose is to recognise
and value carers and to guide the community’s understanding
of the significance of care relationships.

Hon. David Davis, MLC
Minister for Health

That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Baillieu government is committed to recognising,
promoting and valuing the role of Victorian carers. The
Carers Recognition Bill 2012 will raise the profile of people
in care relationships in the community and ensure that carers
can be appropriately involved in the treatment of and
planning for, the people for whom they care.
Victoria’s 700 000 unpaid carers give selflessly of themselves
and make a huge contribution to the community. Carers often
take on the role because they have a personal relationship
with the person for whom they care or because they want to
make a contribution to the community. While incredibly
rewarding, for many of these Victorians, caring can be a
full-time role. It is also a role that can have significant impacts
on a carer’s life.
Despite these challenges, through their continued effort and
dedication carers make a valuable social and economic
contribution to the whole community. They deserve our
support, our respect and recognition for what they do.
The Baillieu government made an election commitment to
introduce legislation to recognise, promote and value the role
of carers. This bill honours that commitment by formally
recognising the valuable contribution of carers and the
cornerstone that care relationships are for many Victorian
families.
The purpose of the bill is to formally acknowledge the
contribution that carers, and people in care relationships,
make to the social and economic fabric of the Victorian
community. The bill will align Victoria with other states and
territories that already have recognition legislation for carers.
The focus of the bill is on supporting care relationships. This
is a step forward from the recognition acts in other states
which generally focus exclusively on the carer. Victoria’s bill
acknowledges that carers are in a shared arrangement
involving the person providing care and the family member
or friend for whom they care. Each person in a care
relationship should be respected, recognised and supported as
an individual, including when the care relationship changes.

The principles acknowledge carers for their contribution and
recognise the unique knowledge they hold of the person in
their care. This includes the principle that where appropriate,
carers should be included in the assessment, planning,
delivery and review of services that impact on them and the
care relationship.
The principles state that people in care relationships should be
respected and recognised as individuals. For example, carer
participation in employment and education should be
considered when decisions are made that impact on them and
the care relationship.
Victoria already has a statement of principles in the Victorian
charter supporting people in care relationships. This bill is
consistent with the charter in recognition of the work by
stakeholders who invested in and contributed to its
development. The charter will be updated to reflect the new
legislation and will support implementation of the bill.
Organisations bound by the bill will be required to consider
the principles and take action to reflect them when developing
and implementing support for people in care relationships.
State government departments, entities established by statute,
and local councils as well as service organisations (and their
subcontractors) funded by government to provide programs
and services to people in care relationships must comply with
the bill.
The bill will not apply to schools and early childhood
services. They are already required to recognise, promote and
value the role of parents or guardians as carers of their
children.
Organisations that are required to comply with the bill will
need to ensure that their staff  have an understanding of the
principles and how they apply to their working environment.
They must also take all practicable measures to ensure that
people in care relationships receiving services from them are
aware of the care relationship principles.
Organisations will be required to report publicly, in their
annual reports, on their compliance with the principles in the
bill. However, in line with the government’s commitment to

CITY OF MELBOURNE AMENDMENT (ENVIRONMENTAL UPGRADE AGREEMENTS) BILL 2012
Thursday, 1 March 2012
cut red tape the reporting or compliance burden on
organisations will not be onerous.
The bill will not give individuals the right to institute legal
proceedings or to challenge the validity of decisions made.
Nor will organisations be required to provide funding,
employment, education or training services to people in care
relationships.
Ensuring the bill works optimally over time is important.
Consequently, in a reasonable time frame, the government
will undertake a review of the operation and effectiveness of
this bill to ensure it continues to respond to the needs of carers
and people in care relationships.
The bill will guide policy development and delivery of
services by government agencies and organisations that
engage with carers. But legislation on its own is not enough.
That is why the government is also developing a carer action
agenda that will establish a long-term plan to recognise carers
and reform the support and services available to people in
care relationships.
This bill marks an important step in the government’s carer
action agenda and supports measures that the government has
already undertaken to improve services for carers.
Importantly, the government has publicly supported efforts to
establish the national disability insurance scheme. Victoria
has offered to host the first stage of implementation of the
scheme in Victoria. This reform has the potential to transform
the lives of eligible people with a disability and their carers.
We have also undertaken to reform respite services so that
families and carers receive efficient, simple and timely
support. This included a funding commitment through the
2011–12 state budget for the development and
implementation of new and innovative respite options.
Now for the first time, Victoria will have legislation that sets
out clear expectations for people and organisations that
engage with carers about how they should be treated. And it
delivers on our commitment to recognise carers and people in
care relationships in law, and to value the great contribution
that they make to our community.
The Baillieu government is committed to ensuring Victorian
carers receive the recognition they deserve.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Ms MIKAKOS (Northern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Leane.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 March.

CITY OF MELBOURNE AMENDMENT
(ENVIRONMENTAL UPGRADE
AGREEMENTS) BILL 2012
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
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Read first time for Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for
Planning) on motion of Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning),
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips tabled following statement
in accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the City of
Melbourne Amendment (Environmental Upgrade
Agreements) Bill 2012 (‘the bill’).
In my opinion, the bill as introduced to the Legislative
Council is compatible with the human rights protected by the
charter act. I base my opinions on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview of the bill
The purpose of the bill is to amend the City of Melbourne Act
2001 to improve the procedures relating to environmental
upgrade agreements under part 4B of that act. The bill
specifically amends provisions to ensure existing mortgage
holders are not disadvantaged by the levying of a council
charge on the land.
An environmental upgrade agreement is a tripartite agreement
between the Melbourne City Council, a building owner and a
lending body. Under an agreement, the lending body
advances funds to the building owner to undertake approved
environmental upgrades and the council levies an
‘environmental upgrade charge’ on the land to recover the
funds which are passed on to the lending body. This provides
a level of security for the lending body that allows funds to be
made available at lower costs for the building owner.
Human rights issues
Section 20 of the charter act protects property rights. It states
that ‘A person must not be deprived of his or her property
other than in accordance with law’.
Clause 4 of the bill engages section 20 of the charter act
because it addresses procedures to protect the rights of a
person who holds an existing mortgage over land that is
proposed to be subject to an environmental upgrade charge.
As the bill provides increased protection for these rights, it is
not a limitation on the rights protected by the charter act.
The bill requires the owner of the building to provide the
council with details of all mortgage and statutory debts
outstanding on the property and to give the council a signed
statutory declaration attesting to the accuracy of the
information provided. The statutory declaration must also
verify that all existing mortgagees have been notified of the
proposed charge.
In addition, the provisions in the bill will prohibit the council
from entering into an environmental upgrade agreement if it
has not received the signed statutory declaration or if the total
statutory and mortgage debts on the land, including the
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proposed environmental upgrade charge, will exceed the
value of the land before the upgrades are made.
Matthew Guy, MLC
Minister for Planning

Thursday, 1 March 2012

The ability for property trusts to enter into environmental
upgrade agreements with the council will be improved by
making specific provision to deal with mortgages that are
held over multiple properties.
I commend the bill to the house.

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant Treasurer).
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Debate adjourned for Mr TEE (Eastern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Leane.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 March.

CONTROL OF WEAPONS AND FIREARMS
ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2011
Introduction and first reading

Incorporated speech as follows:
The City of Melbourne Amendment (Environmental Upgrade
Agreements) Bill 2012 will amend the City of Melbourne Act
2001 to improve the processes that the Melbourne City
Council follows when entering into environmental upgrade
agreements.
The bill also amends section 5 of the City of Melbourne Act
2001 to remove a conflict with section 6C, which was
inserted by the City of Melbourne Amendment Act 2011.
An environmental upgrade agreement is a tripartite agreement
between the council, a building owner and a lending body.
The purpose of these agreements is to help fund
environmental upgrades of commercial buildings in the city
of Melbourne.
Under an environmental upgrade agreement, the lending body
provides funds to the building owner to pay for approved
environmental works. The council then levies an
‘environmental upgrade charge’ on the property to recover
the funds, from which it repays the lending body.

Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA
(Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations)
on motion of Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips; by leave,
ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations),
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips tabled following statement
in accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Control of
Weapons and Firearms Acts Amendment Bill 2011.

The council utilises these agreements, as part of its
1200 buildings program, to encourage and support building
owners to undertake upgrades that improve energy and water
efficiency or that otherwise enhance environmental
sustainability.

In my opinion, the Control of Weapons and Firearms Acts
Amendment Bill 2011, as introduced to the Legislative
Council, is compatible with the human rights protected by the
charter act. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.

The council has identified obstacles to the effective
implementation of environmental upgrade agreements and
has specifically requested the amendments in this bill to assist
it to continue to develop and expand its program.

Overview of bill

The bill will improve processes for entering into
environmental upgrade agreements in two ways. It will help
secure rights of existing mortgage holders and facilitate
extending the option of agreements to property trusts that own
multiple properties.
The rights of existing mortgage holders will be enhanced by
requiring the council to ensure that all existing mortgage
holders are informed in advance of the proposed agreement
and to ensure that the total statutory and mortgage debts on
the property do not exceed the value of the property before
any enhancements. This is achieved by preventing the council
from entering into the agreement until it has obtained the
relevant information and a signed statutory declaration from
the property owner.

The purpose of the bill is to amend:
1.

section 5 and 11A of the Control of Weapons Act 1990
to subject prohibited persons to an indictable offence for
possessing, carrying or using an imitation firearm;

2.

section 10D(6) of the Control of Weapons Act 1990 to
remove the requirement that seven days must elapse
from the publication in the Government Gazette of
notice of a planned declaration of a designated area for
random weapons searches before the search may occur;

3.

section 3 of the Firearms Act 1996 to extend the
definition of a firearm to include blank firing pistols that
are capable of being modified to fire a live round;

4.

section 5 and 7C(3) of the Firearms Act 1996 to remove
the distinction between a registered or unregistered
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firearm when in possession, carried or used by a
prohibited person;
5.

6.

7.

section 16(8)(b), 16(12), 16(13), 16(14), 16(15), 16(16),
123C(1)(c)(v) and 3(1) of the Firearms Act 1996 to
allow international shooting events to be recognised for
the purposes of the handgun participation rules;
section 16(3), 16(4), 16(5) and 16(6) of the Firearms Act
1996 to reduce the minimum number of shooting events
that a licensed handgun owner with more than one class
of handgun must participate in each calendar year; and
schedule 3 of the Firearms Act 1996 to exempt members
of Victoria’s firefighting and emergency services who
use a category E firearm for the purposes of backburning
and planned burning.

Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill
Clause 5 of the bill makes a minor amendment to the
controlled weapons search regime and in my opinion has no
impact on rights protected under the charter act.
The clause removes the requirement for a seven-day notice
period between publication of a notice in the Government
Gazette declaring an area to be a designated area and the
commencement of random weapon searches under the
planned designation provisions. However, the requirement to
advertise planned designations in both the gazette and a daily
newspaper is retained.
In my opinion, no other provisions in the bill engage rights
protected by the charter act.
Conclusion
For the reasons given in this statement, I consider that the bill
is compatible with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006.
Richard Dalla-Riva, MLC
Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations
Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and Trade

Second reading
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I advise the house that amendments were
made in the Legislative Assembly. The house
amendments will ensure that the applicable provisions
are clear and that regardless of the number of classes of
handgun a person is licensed to possess, use or carry,
each licensee must undertake their participation on at
least 10 separate days. This will ensure that the status
quo with regard to the number of separate days
licensees are required to attend to complete their
handgun participation requirements is maintained. I
move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into
Hansard.
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Motion agreed to.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill makes a range of amendments to the Control of
Weapons Act 1990 (Control of Weapons Act) and the
Firearms Act 1996 (Firearms Act) to improve the operation
and effectiveness of the regulatory regimes under those acts.
The bill amends the Control of Weapons Act to make it an
indictable offence for prohibited persons to possess, carry or
use imitation firearms. Formerly, prohibited persons were
subject to an indictable offence under the Firearms Act for
this conduct, but the regulation of imitation firearms passed
on 1 July 2011 to the Control of Weapons Act. The applicable
offence in that act is a summary offence that carries a
maximum penalty of 240 penalty units or two years
imprisonment.
To provide a stronger degree of deterrence, the bill creates a
new indictable offence prohibiting prohibited persons from
possessing, carrying or using imitation firearms. The
maximum penalty for this offence will be 1200 penalty units
or 10 years imprisonment.
Victoria Police has been enforcing imitation firearm
legislation for many years. The changes in the bill will not, in
any way, alter the approach adopted by police to toy guns,
which are playthings that fall outside of the definition of both
firearm and imitation firearm under the legislative scheme.
Victoria Police members have been exercising their powers in
relation to imitation firearms appropriately for many years
and I expect that they will continue to exercise their powers in
a manner that ensures appropriate enforcement.
The government’s election commitment to reduce knife
crimes included a commitment to remove the seven-day
notice period for random weapons searches. In fulfilment of
this commitment, the bill amends the Control of Weapons
Act to remove the requirement to publish notice of a
declaration of a planned designation of a search area at least
seven days prior to the declaration coming into effect.
Publication of the notice in the Government Gazette and a
newspaper will still be required, but will be able to occur at
any time rather than seven days prior.
Planned designations of search areas may be made where an
event is to be held in the area and incidents of violence or
disorder involving the use of weapons have occurred on
previous occasions, and there is a likelihood that the violence
or disorder will recur. The distinction between planned area
designations, which require pre-notice, and unplanned area
designations, which do not require pre-notice, will be
maintained. The only change will be that Victoria Police will
be able to select the timing most appropriate to the
circumstances in relation to publication of notices for planned
area designations.
The bill makes a number of amendments to the Firearms Act.
The definition of a firearm will be extended to include
blank-firing firearms that resemble operable firearms and are
capable of being modified to fire a live round. Starter pistols
that do not resemble firearms, of the type commonly used at
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sporting events, are not regulated and this will not change.
The amendment will ensure that only blank-firing devices
that look like firearms, and are capable of being modified to
fire a bullet with possibly little time or effort, are treated as
firearms.
The bill also amends the Firearms Act in relation to
prosecutions where prohibited persons possess, carry or use a
firearm. Currently, there are two relevant offences in section 5
of the Firearms Act, which make a distinction between a
registered and unregistered firearm. The Victorian County
Court recently ruled that in order to bring a successful
prosecution against a prohibited person for possessing,
carrying or using an unregistered firearm, it would have to be
demonstrated that the accused had knowledge of the status of
the firearm. This is very difficult to prove. The offences are
intended to prevent prohibited persons from possessing, using
or carrying any firearm, regardless of whether it is registered
or unregistered. Therefore, this amendment will combine the
two offences so that it is an offence for a prohibited person to
possess, carry or use a firearm irrespective of its status.
One of the requirements for holding a handgun licence in
Victoria is that the licensee must be able to demonstrate the
ongoing validity for that licence by participating in a number
of shooting events each year. This bill will amend the
minimum number of shoots a licensee with multiple classes
of handguns must undertake and where those shoots can take
place. Shooting events undertaken overseas as well as
interstate will be recognised for the purposes of the handgun
participation rules. These rules are a requirement of the
national handgun agreement, supported by COAG. The
amendments will bring Victoria’s rules more into line with
other states and territories.
Finally, the bill amends the Firearms Act to allow members of
the Victorian firefighting and emergency services community
to use certain devices that are designed for the sole purpose of
being used in backburning and planned burning operations
without the need for a firearm licence. The devices discharge
small incendiary pods that ignite on contact with the bush.
The pods are propelled using compressed carbon dioxide and
fall within the definition of a category E firearm.
These operations are a key part of combating bushfires in
Victoria. The devices will allow greater accessibility, speed
and improved safety of those involved in backburning and
planned burning operations. The amendment will ensure that
backburning and planned burning can take place as efficiently
as possible.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. M. P. PAKULA
(Western Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Leane.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 March.

PARKS AND CROWN LAND
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2011
Committee
Committed.

Thursday, 1 March 2012

Clauses 1 to 4 agreed to.
Clause 5
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I seek
leave for Mrs Petrovich to join me at the table.
Leave granted.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — Clause 5
relates to the accessibility of certain parts of certain
national parks for hunting and/or the carriage of
firearms. First of all, I would like to explore how this
will operate in relation to Lake Tyers State Park. I was
particularly keen for Mr Jennings to hear this
question-and-answer session, because depending on the
answer I might actually be voting against this clause,
and I would like all parties represented in the chamber
to understand what it is that we are voting on.
The explanatory memorandum states that the legislation
will include a reference to Lake Tyers State Park as a
park where the secretary may authorise the carriage or
use of firearms and other weapons. The provision is
intended to be used to allow recreational hunters to
have firearms in their possession in a camping area in
the park adjacent to Ewing Morass State Game Reserve
at certain times of the year. Could the minister expand a
little on that intention, and how the government intends
to bring it into place?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — The
National Parks Act 1975 will be amended to enable the
Secretary of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to authorise recreational hunters to carry
firearms, as Mr Barber has pointed out, in Lake Tyers
State Park, subject to conditions. The provision is
intended to apply, as he points out, to a camping area at
Pettmans Beach in the far south-east of the park, which
is used by recreational hunters visiting the immediately
adjacent Ewing Morass State Game Reserve during the
duck and hog deer hunting seasons. The amendment
will enable recreational hunters to continue to use the
camping area and its facilities during the hunting
season.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — When the
minister says it will enable hunters to continue to do
that, I presume that they currently are able to because of
the status of the land, but given that the status of Lake
Tyers is changing, they would otherwise not be able to
continue doing that unless we made this change. Is that
correct?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I am
informed that Mr Barber is correct. This is just a
practical step to enable those hunters who would be
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hunting in the neighbouring area to camp and have their
equipment.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
reason I have laboured the point is that in the way the
act is framed, and we are amending this section, it says
that it allows the Secretary of the Department of
Sustainability and Environment to give permission to
carry or use firearms, so if we vote for this clause, then
the secretary, without further reference to Parliament,
could not only authorise the carrying of firearms into
that camping area but could allow the use of firearms
across any part of Lake Tyers park. Since I only get one
shot when I vote, I want to be very clear that the
government does not have any policy intention of, and
would not countenance, allowing not just the carrying
but the use of firearms across the broad area of Lake
Tyers park, with this one exception.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) —
Absolutely. The member has summarised it perfectly.
As I say, it is just a practical matter. It is not designed to
allow some broader application.
Clause agreed to; clauses 6 to 11 agreed to.
Clause 12
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I think
Mr Jennings is proposing an amendment to omit this
clause.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — It
is my intention in a few minutes to invite members to
vote against clause 12, which is the first of two
clauses — 12 and 13 — dealing with provisions
relating to the extraction of firewood from the river red
gum parks established in the last two years. There was
an allowance enabling the collection of firewood in
both the Barmah and Gunbower national parks, and the
sunset period established under the law introduced to
deliver those parks allowed for firewood extraction
until 30 June last year. The bill we are debating in the
Parliament today extends the period in which firewood
can be extracted until 2015.
Before I move my amendment, which I will be moving
for reasons I identified in my contribution to the
second-reading debate, I invite the minister to reiterate
for the committee the prime objectives the government
is seeking to achieve here, whether the government has
any information about the amount of firewood that has
been extracted from the relevant forests since the
national parks were established and what volume of
firewood the government believe exists in those parcels
of those national parks. I add at this point that it may
well be that the minister does not necessarily want me
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to ask a whole range of questions at once; I can come
back and ask them individually if he prefers. Otherwise
I can mention a range of matters.
There is also the way in which the government can
protect ongoing environmental values through
regulation or monitoring of the extraction of firewood
into the future and how, in the absence of permit
arrangements, the government can provide the
Parliament with confidence that we would not see the
wholesale removal of timber from these national parks
were the government’s legislation to proceed as it
currently stands.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Did
Mr Jennings actually move his amendment 1?
Mr JENNINGS — I did not move it. I invited the
minister to outline what he knows about the situation
and the way in which there can be protection.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I will
make the following points for the member, and if he
wants further follow-up, I will undertake to get that. I
will also try to get a figure for him on the volume of
firewood. I do not have that to hand, but I will make
some other points in the first instance.
The legislation Mr Jennings has pointed to which
created the parks in 2010 enabled the cutting and taking
away — until 30 June 2011 and for use as firewood for
domestic or camping purposes outside the park — of
sawlog harvesting residue remaining on the ground as a
result of harvesting operations that occurred prior to
1 July 2009 in designated areas of two parks. The
designated areas are former sawlog harvesting areas
defined on plans specified in the National Parks Act
1975. The bill will extend to 30 June 2015 the date until
which wood as described may be cut and taken away
from the designated areas of the two parks to be used as
firewood for domestic and camping purposes outside
the park.
In line with current government policy, the bill will also
remove the need to obtain a firewood collection permit.
Instead a person will be able to cut and take away
firewood from the designated areas in accordance with
conditions and at times as determined by the secretary.
The bill does not alter the designated areas from which
firewood may be collected, the nature of the wood that
may be cut and taken away or the purposes for which
the wood may be taken. If the member will just give me
a moment, I will see what I can find on the volumes.
I do not have a figure in the first instance — certainly
not at hand — for the amount that has been taken to
date. I am happy to take that on notice and to try to find
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that for Mr Jennings. In terms of Barmah, I am
informed that an estimated 12 000 cubic metres
remains. I am informed there are around 5000 cubic
metres remaining at Gunbower. The likely course, as I
understand it, is that the majority at Barmah would be
available for mainly domestic purposes outside the
park, although some would remain for camping
purposes inside the park. I am told that in the case of
the 5000 cubic metres at Gunbower the overwhelming
majority would be for use outside the park.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for identifying those volumes for me.
Can the minister take advice on and then subsequently
share with me information about the nature of cutting
timber? Can the minister confirm that, when we are
talking about firewood extraction allowed by this
legislation and the current bill before the Parliament, we
are only talking about timber that has been previously
felled and not new trees that will be felled? Are we
talking exclusively about trees that have been felled
prior to 2009?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — Prior
to responding to that, I need to make a correction to a
figure I gave a moment ago. It is 500, not 5000. I just
want to be clear on that. Secondly, I can confirm that
this is existing felled material. It is residue. That is the
intention.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister. I am reassured that we are very clear
about it being timber that has been felled previously.
That is a positive reaffirmation of this. I am also
pleasantly surprised to know we are down to as low as
500 cubic metres in Gunbower. Has the government
given any thought to the way that firewood may be
bundled and located in a fashion that would prevent
open access to Gunbower Forest, as otherwise firewood
would be allowed to be extracted randomly given that
no permits will be required? Effectively, could you
stockpile that volume of timber — which is not a very
large volume of timber — to enable it to be collected in
a more orderly fashion and then not require the
three-year window this bill is seeking to grant for open
access to that volume of timber, which, again, is not a
very large volume of timber?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
understand there will be a time period put on this, and
there may be other conditions imposed for
environmental reasons or to ensure equitable access for
communities. These could include a maximum volume
of wood which can be collected and a requirement to
collect firewood only for personal use and not allow,
for example, the use of heavy machinery such as log
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splitters, saw benches, tractors or vehicles, including
trailers, with a carrying capacity of over 2 tonnes.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
That is additional information I am grateful for, but it
was not necessarily an answer to the question I asked.
The minister has pre-empted a question I would have
asked him about what the conditions are in terms of the
way individuals can collect small volumes of firewood
at any one time. I think it is appropriate that they do so
and that it is not a commercial, large-scale firewood
collection system. I appreciate that.
My prior question was: given that we are now talking
about 500 cubic metres in Gunbower, is there any
opportunity to stockpile that and locate it at an access
point so that open-ended access to Gunbower Forest
over the next three years could be reduced? If you see
this as a land management practice, you could try to
corral the exposure of the forest to individualised,
fragmented collection.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — The
answer is that there is an intention that individuals
would be able to go in; a formal stockpiling situation,
as it were, is not intended.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — If
that is the case and if that continues to be the
government’s intention, if there is no permanent
arrangement, then how is a member of the community
going to know the way in which those conditions are
going to be enforced and complied with? I am not
forgetting that only a few minutes ago the minister told
me what those conditions of access may be in terms of
scale of equipment and so on; I have not forgotten those
things, so the minister does not need to remind me of
those — and they in themselves are reasonable. How
will the secretary or the responsible land manager
convey to the community those conditions, that scale
and that degree of engagement, and how will the land
manager guarantee that this fragmented access to this
firewood collection will not have unintended and
adverse environmental effects — that is, given there is
no permit arrangement? I am questioning how well
known, recognised and complied with these conditions
will be.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — As I
understand it, there will be designated times in the first
instance. They will be available in the normal way on
websites and suchlike arrangements. Any conditions or
specific sites can also be put on the relevant websites or
advertised in the usual sorts of ways.
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Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
appreciate the answers and the efforts to which the
minister has gone. I do not find the mechanisms in
place sufficiently compelling to prevent me from
moving the amendment. Unless the minister has any
further overwhelming structure and can add to my
confidence about the way in which adverse long-term
unintended environmental damage may occur through
open access to this material, then I will proceed to
move the amendment; but I will provide the minister
with an opportunity if he wants to take it.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I can
perhaps assist the member further. As I have said, Parks
Victoria will continue to police the firewood collection
in the Barmah and Gunbower national parks. People
collecting firewood will be advised of the terms and
conditions for the collection of the firewood. Signs will
be placed at firewood collection sites. Parks Victoria
staff can conduct regular patrols to ensure that members
of the public are aware of the terms and conditions of
collection, and existing offence provisions will be used
where an offence is committed.
It is also worth saying that firewood collection is
allowed in designated firewood collection areas. These
areas will be marked by official signs and tape.
Designated collection areas are located, where possible,
to avoid sites of environmental and cultural significance
and to make use of the by-products of activities such as
commercial timber harvesting and road construction.
As I say, firewood collection will be allowed in
designated time periods; they will be consistent across
the state, as I understand it, pretty much with the aim of
minimising risks to people, environment and
infrastructure. I think that probably gives the member a
much better understanding.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
From me, for the last time, thanks to the minister for
adding to those. I encourage the government and its
agencies to undertake those activities if my amendment
is unsuccessful and to exercise their minds as to ways in
which they can provide confidence that that activity
will not be undertaken in a fragmented, unregulated
fashion and lead to adverse environmental impacts. I
encourage the government to do that if I am
unsuccessful, but I feel compelled to put my
amendment. I invite members to vote against this
clause.
This is a precursor to having clause 13 omitted as well.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support the omission of this clause. The
reasons for this are as follows. Firstly, Mr Jennings’s
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amendment preserves the original situation in the
legislation. The Greens previously supported and voted
for that legislation. Secondly, I do not know if
Mr Jennings is suggesting that the situation with this
harvesting will be somewhere between ad hoc and open
slather or simply an additional difficult management
task for Parks Victoria rangers who are already very
busy with a range of management activities, not to
mention assisting people at times of high visitation to
these parks. All that is for what in some instances has
been described as a fairly small amount of timber, but it
is part of a broader bargain that seems to have been
worked out that protects certain areas for nature
conservation benefits and makes other areas, such as
the remainder of Gunbower National Park, available for
ongoing harvesting of this sort.
On the other side of the ledger, what exactly is the
rationale for allowing this continued activity? We have
not had here today a very sophisticated debate about the
nature of coarse woody debris — in simple terms,
branches and logs — in the ecosystem. There is a
suggestion that people want and need the timber, and
therefore they should be allowed to go get it,
presumably for free if we are not talking about a permit
system. For my part, not only are there significant areas
where that is allowed but I also look forward to the
continued development of a firewood industry through
the planting of suitable species on formerly degraded
land which could then become a source of income for
land-holders.
When we are talking about fire hazard and fire
behaviour we are particularly talking about fine fuel.
That is the stuff on the forest floor that is smaller than
your finger. That is what leads to the rapid propagation
and energy behind a fire, and that is the stuff that dries
out very quickly in drought conditions. By contrast,
coarse woody debris does not contribute in that way to
fire behaviour but serves a very important ecological
role, one that has been diminished over many years of
extensive firewood collection.
If the minister who proposed this bill in the other house
read his department’s own publications, he would find a
complete ecological review of the impacts and potential
ecological impacts of firewood collection in a literature
review published in 2009 with the assistance of the
University of Melbourne. That review details the many
hundreds of species that live in a range of different
ecosystems, including red gum and the associated
grassy ecosystems in this same area. Lizards, birds,
invertebrates and mammals are all dependent on logs
and branches as part of their habitat needs. A significant
amount of carbon is stored in that part of the biosystem.
It rots and degrades over long periods, and as it does so
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it provides more types of habitat for more types of
organisms, including fungi and so forth. It is entirely
possible for us to change the nature of these ecosystems
simply through the pressure of firewood collection.
I say that because it is not something that has been
mentioned in the debate so far. What has been said is
that people need firewood, that this stuff is lying around
and that we should clean it up. Ecosystems are messy in
the sense that they are complex. Maybe to certain eyes
they need a good clean-up, but it is not like asking a kid
to clean up their bedroom; the so-called mess or debris
is in fact integral to the ecosystem.
On the website of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment there are 136 pages of material that
explain that issue in considerable detail. Not all
members of this house have the time to go through all
of that, but for those who want to participate in the
debate it is worth reading up. I am sure these authors
would agree that there is probably more we do not
know about the role of coarse woody debris in the
ecosystem than what we do know, and that has been
summarised in these 136 pages. That is the reason the
Greens will support this amendment to maintain the
status quo in the legislation we originally voted for
some time ago.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I am
thankful for the contributions of both members on this
clause. The government will not support this
amendment on this occasion. I understand the
arguments that were advanced by Mr Jennings and the
more prosaic, if I can say that, arguments that were
advanced by Mr Barber, with which I am familiar, but
on this occasion the government will persist with the
clause.
Committee divided on clause:
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Leane, Mr (Teller)
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Lovell, Ms

Darveniza, Ms

Pair
Clause agreed to.
Clause 13
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
invite members to vote against this clause. In many
ways it has already been tested by the previous one, but
as you have not indicated to the committee that you
assume it has been, Deputy President, I will formally
invite members to vote. I will not argue for it because
my arguments have already been put in the
second-reading debate and in earlier contributions to
the committee.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — The
government will not support Mr Jennings’s approach.
Clause agreed to; clauses 14 and 15 agreed to.
Clause 16
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — This
contribution will just be in the nature of questions. This
clauses includes, as I understand it, a small parcel of
land at Yeodene in the Otways that has been purchased
from the private domain for the purposes of addition to
the Otway Forest Park. Can the minister tell me what
the values are of this piece of land that make it worthy
of purchase?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I am
thankful to the member for this question on clause 16. It
relates to a small parcel of land, as he says, adjacent to
the current park. I am thankful to him for the very
helpful and colourful map — —

Ayes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr

Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
O’Brien, Mr (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 18
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Broad, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Could
members’ conversations be dropped down a notch? It is
hard to hear the minister.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I was just saying that I am
thankful to the member for the colourful map that he
presented, which makes clear the relevant parcel. As I
am informed, the addition to the Otway park will be
zoned as a special protection zone. It has values very
similar to the land that is adjacent to it.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — That was
my second question coming down the line. We are
purchasing this land because it has high ecological
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value; that is why it is being added in there. However,
the zoning system in the Otway Forest Park relates to
the areas that have been there for some time. It includes
a multiple-use zone and a special protection zone. The
difference between the two zones in terms of a whole
range of different uses is that in a special protection
zone the collection of fallen wood for campfires is not
permitted and the collection of firewood and minor
forest produce is not permitted. That is why I am
interested to know in regard to this piece of land, which
the minister has said has been purchased because of its
high ecological value, which zone it will end up being
in when the government amends its management plan.
Is there anything the minister can tell me about what
policy intention the government has formed?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — Again
I thank the member. As I understand it, given the values
of the area and the fact that it adjoins part of the park
already zoned as a special protection zone, it is
anticipated that the park addition will also be included
in that zone.
Clause agreed to; clauses 17 to 28 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank members for their contributions to the bill. I
think the committee process was productive.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Iluka Resources: Douglas mine
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — The
matter I raise tonight is for the attention of the Minister
for Energy and Resources. It is in regard to the Douglas
mine in the Wimmera, which is run by Iluka Resources.
The first thing I would like to say about this is that the
Labor Party has always been very supportive of the
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Iluka mine because we think it is good for Victorian
exports and it certainly generates a lot of economic
activity, particularly jobs, in the Wimmera. The matter I
am raising for the minister tonight is not a criticism of
anything the government has done but, on the contrary,
is a request for him to act in this area.
To cut to the chase, what we have is a mine, and we
have permits and arrangements in place for disposing of
waste. Some of these were signed during the time of the
Labor government, and some are issues for the current
coalition government. I will be at the Douglas mine
next week, but the information I have now is that there
is a fair amount of concern in the area over some of the
tailings that are being dumped. Some of the residents in
the area are particularly concerned because they are of
the view that some of these tailings are radioactive. I
think most of this can be resolved with information, but
the action I am seeking from the Minister for Energy
and Resources, Michael O’Brien, is that he speak to the
residents and engage in consultation.
I am saying this because I was told by ABC radio this
morning that it had on four occasions tried to get the
minister or a representative of the Department of
Primary Industries on the phone to explain, but he was
too busy — and people are busy when Parliament sits; I
accept that. The ABC was also trying to get
consultation and information about some of the tailings
that are being dumped. The action I am seeking from
the minister is that he either go to the Douglas mine or
fairly promptly make the situation clear to people either
on the website of his department, through information
in local papers or by radio interview.
I will be more informed next week on what is
happening, but there are a number of farmers in the area
who are genuinely concerned that some of these
dumpings are radioactive. I think the Department of
Primary Industries would not have signed off on this; it
would not have recommended that the government do
this. But if those concerns are not addressed, these sorts
of things take on a life of their own.
A lot of residents are concerned over these dumpings.
The action I seek from the minister, in a bipartisan
spirit, is that he get on the phone to local radio and say
what is going on or get on his department website, but
not to hope it will go away, because the concerns are
growing and we do not want to endanger jobs in the
Wimmera. This is a problem that I think can be fixed if
the minister starts explaining things properly. I think
that would be in everybody’s interests. That is the
action I seek from him.

ADJOURNMENT
1152

COUNCIL

Employment: government performance
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Employment
and Industrial Relations and Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade, Mr Dalla-Riva. I
am deeply worried about the current state of Victoria. It
was once the proudest and most prosperous state in the
nation, but since a certain event a year and a half ago it
is now heading very fast in the opposite direction.
Under Premier John Brumby we led the nation in
virtually every area of growth, success and prosperity.
Under Premier Brumby the people had jobs and the
economy was sound, and even Premier Baillieu said so
on radio after he took office. However, in just over a
year under this Liberal-Nationals coalition
33 000 full-time jobs have disappeared, and the
government has no jobs plan. Decisions take forever to
be made, and that includes those on FOI requests such
that the Ombudsman is now investigating. Victoria
failed to send any application for funding to
Infrastructure Australia in the first year of this
government. That has never happened before, but then
this government has no plans for any major projects of
its own.
We need a government which has a vision and which
can take our state forward. I ask the minister to end the
blame game and come up with a jobs plan for Victoria
in the near future.

Heinz Australia: Girgarre factory closure
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I raise a matter for the Minister for Manufacturing,
Exports and Trade, Mr Richard Dalla-Riva, and I refer
the minister to page 21 of the coalition’s 2010 election
policy document, The Victorian Liberal Nationals
Coalition Plan for Stronger Industry and More Jobs.
This policy states that a Liberal-Nationals coalition
government will ‘actively encourage young working
men and women to pursue a future in food production’.
The minister should be aware that men and women in
Girgarre have been pursuing such careers in food
production in a Heinz factory that is the only site for
making tomato sauce in Australia. The recent news of
the factory’s closure came as a devastating blow to the
community and also to those of us who support
Victorian food manufacturing. However, the bad news
was tempered by the announcement that the workers
intended to purchase the factory and operate it as a
cooperative under the banner of the Goulburn Valley
Food Action Committee. The Baillieu government has
now reneged on its commitment to support the food
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manufacturing industry of Victoria by refusing to assist
locals in their bid to save the factory and keep their
jobs.
In its 2010 election policy the then coalition opposition
committed to establish support for the promotion of
local food products through the VicMade and
VicGrown labels. These are yet to materialise. Instead
what we have is a government standing back and
witnessing the closure of the state’s sole factory making
tomato sauce.
In its election policy the government stated that we
have a proud history in agriculture and manufacturing
here in Victoria. Indeed food manufacturing is the
largest manufacturing employer in the region. Can the
minister then explain the government’s refusal to assist
these regional workers and its lack of support for the
cooperative plan which would have saved the factory
from closure and prevented workers from losing their
jobs?

Southern Peninsula Aquatic Centre: ministerial
approval
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I have
previously raised the matter of the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change’s handling of his
approval of the Southern Peninsula Aquatic Centre
under the requirements of the Coastal Management Act
1995. I have indicated my concern that the minister has
said publicly that he would be guided in this matter by
the member for Nepean in the other place, Martin
Dixon.
The Minister for Environment and Climate Change,
Ryan Smith, has now consented to siting the aquatic
centre on the Rosebud foreshore, and the mayor of the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council has said that the
minister’s advice completes the coastal consent process.
I am surprised the minister has given his consent on this
matter, and I ask him to clarify some concerns that I
and members of the Rosebud community in particular
have about the proposal and the processes the minister
has followed.
In his advice to the Mornington Peninsula shire
Minister Smith relied on sections 38 and 40 of the
Coastal Management Act 1995. My question to the
minister is this: how did the minister determine the
threshold question of whether the aquatic centre is
coastal related, as the act requires it to be? Will the
minister make public the advice he has relied on in
agreeing to give his consent?
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No-one disputes the need for an aquatic centre in the
Rosebud locality, and the shire has done a lot of work
to provide such a facility. The key issue is whether the
Rosebud foreshore is the right location in light of the
principles contained in the Victorian coastal strategy.
Section 40 of the Coastal Management Act 1995
requires the minister to have regard to the Victorian
coastal strategy in deciding whether or not to consent to
a use or development application. Developments on
Crown land should be coastal dependent, and the
Victorian coastal strategy sets out the conditions that
the minister must satisfy in making his decision to give
his consent.
The strategy says that coastal-dependent use and
development includes boat ramps, surf clubs, yachting,
boating or angling clubs and infrastructure to support
beach-related activity, such as change rooms or toilets.
In summary the Victorian coastal strategy requires that
the need for such a development to be sited on the coast
must be demonstrated and it must also require a coastal
location to function. The test here is that the minister
must be satisfied that the Rosebud aquatic centre could
not function unless it were built on the foreshore. This
is what the act requires, and I ask the minister to
provide me with all the details of how he came to the
view that the aquatic centre needed to be sited on the
foreshore to function and that he would give his consent
to the application.
The Victorian coastal strategy also states that the
development should fulfil an identifiable need or
demand that cannot be met elsewhere. The aquatic
centre location for which the minister has given consent
does not satisfy this criterion. The minister will know
that the shire considered a number of sites for the
aquatic centre and that one of them was the civic
precinct, which has ample shire-owned land and is near
schools and public transport.
It is puzzling that the minister has given his consent to a
site that puts pressure on what the coastal strategy
describes as land resources that should be used
sparingly and for which special approval needs to be
obtained.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Kew Residential Services: site development
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Major
Projects. People may be aware that it is the
125th anniversary of the establishment in 1887 of Kew
Cottages as the first government facility for
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intellectually disabled children in Australia. On
16 February I attended a meeting of the Kew Cottages
Coalition, and also present were the Minister for
Health, the Honourable David Davis; the Minister for
Corrections, Mr McIntosh; Mrs Coote; and the mayor
of the City of Boroondara, Heinz Kreutz.
It is fair enough to say that it was a heated meeting. All
the aforementioned people spoke at the meeting,
including me. Mrs Coote spoke genuinely and with
feeling and passion about the disabled community at
Kew Cottages, former residents of the Kew Residential
Services (KRS) and what she was going to be doing to
help them. I think that was appreciated by those at the
meeting.
I will be writing to the Premier about the government’s
promises to put the remaining public land on the
Victorian register of significant public land and also
about the government’s promise to implement the
findings of the Select Committee on Public Land
Development and the Ombudsman’s report into Kew
Cottages. Suffice to say the people at the meeting
included Kew Cottages Coalition members who have
been advocating on this issue for a long time, owners of
the new residential properties that are being built as
stage 1 of the development, representatives from the
council and also representatives of current and former
disabled residents of Kew Residential Services.
It was a fiery meeting, and it has been reported publicly
as such. It is fair to say that there were a lot of unhappy
people at the meeting from all directions and points of
view. I said at the meeting that with respect to that site
we are now in a mess — not necessarily a mess made
by the council, but it is a mess. It is not too late to fix
this problem.
My request to the minister is that he stop any further
private residential development on the site and urgently
convene discussions with various stakeholders,
including the property owners, Kew Cottages Coalition,
representatives of the former and current KRS residents
and the Boroondara City Council, with a view to
negotiating a new vision or plan for the site that so far
as is practicable meets the needs and concerns of all
stakeholders and the community and transfers planning
control of the site to the Boroondara council, which has
always been the wish of the council. If the issue is
approached in that way, we might finally come to a
better outcome for that site.

Planning: Port Melbourne development
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
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Planning, Mr Guy. It is to do with the City of Port
Phillip and Waterfront Place, which is between Bay
Street and Sandridge Beach in Port Melbourne.
Mr Ondarchie — It is just near your electorate
office.
Mrs COOTE — It is just around the corner from
my electorate office in Bay Street, that is true,
Mr Ondarchie. The interesting part about this is that the
City of Port Phillip has called for an urban design
framework consultation process. It has asked the people
of the city of Port Phillip if they would like to have
input into this area. That is out there at the moment, and
we are pleased to see it.
I highlight the fact that there has been a lot of
discussion about a sheikh who is going to put up two
very high towers there. We are not terribly certain how
large they are planned to be, but I think it is in the
vicinity of 32 storeys. My understanding is that the
former Minister for Planning, Mr Madden, the member
for Essendon in the Assembly, apparently said to the
public relations people that are involved with the
sheikh’s development that if he was the minister
following the last election he would take off the height
limit. That is even more terrifying.
In any case, as an election promise the Liberal Party
said that it would hand the planning of this whole
precinct over to the City of Port Phillip, and I am very
pleased to see that Mr Guy has done exactly as he
promised. Hence we have the urban design framework
happening at the moment.
There is quite a lot of tension in this area. The grey
nomads all park their campervans and vans there during
the day, ready to get onto the Spirit of Tasmania, and
the congestion is absolutely extraordinary. There is
room for some development, and I know that the locals
are not against development per se and that they
understand the tension of living in such an attractive
area. However, the building of inappropriate towers is
appalling. I am pleased to see that Minister Guy has
given this decision-making process back to Port Phillip
City Council.
The action I seek is that Mr Guy give an update to the
people of Port Phillip about what the ALP had in mind
for this area and who was responsible for any decisions
that were going to be made on this.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not know that the
ALP as an entity would have actually formed any
particular view. Perhaps ‘the former minister’ would be
acceptable.
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Mrs COOTE — Thank you. I will correct that and
refer to the former Minister for Planning under the
previous government.

Crime: Western Victoria Region
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Deputy Premier and
Minister for Police and Emergency Services. Crime
statistics released last month and made publicly
available on the Victoria Police website show a huge
jump in crime across my electorate of Western Victoria
Region. The statistics show the crime rates from 2010
compared with 2011, and in particular I would like to
draw the attention of the Deputy Premier to the rates in
Hamilton.
Hamilton sits in the southern Grampians police service
area in the western Victoria police region. I know the
Deputy Premier will be familiar with every detail of
these statistics; however, I would like to specifically
point out the following in the Hamilton area: a 10.8 per
cent increase in crimes against the person; a 25.4 per
cent increase in assault; a staggering 26.9 per cent
increase in car theft; an 11.3 per cent increase in
property damage; and overall a total increase in crime
of 4.8 per cent, which is 109 additional crimes. The
residents of Hamilton have a right to feel safe, and
indeed the Baillieu-Ryan government was elected on
the back of a law and order campaign.
I ask the Deputy Premier and Minister for Police and
Emergency Services to take action to bring down crime
across the state and in particular to focus on the western
Victoria police region. My request in this adjournment
debate is that the Deputy Premier articulate how he
intends to do this, and I ask him to include what the
government’s time frame is for reducing crime in
Hamilton. I ask the Deputy Premier to deliver the extra
police he promised during the election, including police
not just for Melbourne but also for regional and rural
communities.

Children’s services committee: membership
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — My
matter is for the Premier. I am seeking clarification
from the Premier in relation to his government’s
response to the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable
Children Inquiry report. This is a significant report, and
I acknowledge the work of the Honourable Philip
Cummins, Professor Dorothy Scott and Mr Bill Scales.
I share the Premier’s view that Victoria’s children
should be this government’s top priority.
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In recommendation 80 of the report the inquiry
suggests that the government should establish a
children’s services committee of cabinet comprising the
ministers responsible for community services, children,
education, health, community development and justice
to oversee a number of things, including the
development and implementation of a
whole-of-government vulnerable children and families
strategy. The implementation of these
recommendations should be a top priority for the
Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development. I assume that that minister will be a
member of this cabinet committee, yet
Minister Lovell’s lack of response during upper house
question time yesterday indicates otherwise. Minister
Lovell indicated that she would not be taking
wide-ranging questions on the report because it is the
responsibility of the Minister for Community Services.
This is extremely concerning, because there are a
number of recommendations within that report that
relate directly to Minister Lovell’s portfolio
responsibilities, in particular recommendation 7, which
calls for an increase in appropriate infrastructure and
universal services, including maternal and child health
services, kindergartens and community playgroups, for
communities that have the highest concentrations of
vulnerable children and families. I look forward to that
recommendation being implemented, because I think it
is a very important recommendation.
Minister Lovell’s response to my question seemed to
suggest that she will play no role in this cabinet
committee, which would be extraordinary. If she is
going to be a member of that committee, then she
should be prepared to respond to questions about it in
the Parliament.
The Youth Affairs Council of Victoria issued a media
release today expressing disappointment that the
inquiry did not recommend that the Minister for Youth
Affairs be on that committee. I share these concerns in
that the report quite clearly discusses and makes
recommendations around young people up to the age of
25 years, which is Minister Smith’s area of
responsibility.
Under the Brumby Labor government the youth affairs
minister, James Merlino, the member for Monbulk in
the Assembly, was heavily involved in Victoria’s
vulnerable children and young people framework,
amongst other things, including the Connecting at Risk
Young People initiative in 2008 and the Positive
Pathways for Victoria’s Vulnerable Young People
policy framework to support vulnerable youth in
September 2010. I believe there is a clear role for both
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the minister for children and the minister for youth to
be members of this cabinet committee to oversee the
implementation of these recommendations, so I ask the
Premier to advise me of the membership of this
committee and in particular whether the Minister for
Children and Early Childhood Development and the
Minister for Youth Affairs will both be members of the
children’s services committee of cabinet.

Respite care: Western Victoria Region
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Community
Services, and the action I seek is that the minister
advise as to whether funding will be available in the
near future to expand respite for carers in Western
Victoria Region. Carers in the regions can face
obstacles as their access to respite can be restricted
compared to the access that carers in metropolitan
regions have to such services.
Carers for people with a disability do a fantastic and
frequently unrecognised job in catering for the needs of
others. Being a carer can be an unrelenting job because,
if the person being cared for has a high level of needs,
they are a 24-hour responsibility. The job also demands
a high level of selflessness, because it is largely unpaid.
It is estimated that there are approximately
700 000 unpaid carers in the state of Victoria. As the
minister stated in the other place, they deserve our
support, respect and recognition.
Respite for a carer can take the form of a break
overnight or for 24 or 48 hours or longer. It can provide
the opportunity for the carer to take a much-needed
holiday, which is something members of the general
population often take for granted. If the person being
cared for is a student, respite can be provided in the
school holiday period when the demands on the carer
are at their highest.
Respite ensures that carers can look after their own
physical and mental wellbeing and continue with their
work, which deserves to be highly valued and
supported within our communities. It is important that
respite care be both flexible and affordable, and the
minister is taking steps to ensure this. I note that in its
last budget our government provided a $41 million
commitment to supported accommodation as well as
respite. In 2008 the Auditor-General identified a
number of deficiencies in the area of respite provision,
and the minister is working diligently to correct those
deficiencies.
In asking the minister to take this action I commend her
for her strong support of carers in this state and
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especially for her primary role in respect of the Carers
Recognition Bill 2012, a landmark piece of legislation
recently introduced by the coalition government.

Responses
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I do not have any written answers or
responses to adjournment items tonight, but I can
respond in part to the nine matters raised with me. The
first of those was raised by Mr Lenders, who sought
assistance from the Minister for Energy and Resources.
He asked whether the minister could be active in
resolving some of the issues surrounding the Douglas
mine operated by the company Iluka in western
Victoria. I will pass on that request.
Mr Eideh raised a matter for the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations and called for the
development of a jobs plan for Victoria. That request
will be passed on to the minister.
Mr Somyurek raised a matter for the Minister for
Manufacturing, Exports and Trade about job losses as a
result of the closure of food processing operations in
northern Victoria. During the course of Mr Somyurek’s
contribution he was talking about tomato sauce
production, and I was reminded that my mum made
some lovely tomato sauce this week. You cannot get
better than homemade tomato sauce. I will pass that
request on to the minister.
Mr Scheffer raised a matter for the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change seeking information
on decisions surrounding the aquatic centre at Rosebud.
I will pass that request on to the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change.
Ms Pennicuik raised a matter for the Minister for Major
Projects regarding the Kew Cottages site. She asked
that the minister prevent any further private sector
development on that site and put in place alternative
planning mechanisms. I will pass that request from
Ms Pennicuik on to the minister.
Mrs Coote raised a matter for the Minister for Planning
regarding matters related to the planning around
Waterfront Place in the city of Port Phillip. In particular
she asked whether the current minister could explain
publicly the intended actions of the previous minister. I
will pass that request on to Mr Guy.
Ms Pulford raised a matter for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. She asked a question about
how he intended to reduce crime in her electorate of
Western Victoria Region. I will pass that request for
information on to the Deputy Premier.
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Ms Mikakos raised a matter for the Premier. She sought
clarity on matters relating to the government response
to Report of the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable
Children Inquiry and particularly sought clarification
on the membership of the cabinet committee formed to
respond to that report. I will pass on that request.
Finally, Mr O’Brien raised a matter for the Minister for
Community Services. He is seeking some information,
in particular whether there is any funding available to
improve respite care in his electorate of Western
Victoria Region. I will pass on that request.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house now stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 6.01 p.m. until Tuesday,
13 March.
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Tuesday, 28 February 2012
Parks Victoria: land management
Raised with:

Minister for Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Mr P. Davis

Raised on:

4 May 2011

REPLY:
Mitchell River National Park attracts approximately 50 000 visits each year, including around 28 000 day visits.
The park offers a range of facilities to enable visitors to enjoy its spectacular landscape and remote setting.
As the walking track traverses the Mitchell River Gorge, it is subjected to a number of environment impacts. From
time to time the exposed sections along the top of the gorge are subject to high winds and storms causing limbs and
trees to fall across the track. The lower sections of the track are subjected to high water events from the Mitchell
River during times of high rainfall and flood, this leads to erosion, sedimentation and accumulation of flood debris.
Parks Victoria must balance a range of priorities when delivering park management services. In early 2011 the
primary priority for Parks Victoria resources in the area was to assist the delivery of the government’s prescribed
burn targets. This resulted in delays in other works.
In June 2011 Parks Victoria undertook maintenance works on the walking track, including cutting back
overgrowing vegetation, removal of fallen limbs and addressing slip and trip hazards.
Since June 2011, the area has experienced a number of high rainfall and storm events that has lead to further
damage. In November 2011 the track was inspected and maintenance works identified. These works include
clearing of fallen trees and branches, clearing of trackside vegetation and clearing of minor soil slips from the track
surface that have occurred since the previous work was completed.

Firewood: collection permits
Raised with:

Minister for Roads

Raised by:

Mr Lenders

Raised on:

31 August 2011

REPLY:
The Victorian coalition government carefully considered a range of options and took into account public feedback
when determining the changes to firewood collection on public land. These changes make firewood collection
more affordable and straightforward for Victorians.
The new approach simplifies access to firewood for personal use by removing the requirement to obtain a permit to
collect firewood from state forests (and parks where collection is allowed), and introducing consistent statewide
rules about where and when collection can occur.
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This approach makes firewood collection from public land more straightforward and affordable for all Victorians,
while balancing community safety and the protection of the environment.
VicRoads’s position is that it does not permit the public to collect (or cut) firewood from the roadsides on arterial
roads. There are road safety risks associated with the public stopping on high-speed rural roads to collect firewood.
There is also a potential for a significant impact on native vegetation within the road reserves.

Foodbank Victoria: funding
Raised with:

Minister for Community Services

Raised by:

Ms Darveniza

Raised on:

1 September 2011

REPLY:
Funding for this program was originally granted by the previous government on a non-recurrent basis over a fixed
two year period. However, to ensure that the improvements made as a result of this program can be sustained into
the future the government has agreed to provide ongoing funding for one full-time project officer. This funding will
enable Foodbank Victoria to maintain and consolidate the progress that has been made.

Rail: Laburnum service
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Leane

Raised on:

12 October 2011

REPLY:
I have responded directly to Ms Lucy Krelle regarding trains at Laburnum railway station.
Train frequency is an important part of any public transport system. However, this must be balanced with the need
to improve capacity and performance along each individual train line as well as across the entire train network.
The previous government’s contract with Metro required the introduction of a new timetable in order to address the
delays caused by a tangled web of lines where trains crossed from one track to another. There may have been costly
commercial implications if the coalition government had dishonoured this contract. Therefore, as you are aware, a
new timetable was introduced in May 2011.
Before the May timetable change, trains on the Belgrave and Lilydale lines merged with trains from the Glen
Waverley line prior to entering the city loop. This limited the number of trains that could be scheduled on these
lines, and also meant that a delay on one line interacted with all other lines, such that reliability for all passengers
was affected. The new timetable changed the operating and stopping patterns for trains on both of these lines and
removed the need for them to merge.
To enable this alteration, stopping patterns were changed along the Belgrave/Lilydale line, including at Laburnum,
Camberwell and Glenferrie railway stations. These changes allow for a more even distribution of
stopping-all-stations and express trains, and also assist in balancing passenger loads.
The new approach is intended to simplify the timetable by separating lines, thereby improving the reliability of the
entire rail network.
Metro recommends that passengers travelling to Laburnum railway station from the outer-east change at Blackburn
railway station. Twelve city-bound trains run to Laburnum railway station each weekday between 7.45 a.m. and

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1161

8.50 a.m., including five originating from Blackburn railway station. Blackburn is staffed from first to last train to
assist passengers on request.
I have carefully considered the new operating pattern and train frequency at Laburnum railway station; however,
there are no current plans to change the stopping patterns at this time.

Melbourne Citymission: Women 4 Work
Raised with:

Minister for Corrections

Raised by:

Ms Hartland

Raised on:

25 October 2011

REPLY:
Employment is recognised as an important component of successful transition of offenders into the community
and, therefore, to reducing re-offending. I am advised that Corrections Victoria recently reviewed its model of
employment support for women offenders. It determined that a more focused approach can better link training and
education, employment skills, employment programs and knowledge of employers’ needs, in order to promote the
development of networks and pathways to assist women offenders to find and remain in employment after release.
Accordingly Corrections Victoria has developed a preferred vocational pathways approach, to enable support that
is better tailored to each woman’s individual circumstances. This new approach aims to develop links between
women’s involvement in industry and education, and pre and post-employment support.
Once implemented, it is envisaged that the revised vocational pathways model will include support services at both
the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Tarrengower Prison, including referral and information about employment
support services, ways to address common employment barriers faced by ex-offenders, and the development of
associated skills.
The Women 4 Work program was established in 2006 as a partnership between Melbourne Citymission, the
Department of Business and Innovation (DBI, then known as the Department of Industry, Innovation and Regional
Development) and Corrections Victoria.
I am advised that funding for the Women 4 Work program was predominantly provided under the Victoriaworks
employment program of the Department of Business and Innovation. In June 2011 DBI changed the focus of this
program to indigenous clients.
Women exiting prison with complex needs continue to be eligible for assessment for participation in intensive
transitional support programs such as the Women’s Intensive Support Program for women identified with moderate
to high risk needs, and Konnect, for indigenous men and women exiting prison. These transitional programs
include education, training and employment components.

Desalination plant: costs
Raised with:

Minister for Water

Raised by:

Mr Lenders

Raised on:

27 October 2011

REPLY:
The Victorian coalition government has been completely transparent about the costs of the Victorian desalination
project.
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In February 2011, the government released the annual forecast costs for each water ordering scenario for each year
of operation in nominal terms. This made the annual costs transparent to the community for the first time.
The cost of the project has not changed since the contract was signed in July 2009 by the previous government. The
total maximum net present cost was released in November 2009 as $5.7 billion, which is the total cost over the
30-year contract if 150 billion litres of water is ordered each year of operation. In nominal terms, this could cost the
state more than $23 billion.
The contract with AquaSure is based on making payments when water is delivered, and based on how much water
is ordered. Increases in design and construction costs due to productivity, inclement weather and design issues are
matters for AquaSure and their design and construct contractor.
Melbourne’s water users are already paying the costs of this and other water infrastructure projects such as the
north–south pipeline and the eastern treatment plant upgrade through increased water bills.

Floods: Benjeroop
Raised with:

Minister for Water

Raised by:

Mr Lenders

Raised on:

8 November 2011

REPLY:
I understand that the flood study being referred to is the Swan Hill regional flood study. This was released to the
community in 1999 and sought to develop an integrated regional strategy across state borders. The strategy took
into account a number of earlier studies developed in the 1980s and 1990s for the Lower Loddon, Avoca, Murray
River, Kerang Lakes and Edward-Wakool rivers and their flood plains.
The strategy was driven by a cross-border consultation and review group and provided recommendations to
implement a series of works in both Victoria and New South Wales (NSW). These recommended works included
maximising temporary flood storage capacity in Victoria by providing flood spill structures, improving hydraulic
capacities between levees, stabilising overflows to NSW, opening up of some downstream floodways in NSW and
upgrading levees to provide a protection level of 1 in 25 years.
The guiding principles used in evaluating options included accepting the current level of protection on both sides of
the river as historical fact and a starting point for the recommended strategy, and ensuring that, at the local level, no
area or individual landowners should be worse off. I have also been advised that implementation of the
recommended measures in NSW would have limited benefit to the residents of Benjeroop.
I have discussed the matter of effluent flows into NSW with Katrina Hodgkinson MP, the NSW Minister for
Primary Industries, on several occasions, and I will continue to do so where appropriate. However, advice from the
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage is that this would be met with resistance by land-holders in NSW, unless
associated with additional flood storage in Victoria.
In April 2011, I announced a $21 million assistance package for flood-affected irrigators to help the region recover
and ensure it is in a stronger position to reduce the impacts of future flooding. This will provide an opportunity for
farmers to consider changing farm operations to something more tolerant to flooding, to sell their property and
move to a less flood-prone area, and if they choose to stay, having a ring levee constructed around their dwellings. I
believe this to be a more effective solution than implementing works that will eventually overtop and require costly
ongoing maintenance.
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Bacchus Marsh Racecourse and Recreation Reserve: future
Raised with:

Minister for Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Ms Pulford

Raised on:

8 November 2011

REPLY:
The Bacchus Marsh Racecourse and Recreation Reserve has been permanently reserved for racecourse, public park
and general recreation since May 1887. Under this reservation the land cannot be sold or reduced in area without an
act of Parliament.
The reserve has been administered under various forms of management regimes from trustees to the current
committee comprising community volunteers and representatives from the user groups.
To help clarify the rights and responsibilities of management and the user groups the Department of Sustainability
and Environment (DSE) has been endeavouring to establish a range of tenures for all user groups of the reserve
since 2006.
The Moorabool Shire Council recognises the importance of this large reserve to the Bacchus Marsh community
and has expressed interest in assuming the management role. This is seen as a benefit to the community as the
council has the capability to obtain grants and development contributions to further assist this reserve cater for the
growth of Bacchus Marsh and surrounds.
DSE is in discussions with the council, the existing committee and user groups to establish the future management
regime and put in place appropriate tenures for the user groups and will continue to do so until a resolution is
reached.
Should the council be appointed to manage the reserve, all user groups, current and new, will have the option to
enter into tenure arrangements with the council as the delegated land manager if they have not already done so.
Any current tenures will continue to run their respective terms under any change of management.

Floods: Benjeroop
Raised with:

Minister for Water

Raised by:

Mr Lenders

Raised on:

9 November 2011

REPLY:
The Lower Loddon Irrigators Recovery Package aims to increase the resilience of the community by protecting
assets and changing the use of land from more intensive to less intensive agriculture. To that end the Victorian
government is offering a voluntary buyback option that gives priority to the more intensive types of farming
businesses.
The regional task force that I established to implement the voluntary buyback devised the following prioritisation
criteria for making offers to land-holders:
- number of delivery share entitlement to be terminated, as an indicator of intensive agriculture;
- position within the high flood risk area, because even within the high-risk areas, risk decreases up the flood plain
due to better access, and
- value for money, where the other two criteria are equally met.
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Intensive agriculture is the first priority, because it is most vulnerable to flood damage in the Lower Loddon. Once
the target irrigation properties have been addressed, properties that fit the other criterion may be considered for
voluntary buyback if there are funds remaining.
The task force provided the community consultative committee these criteria on 18 August 2011. The committee
sought no changes and the task force endorsed the same criteria on 23 August 2011.

Buses: Bannockburn
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Ms Tierney

Raised on:

9 November 2011

REPLY:
The Department of Transport (DOT) advises me that the 4.35 p.m. bus from Geelong to Bannockburn was
introduced on 19 October 2009 on a trial basis. This bus was introduced to help the local community return home
earlier from Geelong and to avoid overcrowding on the 5.35 p.m. V/Line coach from Geelong to Ballarat.
DOT has advised me that the average number of passengers using the 4.35 p.m. bus is 7.2. The return 5.00 p.m.
(Bannockburn to Geelong) trip is essentially a positioning trip for connections from Geelong.
I have agreed for the route to be continued for a further six months. At the end of this period, the route will be
subject to a further review to ensure it is meeting the community’s expectations. I will await DOT’s
recommendation following the review before making a final decision on its future.

Port Phillip Bay: beach renourishment
Raised with:

Minister for Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Mr Jennings

Raised on:

10 November 2011

REPLY:
The shape of the coastline between Parkdale and Mordialloc is dynamic, with natural coastal processes shifting
sand southwards each winter towards Mordialloc Beach. The resulting thinner beaches at Mentone and Parkdale
limit the recreational opportunities and exposes built assets such as seawalls to damage from wave attack and storm
surges.
In May 2011, the government announced funding of $9.536 million for the Protection of Port Phillip Beaches and
Foreshore program.
The current program includes renourishment of a number of metropolitan bay beaches.
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Gas: Wandong-Heathcote Junction supply
Raised with:

Premier

Raised by:

Ms Broad

Raised on:

10 November 2011

REPLY:
The Victorian government recognises the benefits of connecting natural gas to communities and that is why we are
investing $100 million in the Energy for the Regions program over the next four years to extend natural gas across
regional Victoria.
Regional Development Victoria (RDV) has commenced a staged approach to implementation of this program. The
first stage involves direct discussion with gas distribution businesses regarding the capture of early opportunities
through a negotiated process. The bid process for this stage closed on 31 August 2011. RDV has now commenced
the task of assessing the commercial and technical merit of the bids received through this process.
Subsequent stages of the program will be informed by, and commence following, completion of the direct
negotiation process.
All towns, including the communities of Wandong-Heathcote Junction, will have the opportunity to be considered
under the program, subject to a supporting bid from one of the private gas distribution businesses.
Thank you for raising this matter with me.

Water: charges
Raised with:

Treasurer

Raised by:

Mr Lenders

Raised on:

22 November 2011

REPLY:
Prices for the regulated water, sewerage and drainage services provided by the metropolitan water businesses are
determined by the independent pricing regulator, the Essential Services Commission (ESC), through each water
plan process.
The ESC pricing process allows for phased cost recovery over the water plan period. Where there is a significant
change in costs in a particular year the ESC may provide for pricing impacts to be phased over a number of years.
This allows the price impacts to be manageable from the customers’ perspective.
In the event that there is a change in the timing of costs relative to the funds collected (i.e. due to changes in the
timing of the commissioning of the desalination plant) the ESC is likely to consider this as part of the next pricing
review.
Dividends are determined by the Treasurer after consultation with the board of each business and the Minister for
Water.
The dividends for 2011–12 and 2012–13 will be determined having regard to the financial position and outlook for
each business.
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Libraries: Sunshine
Raised with:

Minister for Local Government

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

23 November 2011

REPLY:
I thank the member for western metropolitan for raising this matter. I am pleased to advise that on 12 December
2011 I announced that Brimbank City Council had been successful in their application for the redevelopment of the
Sunshine library under round 1 of the Living Libraries infrastructure program 2011–12 for a grant of $750 000. In
addition, I was also pleased to announce a further grant of $500 000 for the project as part of the community
support grants, bringing the Victorian government’s contribution to $1.25 million.
The Victorian government has committed $17.2 million over four years to the Living Libraries infrastructure
program to modernise existing building and build new libraries across the state. I recently announced 10 projects
were successful in securing funding totalling $3.421 million under round 1 of the 2011–12 program.

Wedge-tailed eagle: statistics
Raised with:

Minister for Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Mrs Petrovich

Raised on:

24 November 2011

REPLY:
The wedge-tailed eagle is an iconic bird and is the most common of the world’s large eagles. The species is
Australia’s largest bird of prey and found throughout mainland Australia. It is remarkable how often these
magnificent birds can be seen close to regional communities, circling for prey. Within Victoria, it can be found
from sea level to alpine regions in the mountains, but prefers wooded and forested land and open country, generally
avoiding rainforests and coastal heaths.
The consistent sighting of wedge-tailed eagles provides sufficient information to determine that the population of
the species is healthy and that it has good representation across Victoria.
Within Victoria, the wedge-tailed eagle is recorded as ‘common’ and the last review of the status of Victoria’s
fauna distribution completed in 2007 highlighted that the numbers of the species are sustainable. The Department
of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) has a database of recorded sightings of wedge-tailed eagles. Many of
these records are provided by recognised field zoologists, ecologists and bird enthusiasts. This species is protected
by the Wildlife Act 1975 and is not listed as threatened under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988.
Information from recorded sightings is used to establish the common or threatened status of a species. These
records are reviewed by an expert panel approximately every five years. The panel evaluates the records against a
set of criteria published by the International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources known as the
Red List. DSE will continue to review the status of Victoria’s fauna and flora to monitor distribution and
populations of these species. Specific records on sightings of individual birds can be accessed upon request to DSE
or through biodiversity interactive maps on the DSE website.
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Murray-Darling Basin: federal plan
Raised with:

Minister for Water

Raised by:

Mr Drum

Raised on:

6 December 2011

REPLY:
The Victorian coalition government holds significant concerns about what is in the Murray-Darling Basin
Authority’s draft basin plan released on 28 November 2011. The draft plan proposes to move 2750 gigalitres of
water away from consumptive use to secure a range of environmental health outcomes for basin river systems.
That number is made up of individual in-valley targets and a separate northern and southern basin downstream
contributions target. In Victoria’s case, the aggregate of its in-valley targets has already been met through water
savings projects and the commonwealth government purchasing program.
The Victorian government believes that the 970 gigalitres that is proposed as the southern basin downstream
contribution should be able to be found through environmental works and measures and better running of the river
system in the southern basin.
As a result of the drought, we have seen farmers become more efficient in how they use water and in how to
produce more with less water. We should consider applying a similar principle to how we manage environmental
water.
The Victorian government wants to ensure that Victorians get an opportunity to have a say on the draft basin plan.
We set up a Basin Advisory Group with a cross-section of people from across northern Victoria — environmental
groups, community groups, irrigation groups and industry groups that could come together to consider basin plan
matters. Any information the Victorian government has is put out to this group because it is important that it has
access to a comprehensive flow of information.
During the recently completed round of initial meetings and workshops that the Murray-Darling Basin Authority
held across the basin, people came along and started to engage in the authority’s consultation process. We will
encourage our communities to continue that involvement when the authority commences its second round of
engagement in early 2012.
The Victorian government wants to ensure that the basin plan is a balanced plan that considers the social, economic
and environmental issues and provides certainty.
As Minister for Water, I will be making sure that everyone in Victoria who wants to have a say will get an
opportunity to do so, and as a government we will be strongly putting forward their case.

Croydon and Maroondah secondary colleges: merger
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Mr Leane

Raised on:

7 February 2012

REPLY:
The decision to merge was made by both the Croydon Secondary College school community and the Maroondah
Secondary College school community in 2011. The new school was established in January 2012 under the interim
name Croydon Maroondah College. The decision to merge was made on the basis of providing better educational
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opportunities and pathways for students in the Croydon and Maroondah areas. An executive principal, Mr Terry
Bennett, has been appointed to the school to support the merging of the two communities.
The interim school council will now commence a consultation process regarding the preferred school site. This
process will be informed by relevant data, information and criteria provided by the newly established school
community.
The recommendation from the interim school council will then be forwarded to the Department of Education and
Early Childhood Development for consideration and a final decision by the Minister for Education. This process
will be supported by the executive principal.

Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation: independence
Raised with:

Minister for Gaming

Raised by:

Hon. M. P. Pakula

Raised on:

7 February 2012

REPLY:
Consistent with longstanding practice under successive governments, when shadow ministers are seeking briefings
on policy or operation matters, a request in writing should be made to the responsible minister.
It is a courtesy that, from time to time, briefing opportunities for new legislation or portfolio matters are extended to
shadow ministers. These are provided at the discretion of the responsible minister.
It is not appropriate for shadow ministers to receive briefings from public or statutory body officials at will. It is
hoped that shadow ministers undertake their own portfolio work to deepen their understanding of the key issues.
The government will extend the same courtesy to the opposition as was extended to the Liberal-National coalition
by the former Labor government.

Bushfires: recovery services
Raised with:

Minister for Bushfire Response

Raised by:

Mrs Petrovich

Raised on:

8 February 2012

REPLY:
The Victorian government has made a commitment to continue to support the changing needs of communities and
people affected by the fires through a coordinated range of both new and existing services.
Support will be provided through both specific recovery programs and ensuring that there is capacity in the
government’s core service delivery agencies to meet the needs of fire-affected communities.
The Bushfire Communities Support Program is providing a combination of individual and community services
including:
- the Bushfire Community Support Helpline
- bushfire community support workers who are employed by community agencies providing locally based support
to bushfire-affected communities
- drop-in information and advice centres in Hurstbridge, Kinglake and Marysville.
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The fire recovery unit is providing a clear point of contact for information and connection to available services
within the Victorian government, with three community engagement officers working closely with affected
councils and community groups.
A bushfire recovery interdepartmental committee is supporting the fire recovery unit in the coordination of
recovery activities across government.
The Rebuilding Advisory Service (RAS) will continue to provide people with information, advice and assistance
from qualified building professionals, on all aspects of rebuilding. The service is located at Kinglake and
Marysville and provides a mobile service that visits affected landowners across the state.
The government also recognises that many people may not want to rebuild. That is why the government’s
$50 million bushfire buyback scheme was announced in October 2011. The scheme will assist the recovery of
property owners who are unable to sell their land privately or who face difficulties in rebuilding a new dwelling.
An application process will run from 1 March to 31 May 2012.
The availability of small business mentors for businesses directly affected by the fires has been extended to 30 June
2012. Eligibility to receive mentoring has also been broadened to include businesses that lost trade as a result of the
fires.
As well as activity by the government, the Victorian Bushfire Appeal Fund will also continue to be a key source of
support for fire-affected people through initiatives such as:
- the Housing Assistance Gift
- provision of psychological counselling and wellness vouchers
- ‘Tune In’ youth counselling services
- community projects and programs to be approved under the $20.5 million medium to long-term allocation.
We are committed to the medium to long-term recovery needs of bushfire-affected Victorians and will continue to
monitor funded services to ensure they meet the ongoing needs of people recovering from the bushfires.
I trust this information is of assistance and thank you for bringing your concerns to my attention.

1170

COUNCIL

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Wednesday, 29 February 2012

COUNCIL

1171

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Wednesday, 29 February 2012
Planning: Werribee employment precinct
Raised with:

Minister for Planning

Raised by:

Mr Elsbury

Raised on:

12 October 2011

REPLY:
Government agencies such as the Department of Planning and Community Development, the Department of
Transport, the Growth Areas Authority and Wyndham City Council are working collaboratively to activate
development of the site.
The Growth Areas Authority has recently been requested to prepare a precinct structure plan for the site.

Walhalla: vegetation management
Raised with:

Minister for Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Mr P. Davis

Raised on:

8 November 2011

REPLY:
Due to high winter/spring rainfall and poor ground conditions, track works scheduled in spring were deferred.
Parks Victoria had re-scheduled vegetation clearing and track works to be completed by the end of November 2011
but due to further storms and rain the works commenced on 26 November 2011.
As of 1 December Parks Victoria staff in partnership with Conservation Volunteers Australia had completed 30 per
cent of the required work on the tramway section of track. The contractor engaged by Parks Victoria also
re-commenced the tracks work for the Great Walhalla Alpine Track and completed all works on the west bank and
25 per cent on the east bank.
Parks Victoria’s track-clearing programs for the area were completed in December 2011.
Close liaison occurs between Parks Victoria and DSE regarding track maintenance in the Walhalla area.
Parks Victoria is also working with Conservation Volunteers Australia to undertake additional works in and around
Walhalla over summer.
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Western Victoria Region: town planning
Raised with:

Minister for Planning

Raised by:

Mr Ramsay

Raised on:

8 December 2011

REPLY:
I appreciate the resource and planning challenges faced by regional and rural municipalities. The Rural Planning
Flying Squad is a new initiative which provides assistance to rural and regional councils in relation to major
projects and developments, long-term land use issues, strategic plans as well as immediate planning support. The
flying squad has funding of $2.8 million over three years to June 2014.
During 2011 I met with representatives from most of Victoria’s regional and rural councils. I look forward to
continuing to meet with rural municipalities on a regular basis.
I am pleased to have recently joined you on a visit to a number of rural municipalities including Pyrenees, Ararat,
Hindmarsh, West Wimmera, Yarriambiack, Horsham, Northern Grampians and Central Goldfields; and towns
including Beaufort, Nhill, Ararat, Kaniva, Warracknabeal, Murtoa, Stawell and Maryborough.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 28 February 2012
Premier: Department of Premier and Cabinet — Ballarat office
222.

MS PULFORD — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Premier): In relation to the government’s
commitment to open an office of the Department of Premier and Cabinet in Ballarat:
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Has the Premier sought, and received, advice from the Department of Premier and Cabinet on the
opening of an office in Ballarat; if so, did that advice recommend a time line for provision of
funding, what date was recommended and did the Premier accept the recommendation.
Has the Premier asked that funds be included in the 2011–12 budget by writing to the Treasurer.
Has the provision of funds for an office of the Department of Premier and Cabinet in Ballarat been
included in any budget submission made by the Premier for the 2011–12 budget.
Has the Premier taken any formal action to ensure the provision of funding in 2011–12 financial
year.
Will staff employed to work in the regional offices of the Department of Premier and Cabinet be
employed as permanent public servants.
Will staff employed to work in the regional offices of the Department of Premier and Cabinet
report to, or take direction from, any staff employed in the office of the Premier; If so, from which
staff member in the office of the Premier will regionally based staff take direction and to whom
will they report.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

Advice was sought from the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) on the opening of an office in
Ballarat. DPC has provided advice on the opening of an office in Ballarat. Funding for the pilot offices will
come from existing DPC and Department of Planning and Community Development (DPCD) resources.

(2)

The pilot offices will be funded from existing DPC and DPCD resources. Additional funding in the 2011–12
budget is not required.

(3)

Funding for the pilot offices will come from existing DPC and DPCD resources.

(4)

Funding for the pilot offices will come from existing DPC and DPCD resources.

(5)

Staff employed in the regional offices of DPC will be public servants, who will be employed in the regional
offices for the nine-month period of the trial. They may be seconded from permanent roles in other
government agencies.

(6)

Staff employed in each regional office of DPC will report to their regional office manager. Each regional
office manager will report to the director, government branch, DPC. Staff will not report to, or take direction
from, any staff employed in the office of the Premier.

1174

COUNCIL

Premier: car parking spaces
674.

MRS PEULICH — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Premier): What was the total number and
cost of car parking spaces allocated to the private office of each minister and parliamentary secretary for
each of the following financial years —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

2005–06;
2006–07;
2007–08;
2008–09; and
2009–10.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS and INNOVATION

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
14
14
14
14
14

Total Cost
$84 963
$88 502
$92 190
$96 030
$100 032

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
HEALTH

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
8
7
8
7
12

Total Cost

Car Spaces
6
5
0
0
0

Total Cost

Car Spaces
6

Total Cost

$10 311
$35 568
$43 498
$39 997
$70 180

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$7733
$25 405
$0
$0
$0

HOUSING

Financial Year
2005–06

$7733
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Car Spaces
4
5
5
6

Total Cost

Car Spaces
6
6
6
6
5

Total Cost

Car Spaces
0
3
0
0
0

Total Cost

$20 324
$27 186
$28 569
$35 090

AGED CARE

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$7733
$30 487
$32 624
$34 284
$29 242

MENTAL HEALTH, Children

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$0
$15 244
$0
$0
$0

MENTAL HEALTH, Senior Victorians, Community Services

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
0
0
7
9
8

Total Cost
$0
$0
$38 061
$51 426
$46 787

DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
5
14
14
14
14

Total Cost
$23 100
$64 680
$70 027
$69 720
$69 720

DEPARTMENT OF SUSTAINABILITY AND ENVIRONMENT

Financial Year
2005–06

Car Spaces
15

Total Cost
$68 400
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Car Spaces
12
28
29
25

Total Cost
$61 517
$149 530
$166 304
$119 109

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
PLANNING

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
10
10
10
10
10

Total Cost

Car Spaces
7
7
7
7
7

Total Cost

Car Spaces
0
0
0
0
5

Total Cost

Car Spaces
4
2
8
7
7

Total Cost

$45 600
$51 264
$51 264
$54 813
$57 266

SPORT AND RECREATION

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$33 574
$34 792
$36 054
$37 361
$38 716

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$0
$0
$0
$0
$15 056

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT
ROADS AND PORTS

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$25 668
$13 720
$41 148
$41 472
$41 507
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TRANSPORT

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
3
1
10
5
6

Total Cost
$19 248
$2947
$51 430
$29 616
$35 577

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION and EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10
*No cost available

Car Spaces
13
23
21
21
18

Total Cost
$52 767
$99 360
*
$106 588
$89 251

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
ATTORNEY-GENERAL

Financial Year
Car Spaces
2005–06
5
2006–07
6
2007–08
7
2008–09
2
2009–10
2
* Parking managed as part of rental — no cost recorded

Total Cost
*
$32 832
$38 304
$11 352
$12 144

CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Financial Year
Car Spaces
2005–06
2
2006–07
6
2007–08
6
2008–09
6
2009–10
7
* Parking managed as part of rental — no cost recorded

Total Cost
*
$32 832
$32 832
$28 143
$32 834

POLICE, CORRECTIONS AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07

Car Spaces
3
3

Total Cost
*
$11 160
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Financial Year
Car Spaces
2007–08
6
2008–09
6
2009–10
8
* Parking managed as part of rental — no cost recorded

Total Cost
$31 080
$32 100
$48 576

DEPARTMENT OF PREMIER and CABINET
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY PREMIER

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

Car Spaces
3
6
7
6
6

Total Cost

Car Spaces
67
70
54
51
53

Total Cost
$241 082
$240 516
$259 491
$243 929
$199 757

$2836
$7486
$23 090
$20 922
$19 494

OFFICE OF THE PREMIER

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

DEPARTMENT of TREASURY AND FINANCE
OFFICE OF THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10
* Until September 2007

Car Spaces
7
6
6
0
0

Total Cost

Car Spaces
6
6
11
8
7

Total Cost

$34 354
$33 017
$5453*
$0
$0

OFFICE OF THE TREASURER

Financial Year
2005–06
2006–07
2007–08
2008–09
2009–10

$20 568
$20 364
$47 108
$26 826
$24 346

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1179

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 2 DEC 2010 to 5 APRIL 2011
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS and INNOVATION

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
14

Total Cost
$34 257.00

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
MENTAL HEALTH, WOMEN’S AFFAIRS and COMMUNITY SERVICES

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
7

Total Cost
$16 100.00

HOUSING and CHILDREN and EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
3

Total Cost
$6900.00

Car Spaces
8

Total Cost
$18 400.00

HEALTH and AGEING

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
5

Total Cost
$8300.00

DEPARTMENT OF SUSTAINABILITY AND ENVIRONMENT

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
7

Total Cost
$13 589.24

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
SPORT, RECREATION, VETERAN’S AFFAIRS

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
3

Total Cost
$6900.00

LOCAL GOVERNMENT, ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
6

Total Cost
$14 179.80

Car Spaces
7

Total Cost
$16 131.85

PLANNING

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

1180

COUNCIL

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT
PORTS

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
3

Total Cost
$5633.54

Car Spaces
4

Total Cost
$7682.10

ROADS and TRANSPORT

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION and EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
8

Total Cost
$24 578.40

Car Spaces
5

Total Cost
$11 507.55

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Year
2 Dec 2011–5 April 2011

DEPARTMENT OF PREMIER and CABINET
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY PREMIER

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
5

Total Cost
$7839.00

Car Spaces
20

Total Cost
$24 567.00

OFFICE OF THE PREMIER

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

DEPARTMENT of TREASURY AND FINANCE
OFFICE OF THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Car Spaces
0

Total Cost

Car Spaces
2

Total Cost
$3301.00

$0

OFFICE OF THE TREASURER

Year
2 Dec 2010–5 April 2011

Environment and climate change: Alpine National Park — funding
731.

MR BARBER — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change): In relation to the budget commitment of $9.6 million for the ‘management of Victoria’s Parks’
on pages 76 and 78 of 2011–12 budget paper no. 3:
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Is this money to be spent only on the Alpine National Park and at nationally listed wetlands as is
indicated on page 78.
What are the precise list of measures that this $9.6 million will be spent on.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

Yes

(2)

It sets out funding for a variety of environmental outcomes, including:
– An increase in the number of park rangers in the Alpine National Park to deliver on-ground works.
– Expansion of the pest and weed management programs in the Alpine National Park, focusing on the
protection of high-value natural assets.
– Design and implementation of targeted programs to control feral horses and deer populations in Alpine
National Park.
– Design and implementation of programs to rehabilitate and protect state and national listed alpine
wetlands.
And seeks to:
– Enhance the provision of ecosystem goods and services and flow-on effects.
– Improve the habitat quality and resilience of the Alpine National Park.
– Improve the relationships with land-holders and communities adjoining the Alpine National Park, through
a more visible on-ground management presence and action, as part of a range of environmental
management efforts.

Environment and climate change: Climate Change Act 2010 — proclamation and regulations
733.

MR BARBER — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change):
(1)
(2)

When will the government proclaim the Climate Change Act 2010.
Does the minister plan to introduce regulations under the Climate Change Act 2010 to fulfil the
election promise to prohibit new coal-fired power stations from emitting more than 0.8 tonnes of
carbon dioxide per megawatt hour; if so, what date are the regulations expected to come into
force.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The Climate Change Act 2010 commenced on 1 July 2011.

(2)

Introduction of the 0.8 tonnes CO2-e/MWh standard will not require regulations under the Climate Change
Act 2010. It could occur through an amendment to the State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality
Management) (SEPP AQM). Any potential amendments to the SEPP AQM would require extensive
consultation and communication with stakeholders including a policy impact assessment and independent
review of the regulatory changes, as outlined in section 18A of the Environment Protection Act 1970.
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Assistant Treasurer: G. F. Richardson
2777.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer: For the period 2 December 2010 to 16
August 2011: Has the Minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the lobbying firm
G. F. Richardson and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government is currently preparing a new lobbyist code of conduct.

Environment and climate change: bushfires — roadside vegetation management
4062.

MS BROAD — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Minister for the Environment and Climate
Change): In relation to the work being undertaken to identify specific guidance needs and regulatory
barriers to undertake roadside vegetation management for bushfire consultation as identified in the
Bushfire Royal Commission Implementation Monitor’s progress report: Was this implemented by July
2011 as indicated in the progress report; if not, when will it be implemented.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This work has been completed by the Department of Sustainability and Environment in consultation with the Local
Government Native Vegetation Reference Group. The reference group is co-chaired by the Municipal Association
of Victoria and includes representation from VicRoads, local councils, the Country Fire Authority and Department
of Planning and Community Development.

Environment and climate change: Rooming House Standards Taskforce
4582.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change): In relation to the Rooming House Standards Taskforce chairperson’s report released in
September 2009, and in particular, to recommendation 3, that the state government establish a targeted
program for registered rooming house operators to improve the thermal efficiency of premises and
upgrade with more energy and water efficient fixtures and appliances (e.g. shower heads, insulation,
draft-proofing, and the like) —
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

Does the Baillieu government support this recommendation.
Has this recommendation been fully implemented; if not, what is the status of the implementation
of this recommendation.
Has the government launched any trials of thermal efficiency measures for rooming houses; if
so —
(a) how many trials have been completed;
(b) where have the trials been conducted; and
(c) how much did the trials cost.
Are any more trials of thermal efficiency measures for rooming houses planned.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1183

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Implementation of recommendation 3 from the Rooming House Standards Taskforce has commenced, following
completion of a pilot project to identify cost-effective energy and water efficiency opportunities in registered
rooming houses.
During the pilot project, an energy and water efficiency opportunities assessment of 23 registered rooming houses
was undertaken, with retrofits of energy and water efficiency measures already completed in 5 of these.
The 23 properties were located in the cities of Casey, Maribyrnong, Melbourne, Monash, Moreland and Port
Phillip, and the Mornington Peninsula shire.
The pilot project cost $37 893.
Energy and water assessments and retrofits of 300 rooming house properties will commence in October 2011,
beginning with the remaining 18 pilot properties.
The Victorian government recognises the benefits of thermal energy and water efficiency upgrades.

Consumer affairs: Affairs of State
5496.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Affairs of State and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Allygroup
5497.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Allygroup and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: AusAccess Unit Trust
5498.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm AusAccess Unit Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Australian Public Affairs Partnership Ltd
5499.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Australian Public Affairs Partnership Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Baber Roger Peters
5500.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Baber Roger Peters and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Barton Deakin
5501.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Barton Deakin and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd
5502.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Bluegrass Consulting
5503.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Bluegrass Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Burson-Marsteller
5504.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Burson-Marsteller and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: CamCom-Campaign Communications
5505.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm CamCom-Campaign Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Cameron Milner
5506.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Cameron Milner and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Cannings Corporate Communications
5507.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Cannings Corporate Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Carney Associates
5508.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Carney Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Chris Schacht
5509.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Chris Schacht and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Clean Economy Services
5510.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Clean Economy Services and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd
5511.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd
5512.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Cosway Australia
5513.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Cosway Australia and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Cox Inall Communications
5514.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Cox Inall Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: CPI Strategic
5515.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm CPI Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: CPR Communications and Public Relations Pty Ltd
5516.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm CPR Communications & Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: CSR Ltd
5517.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm CSR Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Dan Cass and Company
5518.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Dan Cass & Company and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Daskay Pty Ltd
5519.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Daskay Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd
5520.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Diplomacy Pty Ltd
5521.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Diplomacy Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: EC Strategies Pty Ltd
5522.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm EC Strategies Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Edunity
5523.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Edunity and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Embark Worldwide Consulting
5524.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Embark Worldwide Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd
5525.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd
5526.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Essential Media Communications
5527.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Essential Media Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: FIPRA Australia Pty Ltd
5528.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm FIPRA Australia Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: G and A Commercial Services Pty Ltd
5529.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm G & A Commercial Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: G. F. Richardson
5530.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm G. F. Richardson and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Galbraith and Company Pty Ltd
5531.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Galbraith & Company Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd
5532.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd
5533.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd
5534.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Hawker Britton
5535.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Hawker Britton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Hill and Knowlton
5536.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Hill & Knowlton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: HTT Trust
5537.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm HTT Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd
5538.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: InsideOut Strategic
5539.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm InsideOut Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: InterCapital Group Pty Ltd
5540.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm InterCapital Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd
5541.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd
5542.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1201

Consumer affairs: Jackson Wells Pty Ltd
5543.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Jackson Wells Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Jeni Coutts and Associates Pty Ltd
5544.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Jeni Coutts & Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: John Connolly and Partners Pty Ltd
5545.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm John Connolly & Partners Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: John Cook
5546.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm John Cook and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: John Martin McQuilten
5547.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm John Martin McQuilten and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Kenneth Gordon Betts
5548.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Kenneth Gordon Betts and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

(4)

COUNCIL

1203

Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: KPMG
5549.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm KPMG and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd
5550.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: LESL Services Pty Ltd
5551.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm LESL Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: LK Creative
5552.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm LK Creative and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Manallack Pty Ltd
5553.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Manallack Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Markstone Group Pty Ltd
5554.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Markstone Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd
5555.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Martin Jones
5556.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Martin Jones and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Max Jackson and Associates
5557.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Max Jackson & Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Media Affairs
5558.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Media Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Melbourne Public Relations Group
5559.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Melbourne Public Relations Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Michael Kelly
5560.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Michael Kelly and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: MPR
5561.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm MPR and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Next Generation Thinking
5562.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Next Generation Thinking and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Numbat Consulting
5563.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Numbat Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Paris Walter Pty Ltd
5564.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Paris Walter Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Parker and Partners Pty Ltd
5565.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Parker & Partners Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Pesel and Carr
5566.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Pesel & Carr and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Phoenix Public Affairs
5567.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Phoenix Public Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Place Consultancy
5568.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Place Consultancy and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Porter Novelli
5569.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Porter Novelli and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Primary Communication Pty Ltd
5570.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Primary Communication Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd
5571.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd as trustee for Profile Trust
and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd
5572.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
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(3)
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Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd
5573.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: RedStick Strategic Communications
5574.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm RedStick Strategic Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd
5575.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Reputation Pty Ltd
5576.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Reputation Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Res Publica
5577.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Res Publica and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd
5578.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd
5579.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: SAS Group
5580.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm SAS Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Shac Pty Ltd
5581.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Shac Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Shelly Freeman Consultant
5582.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Shelly Freeman Consultant and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Socom Pty Ltd
5583.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Socom Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Statecraft Pty Ltd
5584.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Statecraft Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd
5585.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: Strategic Partnership Group
5586.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Strategic Partnership Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: The Agenda Group Pty Ltd
5587.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm The Agenda Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: The Civic Group Pty Ltd
5588.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm The Civic Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: The Strategic Counsel
5589.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm The Strategic Counsel and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Consumer affairs: The Trustee for the S and L Santoro Family Trust
5590.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm The Trustee for the S & L Santoro Family Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Consumer affairs: Wilkinson Group
5591.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with
representatives of the lobbying firm Wilkinson Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Affairs of State
7032.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Affairs of State and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Allygroup
7033.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Allygroup and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: AusAccess Unit Trust
7034.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm AusAccess Unit Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Australian Public Affairs Partnership Ltd
7035.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Australian Public Affairs Partnership Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Baber Roger Peters
7036.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Baber Roger Peters and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Barton Deakin
7037.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Barton Deakin and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd
7038.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Bluegrass Consulting
7039.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Bluegrass Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Burson-Marsteller
7040.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Burson-Marsteller and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: CamCom-Campaign Communications
7041.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CamCom-Campaign Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Cameron Milner
7042.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cameron Milner and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Cannings Corporate Communications
7043.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cannings Corporate Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Carney Associates
7044.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Carney Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Chris Schacht
7045.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Chris Schacht and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Clean Economy Services
7046.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Clean Economy Services and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd
7047.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd
7048.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Cosway Australia
7049.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cosway Australia and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Cox Inall Communications
7050.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cox Inall Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: CPI Strategic
7051.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CPI Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: CPR Communications and Public Relations Pty Ltd
7052.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CPR Communications & Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: CSR Ltd
7053.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CSR Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Dan Cass and Company
7054.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Dan Cass & Company and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Daskay Pty Ltd
7055.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Daskay Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd
7056.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Diplomacy Pty Ltd
7057.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Diplomacy Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: EC Strategies Pty Ltd
7058.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm EC Strategies Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Edunity
7059.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Edunity and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Embark Worldwide Consulting
7060.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Embark Worldwide Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd
7061.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd
7062.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Essential Media Communications
7063.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Essential Media Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: FIPRA Australia Pty Ltd
7064.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm FIPRA Australia Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: G and A Commercial Services Pty Ltd
7065.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm G & A Commercial Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: G. F. Richardson
7066.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm G. F. Richardson and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Galbraith and Company Pty Ltd
7067.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Galbraith & Company Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd
7068.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd
7069.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd
7070.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Hawker Britton
7071.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Hawker Britton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Hill and Knowlton
7072.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Hill & Knowlton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: HTT Trust
7073.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm HTT Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd
7074.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: InsideOut Strategic
7075.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm InsideOut Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: InterCapital Group Pty Ltd
7076.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm InterCapital Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd
7077.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd
7078.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Jackson Wells Pty Ltd
7079.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Jackson Wells Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Jeni Coutts and Associates Pty Ltd
7080.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Jeni Coutts & Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: John Connolly and Partners Pty Ltd
7081.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm John Connolly & Partners Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: John Cook
7082.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm John Cook and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: John Martin McQuilten
7083.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm John Martin McQuilten and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Kenneth Gordon Betts
7084.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Kenneth Gordon Betts and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: KPMG
7085.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm KPMG and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd
7086.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: LESL Services Pty Ltd
7087.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm LESL Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: LK Creative
7088.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm LK Creative and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Manallack Pty Ltd
7089.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Manallack Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Markstone Group Pty Ltd
7090.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Markstone Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd
7091.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Martin Jones
7092.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Martin Jones and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.

1242

COUNCIL

(4)

Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Max Jackson and Associates
7093.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Max Jackson & Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Media Affairs
7094.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Media Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Melbourne Public Relations Group
7095.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Melbourne Public Relations Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Michael Kelly
7096.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Michael Kelly and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: MPR
7097.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm MPR and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:

1244

COUNCIL

Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Next Generation Thinking
7098.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Next Generation Thinking and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Numbat Consulting
7099.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Numbat Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Paris Walter Pty Ltd
7100.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Paris Walter Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Parker and Partners Pty Ltd
7101.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Parker & Partners Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Pesel and Carr
7102.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Pesel & Carr and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Phoenix Public Affairs
7103.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Phoenix Public Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Place Consultancy
7104.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Place Consultancy and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Porter Novelli
7105.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Porter Novelli and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Primary Communication Pty Ltd
7106.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Primary Communication Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd
7107.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd as trustee for Profile Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd
7108.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd
7109.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: RedStick Strategic Communications
7110.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm RedStick Strategic Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd
7111.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Reputation Pty Ltd
7112.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Reputation Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Res Publica
7113.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Res Publica and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd
7114.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd
7115.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: SAS Group
7116.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm SAS Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Shac Pty Ltd
7117.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Shac Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Shelly Freeman Consultant
7118.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Shelly Freeman Consultant and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Socom Pty Ltd
7119.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Socom Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Statecraft Pty Ltd
7120.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Statecraft Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd
7121.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: Strategic Partnership Group
7122.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Strategic Partnership Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: The Agenda Group Pty Ltd
7123.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Agenda Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: The Civic Group Pty Ltd
7124.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Civic Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: The Strategic Counsel
7125.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Strategic Counsel and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Racing: The Trustee for the S and L Santoro Family Trust
7126.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Trustee for the S & L Santoro Family Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Racing: Wilkinson Group
7127.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Minister for Racing): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Wilkinson Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Affairs of State
7320.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Affairs of State and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Allygroup
7321.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Allygroup and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: AusAccess Unit Trust
7322.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm AusAccess Unit Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Australian Public Affairs Partnership Ltd
7323.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Australian Public Affairs Partnership Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Baber Roger Peters
7324.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Baber Roger Peters and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Barton Deakin
7325.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Barton Deakin and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd
7326.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Bluegrass Consulting
7327.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Bluegrass Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Burson-Marsteller
7328.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Burson-Marsteller and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: CamCom-Campaign Communications
7329.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CamCom-Campaign Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Cameron Milner
7330.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cameron Milner and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Cannings Corporate Communications
7331.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cannings Corporate Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Carney Associates
7332.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Carney Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Chris Schacht
7333.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Chris Schacht and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Clean Economy Services
7334.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Clean Economy Services and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd
7335.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd
7336.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Cosway Australia
7337.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cosway Australia and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Cox Inall Communications
7338.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Cox Inall Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: CPI Strategic
7339.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CPI Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: CPR Communications and Public Relations Pty Ltd
7340.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CPR Communications & Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: CSR Ltd
7341.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm CSR Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Dan Cass and Company
7342.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Dan Cass & Company and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Daskay Pty Ltd
7343.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Daskay Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd
7344.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Diplomacy Pty Ltd
7345.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Diplomacy Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: EC Strategies Pty Ltd
7346.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm EC Strategies Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Edunity
7347.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Edunity and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Embark Worldwide Consulting
7348.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Embark Worldwide Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1265

Treasurer: Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd
7349.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd
7350.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Essential Media Communications
7351.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Essential Media Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1266

COUNCIL

Treasurer: FIPRA Australia Pty Ltd
7352.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm FIPRA Australia Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: G and A Commercial Services Pty Ltd
7353.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm G & A Commercial Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: G. F. Richardson
7354.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm G. F. Richardson and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1267

Treasurer: Galbraith and Company Pty Ltd
7355.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Galbraith & Company Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd
7356.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd
7357.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1268

COUNCIL

Treasurer: Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd
7358.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Hawker Britton
7359.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Hawker Britton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Hill and Knowlton
7360.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Hill & Knowlton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1269

Treasurer: HTT Trust
7361.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm HTT Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd
7362.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: InsideOut Strategic
7363.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm InsideOut Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1270

COUNCIL

Treasurer: InterCapital Group Pty Ltd
7364.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm InterCapital Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd
7365.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd
7366.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1271

Treasurer: Jackson Wells Pty Ltd
7367.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Jackson Wells Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Jeni Coutts and Associates Pty Ltd
7368.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Jeni Coutts & Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: John Connolly and Partners Pty Ltd
7369.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm John Connolly & Partners Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1272

COUNCIL

Treasurer: John Cook
7370.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm John Cook and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: John Martin McQuilten
7371.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm John Martin McQuilten and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Kenneth Gordon Betts
7372.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Kenneth Gordon Betts and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL

1273

Treasurer: KPMG
7373.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm KPMG and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd
7374.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: LESL Services Pty Ltd
7375.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm LESL Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1274

COUNCIL

Treasurer: LK Creative
7376.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm LK Creative and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Manallack Pty Ltd
7377.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Manallack Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Markstone Group Pty Ltd
7378.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Markstone Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

COUNCIL
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Treasurer: Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd
7379.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Martin Jones
7380.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Martin Jones and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Max Jackson and Associates
7381.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Max Jackson & Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1276

COUNCIL

Treasurer: Media Affairs
7382.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Media Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Melbourne Public Relations Group
7383.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Melbourne Public Relations Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Michael Kelly
7384.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Michael Kelly and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012
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Treasurer: MPR
7385.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm MPR and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Next Generation Thinking
7386.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Next Generation Thinking and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Numbat Consulting
7387.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Numbat Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Paris Walter Pty Ltd
7388.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Paris Walter Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Parker and Partners Pty Ltd
7389.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Parker & Partners Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Pesel and Carr
7390.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Pesel & Carr and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012
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Treasurer: Phoenix Public Affairs
7391.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Phoenix Public Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Place Consultancy
7392.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Place Consultancy and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Porter Novelli
7393.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Porter Novelli and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Primary Communication Pty Ltd
7394.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Primary Communication Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd
7395.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd as trustee for Profile Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd
7396.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012
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Treasurer: Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd
7397.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: RedStick Strategic Communications
7398.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm RedStick Strategic Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd
7399.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: Reputation Pty Ltd
7400.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Reputation Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Res Publica
7401.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Res Publica and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd
7402.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012
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Treasurer: Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd
7403.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: SAS Group
7404.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm SAS Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Shac Pty Ltd
7405.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Shac Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

1284
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Treasurer: Shelly Freeman Consultant
7406.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Shelly Freeman Consultant and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Socom Pty Ltd
7407.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Socom Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Statecraft Pty Ltd
7408.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Statecraft Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012
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Treasurer: Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd
7409.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: Strategic Partnership Group
7410.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Strategic Partnership Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: The Agenda Group Pty Ltd
7411.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Agenda Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Treasurer: The Civic Group Pty Ltd
7412.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Civic Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: The Strategic Counsel
7413.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Strategic Counsel and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Treasurer: The Trustee for the S and L Santoro Family Trust
7414.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm The Trustee for the S & L Santoro Family Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012
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Treasurer: Wilkinson Group
7415.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Assistant Treasurer (for the Treasurer): For the period
2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff) met with representatives of the
lobbying firm Wilkinson Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Affairs of State
7800.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Affairs of State and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Allygroup
7801.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Allygroup and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
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The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: AusAccess Unit Trust
7802.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm AusAccess Unit Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Australian Public Affairs Partnership Ltd
7803.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Australian Public Affairs Partnership Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Baber Roger Peters
7804.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Baber Roger Peters and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Barton Deakin
7805.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Barton Deakin and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd
7806.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Berkeley Consultants Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Bluegrass Consulting
7807.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Bluegrass Consulting and if so:
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(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Burson-Marsteller
7808.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Burson-Marsteller and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: CamCom-Campaign Communications
7809.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm CamCom-Campaign Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Cameron Milner
7810.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Cameron Milner and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Cannings Corporate Communications
7811.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Cannings Corporate Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Carney Associates
7812.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Carney Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Chris Schacht
7813.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Chris Schacht and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Clean Economy Services
7814.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Clean Economy Services and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd
7815.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Clifton Consulting Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd
7816.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Corporate Words Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Cosway Australia
7817.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Cosway Australia and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Cox Inall Communications
7818.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Cox Inall Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: CPI Strategic
7819.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm CPI Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: CPR Communications and Public Relations Pty Ltd
7820.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm CPR Communications & Public Relations Pty Ltd and if
so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: CSR Ltd
7821.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm CSR Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Dan Cass and Company
7822.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Dan Cass & Company and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Daskay Pty Ltd
7823.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Daskay Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd
7824.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Daymark Public Relations Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Diplomacy Pty Ltd
7825.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Diplomacy Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: EC Strategies Pty Ltd
7826.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm EC Strategies Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Edunity
7827.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Edunity and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Embark Worldwide Consulting
7828.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Embark Worldwide Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd
7829.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Endeavour Consulting Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd
7830.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Enhance Corporate Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Essential Media Communications
7831.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Essential Media Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: FIPRA Australia Pty Ltd
7832.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm FIPRA Australia Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: G and A Commercial Services Pty Ltd
7833.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm G & A Commercial Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: G. F. Richardson
7834.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm G. F. Richardson and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Galbraith and Company Pty Ltd
7835.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Galbraith & Company Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd
7836.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Gell Southam Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd
7837.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Government Relations Australia Advisory Pty Ltd and if
so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd
7838.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Government Relations Solutions Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Hawker Britton
7839.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Hawker Britton and if so:
(1)
(2)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
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Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Hill and Knowlton
7840.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Hill & Knowlton and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: HTT Trust
7841.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm HTT Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd
7842.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Hugo Halliday Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: InsideOut Strategic
7843.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm InsideOut Strategic and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: InterCapital Group Pty Ltd
7844.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm InterCapital Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd
7845.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Intermediary Consulting Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd
7846.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Ivydale Nominees Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Jackson Wells Pty Ltd
7847.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Jackson Wells Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Jeni Coutts and Associates Pty Ltd
7848.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Jeni Coutts & Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: John Connolly and Partners Pty Ltd
7849.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm John Connolly & Partners Pty Limited and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: John Cook
7850.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm John Cook and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: John Martin McQuilten
7851.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm John Martin McQuilten and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Kenneth Gordon Betts
7852.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Kenneth Gordon Betts and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: KPMG
7853.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm KPMG and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd
7854.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Kreab Gavin Anderson (Australia) Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: LESL Services Pty Ltd
7855.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm LESL Services Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: LK Creative
7856.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm LK Creative and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Manallack Pty Ltd
7857.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Manallack Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Markstone Group Pty Ltd
7858.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Markstone Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd
7859.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Marshall Place Associates Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Martin Jones
7860.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Martin Jones and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Max Jackson and Associates
7861.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Max Jackson & Associates and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Media Affairs
7862.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Media Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Melbourne Public Relations Group
7863.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Melbourne Public Relations Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Michael Kelly
7864.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Michael Kelly and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: MPR
7865.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm MPR and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Next Generation Thinking
7866.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Next Generation Thinking and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Numbat Consulting
7867.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Numbat Consulting and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Paris Walter Pty Ltd
7868.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Paris Walter Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Parker and Partners Pty Ltd
7869.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Parker & Partners Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Pesel and Carr
7870.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Pesel & Carr and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Phoenix Public Affairs
7871.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Phoenix Public Affairs and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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(4)

Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Place Consultancy
7872.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Place Consultancy and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Porter Novelli
7873.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Porter Novelli and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Primary Communication Pty Ltd
7874.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Primary Communication Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd
7875.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Profile Management Consultants Pty Ltd as trustee for
Profile Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd
7876.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Public Affairs Network Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:

1316

COUNCIL

Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd
7877.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Public Relations Exchange Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: RedStick Strategic Communications
7878.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm RedStick Strategic Communications and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd
7879.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Relate Technical Communications Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 28 February 2012

(4)

COUNCIL

1317

Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Reputation Pty Ltd
7880.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Reputation Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Res Publica
7881.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Res Publica and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd
7882.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Richardson Coutts Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd
7883.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Royce (Vic) Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: SAS Group
7884.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm SAS Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Shac Pty Ltd
7885.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Shac Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Shelly Freeman Consultant
7886.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Shelly Freeman Consultant and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Socom Pty Ltd
7887.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Socom Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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(4)

Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Statecraft Pty Ltd
7888.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Statecraft Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd
7889.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Strategic Advice Australia Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.
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Energy and resources: Strategic Partnership Group
7890.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Strategic Partnership Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: The Agenda Group Pty Ltd
7891.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm The Agenda Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: The Civic Group Pty Ltd
7892.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm The Civic Group Pty Ltd and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: The Strategic Counsel
7893.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm The Strategic Counsel and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: The Trustee for the S and L Santoro Family Trust
7894.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm The Trustee for the S & L Santoro Family Trust and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Energy and resources: Wilkinson Group
7895.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for the Teaching Profession (for the Minister for Energy
and Resources): For the period 2 December 2010 to 16 August 2011: has the minister (or their staff)
met with representatives of the lobbying firm Wilkinson Group and if so:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On which date was the meeting held.
Was the minister (or their staff) accompanied by departmental representatives.
Were any note(s) or record(s) of the meeting kept.
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Was the lobbyist(s) acting on behalf of a client(s), and if so what was the name of the client(s).

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Government ministers and ministerial staff members continue to adhere to the Victorian government professional
lobbyist code of conduct introduced in August 2009.
The government has released a new fundraising code of conduct.

Environment and climate change: Gippsland Lakes — dredging
8089.

MR BARBER — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change):
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

What were the observations and conclusions from the environmental monitoring that was
conducted during the trial dredging of the Gippsland Lakes.
Did this environmental monitoring occur throughout the entire lake chain of Lake King, Victoria
and Wellington or just in proximity to the dredging site.
When the permit application for trial dredging of the Gippsland Lakes to a depth of 6 metres was
considered by your department, what consideration was given to the potential effects upon lakes
King, Wellington and Victoria.
Are DSE, Gippsland Ports or the Environment Protection Agency currently conducting testing in
the Gippsland Lakes catchment for hormones, heavy metals, antibiotics, pesticides, insecticides or
fungicides; if so, when will that data be made publicly available.
What monitoring has been implemented to determine the environmental impact of invasive
marine species into the Gippsland Lakes, following the deepening of the entrance by Gippsland
Ports in 2008.
Given that the Gippsland lakes were declared ‘marine’ by the Gippsland Lakes Task Force due to
increasing salt content, at what point did the Gippsland Lakes system transform from brackish to
marine, and what has been the reason for this change.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

Lakes Entrance is home to the largest commercial fishing fleet in Victoria and increasingly is used by local
and visiting recreational vessels. Maintaining access through the entrance to the Gippsland Lakes is essential
for the $200 million commercial fishing industry and local tourism.
Dredging to maintain navigation at the entrance has occurred for over 100 years. It is a routine activity.
There have been no trials to dredge the Gippsland Lakes.

(2)

As there has been no trial to dredge the Gippsland Lakes, the need to assess whether environmental
monitoring was required has not arisen.

(3)

Maintenance dredging to the entrance of the Gippsland Lakes for 2011 and 2012 is limited to 4.5 m for the
entrance channel, and 5.5 m for the bar on the seaward side of the entrance.
There has not been any permit applications for the trial dredging of the Gippsland Lakes to 6 metres.

(4)

The Gippsland Regional Water Testing Group (DSE, CMAs, water authorities irrigation and potable)
currently monitoring the water that enters the Gippsland Lakes from the major rivers for water quality
parameters that include turbidity (mobilised sediment), phosphorous and nitrogen. This is largely focused on
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the monitoring of factors that contribute to algal blooms and the supply of high-quality water to customers in
the Gippsland region and Melbourne area.
(5)

A permanent entrance was established in 1889 to provide vessel access from the Gippsland Lakes to Bass
Strait. Dredging of the entrance to maintain access has routinely occurred since at that time. In 2008,
Gippsland Ports were conducting dredging trials to provide more efficient ways to maintain access. As the
marine salinity of the lakes is primarily determined by catchment rainfall and run-off, monitoring of invasive
species was not required as part of the trial.

(6)

Numerous studies over the past 30 years have indicated that the Gippsland Lakes have changed substantially
from a fresh water lagoon system to brackish to marine particularly near Lakes Entrance as a result of the
opening of the permanent entrance in 1889.
Gippsland Lakes and Catchment Task Force has identified on the basis of CSIRO climate predictions that the
Gippsland Lakes are likely to become increasingly marine over the next 30 to 100 years as a consequence of
sea level rise in conjunction with more frequent storm surges.

Assistant Treasurer: WorkSafe Victoria — workplace harassment or bullying
8140.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Assistant Treasurer: In relation to complaints of workplace
harassment or bullying:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

How many complaints were received by WorkSafe in 2006–07, 2007–08, 2008–09, 2009–10 and
2010–11.
How many provisional improvement notices were issued by WorkSafe in 2006–07, 2007–08,
2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11.
How many complaints were made by WorkSafe employees in 2006–07, 2007–08, 2008–09,
2009–10 and 2010–11.
What is the procedure for handling complaints made by WorkSafe employees of workplace
harassment or bullying

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
1.

The table below shows the complaints received by VWA detailing allegations of bullying that were referred
to the dedicated inspectorate unit for the years 2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11. Data from years prior to
2008–09 are not comparable.
Year
2008–09
2009–10
2010–11

2.

The table below shows the number of Improvement notices issued by the VWA inspectorate under the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 for the years 2008–09 to 2010–11 related to workplace bullying.
Data from years prior to 2008–09 are not comparable.
Year
2008–09
2009–10
2010–11

3.

Complaints regarding bullying referred to the Inspectorate
243
411
830

Improvement notices
69
157
178

The table below shows the number of complaints received from employees of the VWA detailing allegations
of bullying that were investigated during the years 2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11.
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Complaints regarding bullying investigated
3
0
2

The VWA takes any allegations of workplace bullying seriously, including any raised by employees within
the organisation. Employees with concerns are encouraged to raise them and these are addressed through the
agreed processes. All parties involved in a complaint are supported and every effort is made to protect their
privacy while any review or investigation is undertaken.
Under VWA’s procedures, bullying is defined as repeated, unreasonable behaviour directed towards an
employee, or group of employees, that creates a risk to health and safety.
Upon receiving a complaint the relevant manager and the human resources manager will assess the complaint
and determine the most appropriate approach for resolution. This may include, but not be limited to,
facilitated discussions with and between the employees involved, or an investigation by a person with
appropriate skills, which may include an independent third party.

Education: schools — Bannockburn
8208.

MS PULFORD — To ask the Minister for Higher Education and Skills (for the Minister for
Education):
(1)
(2)

When will the minister announce whether the government will allocate funds for full planning for
the proposed Bannockburn K–12 school.
If the government commits such funds, will the minister at that time announce a timetable for
construction.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian coalition government is committed to upgrading government primary and secondary schools across
the state. Priority projects included in the capital works program for the first term of government are identified in
the Victorian Liberal Nationals Coalition Plan for Education, released in November 2010. Further schools were
identified for capital funding in the Victorian state budget 2011–12, released on 3 May 2011.
The Victorian government is currently engaged in state budget planning to determine how best to allocate public
resources in the 2012–13 financial year. The outcome of this process will be announced in the 2012–13 Victorian
budget released in May.
I am advised that a suitable site for future school development in Bannockburn has recently been acquired by the
Department of Education and Early Childhood Development. The Grampians region has identified the need for a
prep-to-year-9 school at Bannockburn and has included the proposed project in the region’s future capital works
planning program.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Wednesday, 29 February 2012
Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3791.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: On what date was the minister advised by the
department that the 19-bed Renshaw House aged-care facility operated by Castlemaine Health would be
closed.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Health services are required to adjust their service mix in response to community need and operational pressures, as
such the change at Renshaw House is an operational matter for Castlemaine Health and I have received no advice
from the department regarding it.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3793.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: In relation to the Renshaw House aged-care facility
operated by Castlemaine Health: what advice did the CEO of Castlemaine Health seek from the
department before closing the facility.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Health services are required to adjust their service mix in response to community need and operational pressures, as
such the change at Renshaw House is an operational matter for Castlemaine Health and the CEO sought no related
advice from the department.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3794.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: What advice was given to the CEO of Castlemaine
Health regarding the need or otherwise to consult with the board of Castlemaine Health regarding the
closure of the Renshaw House aged-care facility.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There was no advice given to the CEO of Castlemaine Health regarding the need or otherwise to consult with the
board of Castlemaine Health regarding the closure of the Renshaw House.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3795.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: Did the CEO consult with the board of Castlemaine
Health regarding the closure of the Renshaw House aged-care facility —

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1328

COUNCIL

(a)
(b)

Wednesday, 29 February 2012

if not, why was the decision made to close Renshaw House without consulting the board of
Castlemaine Health; and
if so, when did this occur.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The CEO communicated the need to reconfigure low-care services at Castlemaine Health in response to reducing
demand to the board on 8 August 2011. The subsequent action was noted in the CEO’s report to the board of
22 August 2011.

Health: Castlemaine Health — funding
3796.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: What is the Victorian coalition government’s
funding commitment to Castlemaine Health in the 2011–12 financial year.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The government’s allocated annual expenditure budget for Castlemaine Health in 2011–12 is $20 872 000.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3800.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: In relation to the Renshaw House aged-care facility
operated by Castlemaine Health: how many people were on the waiting list for aged-care residency in
Mount Alexander shire and surrounding region from January 2011 to August 2011.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The specific requested information is not currently available. However Castlemaine Health advice is that there was
no-one waiting for accommodation at Renshaw House in the three months prior to August 2011.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3801.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: In relation to the Renshaw House aged-care facility
operated by Castlemaine Health: when did Renshaw House become a low-care aged-care facility.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Renshaw House became a low-care facility in July 2008.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3802.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: Will the closure of the Renshaw House aged-care
facility operated by Castlemaine Health be permanent; if not, when will Renshaw House be reopened.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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Renshaw House is temporarily closed due to reducing demand for low-care residential services. Castlemaine
Health will continue to monitor local demand and the service may be reopened should an increase in demand
require it.

Health: Castlemaine Health — Renshaw House aged-care facility
3805.

MS MIKAKOS — To ask the Minister for Health: In relation to the Renshaw House aged-care facility
operated by Castlemaine Health: is the minister aware that 14 Renshaw House residents have been
relocated; if so, to where have the 14 residents been relocated.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The 14 former Renshaw House residents have all been moved into existing available places within Castlemaine
Health residential aged-care services.

Health: Ballarat helipad — location
8221.

MS PULFORD — To ask the Minister for Health: On what date did the Department of Health
commence further investigation into the optimum location for a helipad in Ballarat as recommended by
the Ballarat helipad implementation group.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department of Health commenced further investigation into the optimum location for a helipad in Ballarat as
recommended by the Ballarat helipad implementation working group on Friday, 28 October 2011.
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Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Thursday, 1 March 2012
Premier: Department of Premier and Cabinet — staff
108.

HON. M. P. PAKULA — To ask the Minister for Health (for the Premier):
(1)

What is the total number of executive and non-executive staff employed by the Department of
Premier and Cabinet who were either —
(a) made redundant (whether voluntary or involuntary);
(b) had employment terminated by the department; or
(c) whose employment ceased as a result of a voluntary separation or resignation.

(2)

What is the total gross cost of all payments made to these staff as a result of these redundancies,
terminations and separations, between 2 December 2010 and 2 March 2011 inclusive.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
During the 2009–10 financial year, zero employees were made redundant; zero employees had their employment
terminated; 65 employees resigned; and the total amount of payments made to these employees as a result of these
actions was $142 723.53.
For the period from 1 July 2010 to 2 December 2010, zero employees were made redundant; zero employees had
their employment terminated; 38 employees resigned; and the total amount of payments made to these employees
as a result of these actions was $152 944.78.
For the period from 2 December 2010 to 5 April 2011, one employee was made voluntarily redundant; zero
employees had their employment terminated; 11 employees resigned; and the total amount of payments made to
these employees as a result of these actions was $104 538.90.
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