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Wednesday, 26 June 2013
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I wish to inform the
house that I have been advised that the Environment
and Planning Legislation Committee and the Legal and
Social Issues Legislation Committee will be meeting
this day following the conclusion of the sitting of the
Council.

2165

committee member other commitments prevent me from
continuing. I wish the committee every success for the
remainder of its term.

The member for Mitcham in the Assembly, Dee Ryall,
has written to me saying:
I hereby resign from the Electoral Matters Committee.

The member for Caulfield in the Assembly, David
Southwick, says in a letter dated 25 June:
I hereby tender my resignation from the Education and
Training Committee. It has been a great pleasure — —

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership
The PRESIDENT — Order! I wish to inform the
Council that I have received an avalanche of
resignations from various committees as committee
membership is re-aligned. In the first instance I have
received a letter from David Koch dated 25 June, which
says:

Let me just say that I think Mr Southwick ought to be a
doctor — I cannot read the last line. At any rate, it is his
resignation from the Education and Training
Committee. That concludes the resignations from
committees unless any other member feels inclined to
send me a scrap of paper.

VICTORIAN CHILD DEATH REVIEW
COMMITTEE

I hereby resign my services to the IBAC Committee
forthwith.

Ms Tierney has written:
I wish to tender my resignation as of today’s date from the
joint investigatory committee; Education and Training.

Her letter was signed on 25 June. Some members have
gone to a lot of trouble with these letters. I might have
another look at the electorate office budgets if members
are unable to afford stationery with letterheads, as
clearly some members cannot afford letterhead
stationery.
In a letter dated 25 June, the member for Ferntree Gully
in the Assembly, Nick Wakeling, writes:
I hereby confirm my intention to resign from the following
parliamentary committee: Accountability and Oversight
Committee.

The member for Bundoora in the Assembly, Colin
Brooks, has written to me saying:
I wish to resign my position on the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee.
Could you please note my gratitude to the staff of that
committee for their assistance during my service.

In a letter dated 25 June Elizabeth Miller, the member
for Bentleigh in the Assembly, writes:
I, Elizabeth Miller MP the state member for Bentleigh, wish
to resign from the Education and Training joint investigatory
committee of the Parliament of Victoria to be effective
immediately. Whilst I have thoroughly enjoyed my role as a

Report 2013
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development), by leave, presented
report.
Laid on table.

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION
COMMITTEE
Application of safer design principles and crime
prevention through environmental design
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) presented report,
including appendices, together with transcripts of
evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

It gives me great pleasure to table the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee report entitled Inquiry into the
Application of Safer Design Principles and Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design. I do so with
a tinge of sadness, because this is the last report the
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee will have
reported under its present composition, given that now
the committee, through the Parliament, has been

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION COMMITTEE
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reconstituted as the Law Reform and Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee, to commence on 1 August.
The Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee has a long
history of providing substantial reports and has
international recognition for the work it does and the
recommendations it has provided to this chamber. I
congratulate many in the chamber who have been part
of the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee over
many years. It is with great pleasure that I see in the
gallery Sandy Cook, who I think has been with the
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee, as its
executive officer, for many years — probably longer
than Sandy would care to remember — and also Pete
Johnson, the senior research officer, who has also been
a large part of that committee and its success over many
years. I will speak more about the staff later, but while I
am on that note I would also like to acknowledge the
work of members of the committee.
This has been a truly bipartisan committee. I cannot
remember us having had any serious disagreement,
although Johan Scheffer might suggest otherwise! The
reality is that we have always been looking for a
consensus for the betterment of the workings of the
committee and its recommendations. I would like to
acknowledge the work of deputy chair Johan Scheffer,
who worked — as he has done in the previous work of
this committee under the former Labor government —
diligently to provide the very best he could in his input
to the committee and its work. I say ditto for Brad
Battin, the member for Gembrook in the other place,
Tim McCurdy, the member for Murray Valley in the
other place, and Shaun Leane from this chamber, who
have provided a wonderful bipartisan effort in
producing this report and the other two reports the
committee has produced during the term of this
Parliament.
Thank you to all committee members who worked
together to produce what I believe is a good report on
crime prevention through environmental design. It was
an interesting inquiry. It took us to Christchurch to look
at the rebuilding of that city. I am not sure if anyone has
had the pleasure and sadness of viewing Christchurch
after it had been decimated by the earthquake, but it
was interesting to see how the council was rebuilding
that city. Obviously part of our work was to note how
the council incorporated crime prevention through
environmental design principles in the rebuild.
We heard from 87 witnesses from both Australia and
New Zealand, and we received eight written
submissions and tabled 31 recommendations. A survey
of local governments undertaken by the Australian
Institute of Criminology in Sydney to see how councils
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use the safer design guidelines gave us a clear
indication that we need to provide a more regulatory
approach to incorporating these guidelines into the
planning regime, and we have made a recommendation
to that effect through the Victorian planning provisions.
The concept of crime prevention through
environmental design has been influential in the
development of safer design principles and the
‘designing out crime’ framework in Victoria. As the
government develops its metropolitan planning
strategy, it has been important to incorporate this report
and the government’s response to it into that planning
regime; the report will be particularly useful on that
basis.
In closing I would like to thank Sandy Cook, Pete
Johnston and Kim Martinow, who is here today with
her young baby. When she took maternity leave, Justin
Elder took her place. I am glad to see that both of them
have made time to be here with us this morning as they
both contributed to this report. Again, I thank Sandy
Cook for her leadership as executive officer and Pete
Johnston, who did the grunt work in relation to a lot of
the research and development of these
31 recommendations.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Ramsay
for his comments. I draw the attention of members to
the fact that we do not refer to people in the gallery as
being in the gallery. Whilst it is obviously a very
important thing to recognise and thank staff for their
work on committees, which we always do, members
should be aware that we do not make reference to
people in the gallery in the course of debate. However,
that one got through, and I will let it through.
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I commend
the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee’s final
report on its inquiry into the application of safer design
principles and crime prevention through environmental
design. Simon Ramsay has already placed on record
that this is the committee’s final report ever, and rather
than discussing the merits of this particular document I
will pay tribute to the committee’s achievements over
its 20 years of existence.
The committee was charged with undertaking inquiries
that involved both the problematic use of drugs and
crime in all its forms. A glance at the 24 inquiries that
have been undertaken shows that while some inquiries
could be said to have focused exclusively on drugs or
crime issues, most inquiries seem to have involved
crime and drugs. I am not sure about the circumstances
of the establishment of the committee back in 1993, but
at that time matters relating to illicit drugs were highly
charged and continued to be so throughout the 1990s.

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
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Requiring a parliamentary committee — unique in the
world — to examine the interrelations of drugs and
crime has proven to be very fruitful. Between 1993 and
2000 the committee undertook three inquiries.
However, from 2000, when Sandy Cook and Pete
Johnston were appointed, to the present day, the
committee has completed 20 reports — about one and a
half per year — which is a phenomenal output.
The rigour of the research, the high number of valuable
witnesses, the quality of the writing and the cogency of
the recommendations testify principally to the
phenomenal work of Sandy Cook and Pete Johnston. I
was privileged to chair the committee during the
55th Parliament, and I worked closely with Sandy and
Pete on one of the committee’s more comprehensive
and trailblazing inquiries, which was into harmful
alcohol consumption. The committee travelled to
Europe, and the regard that European research
institutes, professional associations and government
departments had for the committee’s work deeply
impressed me.
There is of course too much to say in 2 minutes, but I
would like to acknowledge the present chair, Simon
Ramsay, my colleagues on the current committee and
previous chairs, including the member for Scoresby in
the Assembly, Kim Wells, as well as former members
Cameron Boardman, Carolyn Hirsch and Judy
Maddigan. I also take this opportunity to acknowledge
the great work and support we received from Kim
Martinow and Justin Elder.
The winding up of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee is a mistake, but I am confident that the new
Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee,
with a strong research team and enthusiastic MPs, will
continue to conduct excellent research.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I wish to
speak on the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee’s
report into design principles and crime prevention
through environmental design. I congratulate all the
members of the committee, particularly its chair,
Mr Ramsay. I thought when we got this reference that it
was pretty dull and that it would be hard to produce a
good report, but Mr Ramsay was determined to ensure
that no stone was left unturned and that we came up
with a very good report, which this is.
I would like to speak on this report during the time set
aside for statements on reports and papers and just talk
now about the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee,
with this being its final reference. I thank the executive,
including Sandy Cook, and also Pete Johnston in his
role as research officer. I also thank Kim Martinow and
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Justin Elder for their help. When you come to
Parliament as a glorified electrician and you put up
your hand to go on the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee and you are dealing with issues such as
abuse of prescription drugs and horrible things like
human trafficking, you have to rely heavily on the
people who are employed to run the committees. I
cannot speak highly enough of the people who were
engaged by the committee to assist MPs to navigate
their way through such difficult issues and in the end
produce reports that are discussed and utilised overseas,
and that has happened with some of the reports I have
been privileged to help produce.
It is probably a sad day to see this committee being
wound up, but in saying that I really appreciate the
privilege of being a member of it.
Motion agreed to.

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Rural drainage in Victoria
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) presented report,
including appendices, together with transcripts of
evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

The Environment and Natural Resources Committee
received this reference to inquire into matters relating to
rural drainage in Victoria on 10 October 2012 with a
tabling date for its report of 27 June 2013. The
reference is a direct result of the extensive flooding that
took place across the state in 2010, 2011 and 2012,
which indicated significant shortfalls in the
management, performance and maintenance of
Victoria’s rural drainage systems.
The committee undertook a review of how the state’s
drainage systems had been managed previously, the
present state of those systems and what considerations
should be looked at for future management of the
drainage systems. Seventy-four submissions were
received from government agencies, local government
bodies and land-holders right across southern Victoria.
This saw the committee travel to hold public meetings
in western Victoria at Hamilton, in Gippsland at
Warragul, and lastly, in Melbourne, which involved

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
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many of the earlier mentioned parties, especially
farmers, who viewed the current situation as limiting
their capacity in agricultural production. During the
public hearing process the committee also undertook
several site visits, including to drainage systems at Port
Fairy and Macarthur in the west, before further visits to
the Koo Wee Rup-Longwarry flood protection district
and the Moe River Flats drainage area. Some of the
situations presented at these sites left the committee in
no doubt that there was a need to address the current
situation, as little or nothing has been attended to for 10
to 15 years at best.
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Mordialloc in the other place; and Joanne Duncan, the
member for Macedon in the other place. I would also
like to recognise the excellent work undertaken by the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee
secretariat. My special thanks go to Dr Greg Gardiner,
our executive officer, for his untiring efforts in making
this report happen; office manager, Ms Karen Taylor,
for her hard work, and research officer, Dr Ivan Zwart.
I thank them for their ongoing dedication and support in
delivering this final report on schedule. I commend the
report to the house and encourage members to read it.
Motion agreed to.

I was very aware that many of the people we met
during our visits were also concerned about the
disrepair of waterways. These people hoped that our
report and recommendations would demonstrate the
limitations which many producers believe exist due to
the lack of drainage management over the last couple of
decades. Many people spoke to me of their frustration
that no government agency was prepared to take
carriage or responsibility for the current state of play
and that financial resourcing was the biggest restriction
on returning the former drainage schemes to their
earlier capacity. In contrast, community-managed
drainage schemes in western Victoria demonstrated that
where community collectives drew on expertise and
support from local government bodies on a
fee-for-service basis, the schemes remained intact and
continued to deliver what earlier schemes were
renowned for.
As a result of the work undertaken by the committee, a
number of recommendations have been put forward
which offer positive outcomes for restoration,
management, ongoing performance of the past and
possibly new drainage schemes. Two key features
emerged from our investigations: the importance of
local community involvement, and the recognition that
rural drainage requires strategic leadership, both at state
and regional levels. We should not forget the
importance of flexibility as another key aspect in
successfully managing our state’s drainage areas. This
report demonstrates the importance of recommissioning
many former drainage schemes so that much productive
land can be reconstituted, not only for growers but also
to become rateable again for many of the shires
involved.
I wish to acknowledge and thank my parliamentary
colleagues on the committee for their commitment to
this small but important inquiry and their fine work
throughout. They include: deputy chair John
Pandazopoulos, the member for Dandenong in the other
place; Tim Bull, the member for Gippsland East in the
other place; Lorraine Wreford, the member for

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Auditor-General performance auditor
appointment
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) presented report,
including appendix.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

The report on the appointment of a person to conduct
the performance audit of the Victorian Auditor-General
and the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office (VAGO)
under section 19 of the Audit Act 1994 is important. It
is an important role that essentially Parliament will
exercise, which will be the appointment of a person to
conduct a performance audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General and the Victorian Auditor-General’s
Office. The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
(PAEC) is one of the oversight committees of the
Parliament, and it has an important role. In many
speeches about oversight functions it has been said that
the role of the Auditor-General is perhaps as a guard of
the public accounts. It follows then that the auditor of
the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office is essentially a
guard of the guards and this is a very important role. It
is the role of the Parliament to appoint such an auditor
upon consideration of the recommendations of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. This
confirms the ultimate transparency and accountability
to the people of Victoria through the Parliament of the
process that exists in Victoria.
The single recommendation of the committee is that, in
accordance with section 19 of the Audit Act 1994 as
amended, the Legislative Council and the Legislative
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Assembly appoint Andrew Nicolaou, lead partner,
Victorian government, PricewaterhouseCoopers:
(a) to conduct the performance audit of the Auditor-General
and the Victorian Auditor-General’s office;
(b) in accordance with the agreement for the provision of
performance audit of the Victorian Auditor-General and
the VAGO, as detailed in the request for tender attached
as appendix 1 of this report;
(c) at a fixed fee level of remuneration of $270 000 plus
GST, plus $2000 plus GST in capped costs for expenses.

The reason the committee makes that recommendation
is set out in legislation — that is, the Audit Act 1994
requires that a performance audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General’s office be conducted at least once
every three years. The Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee is responsible under the act for
recommending to both houses of Parliament the
appointment of a suitably qualified person to undertake
the performance audit.
In conducting that important statutory duty the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee embarked on an
appropriate process. This is well set out in the report
and ultimately led to the appointment of the successful
tenderer. The process is outlined in section 1.2 of the
PAEC report, and the preparation and publication of a
detailed request for tender (RFT), as outlined in
appendix 1 of the report, was developed for a
performance auditor of the Auditor-General and
VAGO. The RFT also contained the proposed terms
and conditions of the appointment, which was then
suitably advertised. The minimum criteria established
for tenderers included:
must be a member of a leading Australian, Australasian or
international organisation in the fields of auditing and/or
consulting (with an emphasis on performance evaluation);
an appreciation of the role of the Auditor-General as an
independent officer of Parliament;
knowledge and experience in the application of large-scale
performance reviews of organisations, including public sector
organisations; and
no conflicts of interest are presented in relation to performing
this audit work.

On 9 May 2013 the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee approved the establishment of a tender
evaluation subpanel to assist the committee’s audit
subcommittee on tender assessments. That tender
evaluation subpanel comprised Mr David Morris, chair
of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and
the member for Mornington in the Assembly; Martin
Pakula, deputy chair of PAEC and the member for
Lyndhurst in the Assembly; and Mr Neil Angus, the
member for Forest Hill in the Assembly, who is also a
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member of PAEC and a former auditor of prudent and
sound reputation.
The tender evaluation subpanel was supported by the
committee’s senior research officers, Michael Baker,
Leah Brohm and Christopher Gribbin. As set out in the
report, the subpanel received five tenders for the
performance audit by the closing date. It then undertook
an evaluation using a tender evaluation matrix, as set
out in clause 9.2 of the RFT. Tenders were scored
against the tender requirements, and ultimately the
subpanel received the evaluations and made a
recommendation to the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee, which has resolved to recommend the
appointment, as I have said, of Andrew Nicolaou, lead
partner, Victorian government,
PricewaterhouseCoopers.
I wish Mr Nicolaou well, as I do the new
Auditor-General, Mr John Doyle, who will commence
his role imminently. I commend this report to the
Parliament.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s report on the appointment of a person to
conduct the performance audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General and the Victorian Auditor-General’s
Office under section 19 of the Audit Act 1994. I am
privileged to be a member of that committee.
I will start by saying that everybody is accountable for
their actions, and the Audit Act 1994 provides for the
triennial performance audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office to specifically determine
whether the current Auditor-General and his office are
achieving their objectives effectively and, in doing so,
economically, efficiently and in compliance with the
Audit Act 1994 as amended. The subcommittee
appointed to select and evaluate the tenders comprised
lower house members David Morris, the member for
Mornington, who served as chair; the Honourable
Martin Pakula, the member for Lyndhurst, who served
as deputy chair; and Neil Angus, the member for Forest
Hill. The members were assisted quite well by the
committee’s senior research officers, Michael Baker,
Leah Brohm and Christopher Gribbin, who together
provided very professional service in the work done
leading to the appointment of the auditor.
The recommendation that went to the committee was
that the successful tenderer — Andrew Nicolaou, lead
partner, Victorian government, of
PricewaterhouseCoopers — be appointed to do the
audit work on the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office
effective immediately. Bearing in mind that this is a
very important performance audit, because the new
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Auditor-General, John Doyle, commences his work on
1 July this year, I want to commend my colleague
Mr O’Brien, a member for Western Victoria Region,
who has given me great coaching and guidance in my
short term on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee and has made it a very workable group. The
group comprises not just those on the subcommittee but
also Ms Hennessy and Mr Scott, the members for
Altona and Preston respectively in the other place,
together with Valerie Cheong, the committee’s
executive officer, Michael Baker, Leah Brohm,
Melanie Hondros and Justin Ong. As a team, we are
serving Victoria well.
Motion agreed to.
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I must say that when Mr Viney read out his motion I
did have some concern about its first paragraph,
because I was in the chair during question time
yesterday — in fact, all members were here for
question time — and the statement made in that first
paragraph is not what Mr Guy said. Mr Guy was at
pains to say that the water level was calculated on the
road, not on a property. I think the motion is a bit
disingenuous in respect of quoting the minister
incorrectly. I will have a discussion with Mr Viney and
see if we can perhaps change that first paragraph to
accord with what the minister did say. I am concerned
that motions on the notice paper ought to be accurate in
terms of reflecting or referring to statements that have
been made, particularly those made in the house which
can be verified very easily.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership

Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Annual Plan, 2013–14.
Environment and Sustainability Sector: Performance
Reporting, June 2013.
Flood Relief and Recovery, June 2013.

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing
operative dates in respect of the following acts:

Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — By
leave, I move:
That —
(1) contingent on the commencement of the
Parliamentary Committees Amendment Act 2013
on 1 August 2013 that —
(a) Mr Ramsay be appointed to the Law Reform,
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee; and

Police Regulation Amendment Act 2012 — except
section 17 — 1 July 2013 (Gazette No. S211, 18 June 2013).
Water Legislation Amendment Act 2013 — except
sections 7, 8 and 39 — 19 June 2013 (Gazette No. S211,
18 June 2013).

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
The Clerk — I have received a letter dated 25 June
2013 from the Minister for Planning.
Letter at page 2238.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr VINEY having given notice of motion:
Hon. D. M. Davis — On a point of order, President,
the motion that was just read by Mr Viney made
assertions about what Mr Guy, the Minister for
Planning, said in the chamber yesterday. It is my
distinct recollection that the minister did not say what
Mr Viney has asserted that he said. Mr Viney has
knowingly described this in a way that is at variance
with the facts of yesterday’s question time.

(b) Mrs Peulich be appointed to the Economic
Development, Infrastructure and Outer
Suburban/Interface Services Committee;
(2) Mrs Kronberg be appointed to the Education and
Training Committee; and
(3) Mr Koch be discharged from the Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission
Committee.

Motion agreed to.
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move:
That —
(1) contingent on the commencement of Parliamentary
Committees Amendment Act 2013 on 1 August
2013, Mr Scheffer be appointed to the Law
Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee;
and
(2) Ms Tierney be discharged from the Education and
Training Committee.

Motion agreed to.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is not so much a
point of order in terms of the proceedings. Nonetheless,
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Timboon P–12 School: funding
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — In the last two
sitting weeks I have raised the issue of the physical
state of the Timboon P–12 School. I recently made a
visit to the school, and the local newspapers have
published a number of articles clearly outlining the
deplorable state of the physical amenities. We now
have a situation where the physical state of the school
has been discussed on national radio, and it was also
covered on ABC 774 this morning, which I heard on
my way to Parliament. The school has been evacuated
as a result of an inspection by WorkSafe Victoria which
revealed asbestos that needs to be removed. That has
left students, staff and parents high and dry. It will have
a particularly negative impact on the Victorian
certificate of education students, who are under
significant academic pressure.
The state of disrepair at this school is not new. It was
recognised by the Labor government, which is why
Labor signed off on a $6.4 million stage 1
redevelopment of the school. But this government has
redirected that money to other schools. The member for
Polwarth in the other place, Terry Mulder, has not once
seriously advocated for Timboon P–12 School, and
now will not even return calls — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Members will be
aware that during members statements in particular,
given there is a limited amount of time allowed, I
believe members ought to be able to proceed with their
statements without interjection or at least with a
minimum of commentary or interjection from other
members, remembering that interjections as a whole are
unparliamentary or disorderly. To have a barrage of
interjections on a 90-second statement is just not
acceptable. If members feel that it is necessary to take
issue with some of the points being made in a
90-second statement, there are other mechanisms
within the Parliament to do so. If I hear any more noise
during Ms Tierney’s contribution, I will ask her to take
it from the top and we will hear it again.
Ms TIERNEY — Terry Mulder, MP, has not once
seriously advocated for Timboon P–12 school and now
will not even return calls, including calls from the
media. That is what it is like for a rural community to
be taken for granted by this government. Surely the
local member, Terry Mulder, would have at least
demanded a forensic report on the state of the buildings
years ago? But no, he cannot even get his lines
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organised when talking to the local community or the
media. He has gone missing, whilst we have a serious
issue in Timboon with safety and physical dislocation
impacts on the local school community.
As I asked in my members statement yesterday: when
will this government get serious about asbestos? The
time for excuses has passed.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will decide if it is
time. Because of the level of interjections I was
prepared to allow some leeway, and on occasions I
have allowed other members some leeway in the
proceedings because of the circumstances in which they
were making their contributions.

Bendigo Bush Kinder: program launch
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — Kindergarten is a
wonderful time of discovery for children, and I was
thrilled last week to meet some educators who are
thinking outside the square when it comes to learning.
The new Bendigo Bush Kinder, run by Spring Gully
Kindergarten, provides four-year-olds with classes in a
natural bush environment. I was delighted to join the
kinder children, their teachers, and my colleague
Damian Drum to officially launch the kinder last week.
It was wonderful to see the enthusiasm the children
have for their natural playground and the way it inspires
their imaginations.

Bright: early childhood centre
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — I congratulate the Bright
community on coming together to establish a fantastic
new early childhood centre. My colleague Bill Sykes,
the member for Benalla in the Assembly, and I were
impressed with the $2.5 million centre, which was
delivered through a partnership. The Bright P–12
College committed its funding from the Building the
Education Revolution program to the project, creating a
one-stop shop for families in Bright. The centre, which
is on the school’s grounds, will be the envy of many
communities and creates a true childhood precinct
where young people are cared for from birth right
through to year 12.

Arthur Mawson Children’s Centre
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — Last week marked a new
beginning for St Andrews Kindergarten in Shepparton,
with a new name and a new home. A renovated
relocatable classroom used at Kinglake after the Black
Saturday bushfires is now settled on the St Georges
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Road Primary School site. I am delighted that this new
kinder has been named for a great volunteer in Arthur
Mawson. I wish the students and teachers at Arthur
Mawson Children’s Centre the best at their new site.

FIFA World Cup
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I would like
to congratulate the Socceroos on their victory over Iraq,
which cemented their spot in the World Cup to be held
in Brazil in 2014. It was a nail-biting 82 minutes until
Josh Kennedy broke the Iraqi defence system and
scored the goal that had Australians all over the country
up off their couches screaming and celebrating that
great achievement. It was a wonderful moment. The
Socceroos carried the nation’s hopes and dreams on
their shoulders that night, and we could not be more
proud of them.
The World Cup is the world’s most decorated and
celebrated sporting event. We are thrilled that the
Socceroos have fought so hard to represent us there. I
wish the Socceroos the very best on their endeavours in
the World Cup next year in Rio de Janeiro. We are very
proud of them.

Men’s sheds: city of Port Phillip
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — On
15 June I had great pleasure in opening a men’s shed in
the city of Port Phillip. I would like to commend Peter
Simmonds, the president of the Port Phillip Men’s Shed
Association, the secretary, Bob Small, membership
contact Stephen Ingrouille, treasurer Mark Stephens,
Don Laird and John Mills, as well as all the others who
were there on the day.
The Port Phillip Men’s Shed Association has put out a
terrific brochure, which reads:
What is a men’s shed?
The modern men’s shed is an updated version of the shed in
the backyard that has long been a part of Australian culture.
Men’s sheds are springing up all around Australia. If you
looked inside one, you might see a number of men restoring
furniture, perhaps restoring bicycles for a local school,
working on their own project, fixing lawnmowers or making
a kids cubby house for a community group to raffle.

During my visit I saw a fantastic bench and a billycart
that some of the men had made. It was absolutely
terrific. Members of men’s sheds come from all walks
of life. They are united by the bonds of men working
together and sharing a whole range of life experiences.
Therefore on Monday, 17 June, I was particularly
pleased to see the Minister for Community Services,
Ms Wooldridge, announce a $1.5 million boost to build
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new men’s sheds across Victoria. Grants of up to
$60 000 are now available to help local communities
build up to 25 new men’s sheds across Victoria. People
are encouraged to find out how their men’s sheds can
be supported through this grants process. I congratulate
everyone at the Port Phillip Men’s Shed Association.

Roz Blades
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise today to congratulate Cr Roz Blades from the City
of Greater Dandenong, who was awarded a Medal of
the Order of Australia in the recent Queen’s Birthday
honours list for significant service to local government
and to the community of Greater Dandenong.
Roz and her husband Terry moved to Australia through
the assisted migrant program 40 years ago, when Roz
was 20 years old. Having settled in Noble Park, Roz
became actively involved in the community through the
Safety House program. This community involvement
led to Roz being elected as a councillor with the then
City of Springvale in 1987, a position she held between
1987 and 1990 and again between 1992 and 1994,
having been elected mayor in 1992.
After the amalgamation of councils in the mid-1990s
Roz was elected to the City of Greater Dandenong in
1997, a role she has to date successful contested.
Additionally Roz has been the elected mayor of the
City of Greater Dandenong three times.
Roz championed the introduction of free parking for
Department of Veterans’ Affairs gold card holders in
the City of Greater Dandenong, fought hard for the
upgrade of the Noble Park Aquatic Centre and was
central to the creation of the Noble Park civic space.
Roz’s commitment to her local community and the City
of Greater Dandenong is borne out by the number of
awards and accolades she has received, including
Rotary’s Paul Harris Fellow award, a Scouts Australia
Silver Arrowhead award and lifetime membership of
the Springvale Benevolent Society.
Her community involvement includes being president
of the Noble Park community action forum, a long-time
volunteer with the Springvale Benevolent Society, an
executive member of the Interfaith Network and being
involved in the establishment of the South Eastern
Region Polio Support Group. She also spent four years
as the chair of the Springvale Community Aid and
Advice Bureau, acted as patron of the Springvale
multicultural men’s shed, which is currently being
established, became the first female member of the
Rotary Club of Noble Park and was elected chairperson
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of the City of Greater Dandenong and District Scout
Association.
I have known Roz for most of my life, having grown up
and attended school with her children. It has been an
honour to have worked with her in many different
capacities. Roz is a well-respected and staunch
advocate not just for her ward but for the broader City
of Greater Dandenong, and she is a worthy recipient of
a Medal of the Order of Australia.

Sri Lankan consulate: opening
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Last
Friday, 21 June, I had the pleasure of joining the Sri
Lankan Minister for External Affairs, the Honourable
Professor G. L. Peiris, to open the new Sri Lankan
consulate in Melbourne. I stand before you a very
proud man of Sri Lankan heritage, and I am lucky to
have been able to join the Minister for External Affairs
and his parliamentary colleagues, together with the
High Commissioner for Sri Lanka in Australia, His
Excellency Admiral Thisara Samarasinghe, to welcome
the new Consul General of the Democratic Socialist
Republic of Sri Lanka in Melbourne, Upul
Pushpakumara at the opening of the Sri Lankan
consulate in Melbourne. We joined with many
members of Victoria’s Sri Lankan community and faith
leaders at what was a wonderful event which will grow
the relationship between Sri Lanka and the great state
of Victoria.

Meadows Primary School: Melbourne
Symphony Orchestra visit
Mr ONDARCHIE — On another matter, on
Monday, 24 June, I had the pleasure of joining principal
Julie Cooke at Meadows Primary School in
Broadmeadows to observe the school choir and
orchestra perform with the Melbourne Symphony
Orchestra. This is a great initiative. Children who are
normally disenfranchised from the education system are
being engaged through music and musical instruments
and are finding their hearts through music. This is a
wonderful initiative by Meadows Primary School in
Broadmeadows in my electorate of Northern
Metropolitan Region. People make judgements about
the suburb of Broadmeadows and what comes from
there. What came from there on that day was classic
education and Julie Cooke and her staff are to be
congratulated.
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Arab Australians: contribution
commemoration exhibition
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — On
Wednesday, 12 June, I attended a beautiful art
exhibition in Queen’s Hall commemorating Arab
Australian contributions to Victoria’s present-day art
scene. This event was organised by the Victorian
Parliamentary Friends of Palestine. In particular I thank
my colleague the co-chair, Bronwyn Halfpenny, the
member for Thomastown in the Assembly, for her
energy and drive in bringing together an amazing
cultural art collection.

FIFA World Cup
Mr ELASMAR — I offer my heartfelt and sincere
congratulations to the Aussie Socceroos, who have
qualified to play in the FIFA World Cup in Brazil, as
we all know. My good wishes go to our team. I am sure
everyone in Australia will be supporting them and
cheering them on to victory. Hopefully this time they
will bring home the world cup.

Andrew Butterworth
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I met
Andrew Butterworth through my dear friend Trina
Reeve, who was his partner for 21 years. Andrew was a
gorgeous person who lived a life of passion, humour,
intelligence, love and good works. He was warm,
generous, welcoming and fun to be with. Andrew was a
builder and skilled craftsman with a fine arts degree in
timber. He was a gifted teacher of furniture design at
TAFE, and his students loved and respected him.
About seven years ago someone noticed a black mole
on Andrew’s back. He was busy, so it was a couple of
months before he got to a doctor. The lump was
removed but he was told it was a melanoma. From then
on Andrew’s life was a rollercoaster which ended early
on the morning of 15 May when he died peacefully at
Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre. He was 61. Andrew
was a great admirer of Peter Mac’s melanoma and skin
cancer service, and he felt fortunate to receive one of
the new melanoma treatments, which gave him
precious extra months of life. He felt cared for and
supported by the staff, even though he knew the
melanoma was unstoppable.
Andrew was always thinking of others, and he wanted
to get the message out about prevention and early
detection, particularly in the building industry. In 2007
he appeared in a SunSmart video, and more recently he
had an article entitled ‘Is the joy of working with your
shirt off worth 20 years of your life?’ published in the
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Master Builders Association of Victoria magazine.
Andrew’s message to his fellow building workers and
members of the general community was to protect your
skin from the sun and do not delay getting any
problems checked out. Andrew was delighted that his
message was being heard.
Andrew was much loved by his extended family, his
many friends and by Trina, and he will be deeply
missed. Vale Andrew.

Bubup Nairm Family and Children’s Centre
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — On
Sunday I was delighted to attend the grand opening of
the Bubup Nairm Family and Children’s Centre in
St Kilda together with my parliamentary colleagues
Wendy Lovell, the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development; Ms Pennicuik; and David
Southwick, Clem Newton-Brown and Martin Foley, the
members for Caulfield, Prahran and Albert Park in the
Assembly respectively. Only a few weeks ago I went
on a tour of the newly finished centre with the mayor of
the City of Port Philip, Amanda Stevens, and other
council representatives. We met parents and a number
of young children who attend the centre as well as some
of the dedicated staff involved in the centre.
The new centre has the capacity to provide up to
116 licensed children’s service places and provide a
range of services to the city of Port Phillip community,
including maternal and child health services, new
parents groups, a multipurpose room, immunisation
services — which are incredibly important — and
family services.
Supporting services for children — including some of
the state’s most vulnerable — in their early
developmental years is something this government is
very focused on. This year’s budget commits
$46.3 million for children. It includes $34.3 million
over five years for an additional 1000 early childhood
intervention service places each year to support
children with a disability or developmental delay from
birth until school age; $7 million for the children’s
facilities capital program to build and upgrade
children’s centres and kindergartens across Victoria,
including in growth corridors and regional areas; and
$4.6 million in scholarships to upgrade the
qualifications of early years educators. These initiatives
will have significant and important long-term benefits
for Victoria’s children.
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Rural City of Ararat: differential rates
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — The Ararat
Rural City Council passed its draft budget last night.
For the 500 farmers in the municipality, this budget
means an increase in their rates of between 15 per cent
and 20 per cent. The council in its wisdom changed the
differential rate for farmers from 52 per cent to 60 per
cent of the general rate, which means in effect an
increase of 8 per cent. The general rate that was struck
at last night’s meeting represents an increase of 8 per
cent, which means an effective increase in rates for the
farming community of over 16 per cent cumulative. Of
a municipal population of 10 963, 5 per cent or 500 are
farmers who contribute 40 per cent to the total rate
revenue of the shire.
The decision last night by Ararat Rural City Council
means, on average, a farmer with a capital improved
value of $2.5 million will incur an increase of over
$1369, which will bring the annual rate bill for that
farmer in the Ararat shire to over $10 000 per annum.
With only one farmer on a council of seven councillors
this inequity will continue. Ararat is not alone in having
a farming community bear the brunt of inequitable
rates, and this truly demonstrates a need to look at a
rating model that is more equitable across its ratepayer
base.

Mrs Petrovich
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — As I travelled
down the Tullamarine Freeway in the direction of
Parliament House yesterday, I did so with very mixed
emotions. It saddens me greatly that this is the last
week I will share these benches with my friend and
colleague Donna Petrovich. On the other hand, I am
mightily excited that Mrs Petrovich will soon be my
local member in the commonwealth Parliament. I am
perhaps even more excited that Mrs Petrovich will be
part of a team that will restore respect to our system, the
Parliament and the office of Prime Minister, a team that
will restore dignity and competence to our national
government.
It is comforting to know Mrs Petrovich will not be
sitting amid a rabble who hate each other more than
words can say. She will not be sitting behind a Prime
Minister who regards pitting Australian against
Australian as some sort of great achievement and
derides Australians if they happen to be male and wear
a blue tie, a Prime Minister who has turned knitting into
a national joke, even as she crochets the name ‘Kevin
Rudd’ into a stuffed kangaroo, which is not surprising.
After all, does she not stuff everything? Mrs Petrovich
is set to be in a team that will make Australians proud
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again. She is one of the adults who will again soon be
in charge of our nation.
As I said earlier, I will miss my neighbour in the
upstairs corridor, but I know she will be a wonderful
member of the House of Representatives. Donna
Petrovich goes to the Parliament of Australia with my
very best wishes and my active support — and, of
course, she has my vote. Spring Street’s loss will very
much be Canberra’s gain.

Local government: federal referendum
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — I speak today
on an issue receiving considerable coverage in my
electorate of Western Victoria Region, and that is the
upcoming referendum on the recognition of local
government in the federal constitution. At the
referendum voters will be asked to vote yes or no to
amending section 96 of the Australian constitution
regarding funding arrangements from the federal
government to the states to include the words ‘and local
government bodies’. The rest of the amending sentence
reads ‘on such terms as the Parliament sees fit’. Under
our current system of government, funding from
Canberra is passed down to the states, which manage
the distribution of funds based on geographic and
demographic considerations with proper transparency
and oversight.
I note that despite the federal government’s protest of
tough financial times, it is giving up to $10.5 million in
funding for the Yes campaign, but the No campaign
will get a mere $500 000 — that is, 21 times more
funding will go towards the affirmative campaign.
I support the position taken by the Victorian Minister
for Local Government, the Honourable Jeanette Powell,
as well as other leading Victorian parliamentarians,
including Philip Davis, who has placed an excellent
opinion piece in the Herald Sun newspaper, and Donna
Petrovich, who I commend for her service to this
Parliament. I look forward to her service in the federal
Parliament. I also pay tribute to Senator Bridget
McKenzie, who has taken the courageous decision to
cross the floor in relation to voting on the amendment
that has been put up. I also commend those Liberal
senators who abstained from the vote. This is an issue
of state rights. This is an issue of another federal
government takeover — and God knows, the present
federal Labor government does not spend its funding
very well.
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Queen’s Birthday honours
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I thank
my colleagues for their kind words. It is a poignant
moment as I deliver my last members statement.
On behalf the Parliament I congratulate three members
of my electorate who have been awarded a Medal of
the Order of Australia for their services in the
community and to Australia. It is awarded to citizens
whose significant efforts often go unnoticed within the
community, but whose tireless hard work is essential to
the continuation of groups and vital to specialised
fields.
Kyneton’s James Spark is a respected member of the
aviation community and has always been at the
forefront of innovation. James has worked extensively
in the aviation industry and has been a great mentor to
many young pilots. I also applaud my friend Jean Buist
who has been awarded a Medal of the Order of
Australia for her longstanding services to the
communities of Lancefield and Romsey. Jean is the
current president of the Lancefield branch of the
Country Women’s Association and of the Romsey
Lancefield combined Probus Club, an organisation
formed to create a social environment among retired
business men and women.
John Lynch of Romsey has also been rewarded for his
endless work and longstanding efforts in his local
community. John is the current president of the
Romsey-Lancefield RSL and has applied much of his
time to maintaining memorials and to educating
younger people on Australia’s history in the military.
John also initiated the Romsey Park sports community
building project. During John’s life membership at the
Romsey Football Netball Club he has played the role of
senior team manager, trainer, secretary and president.
John has also been a volunteer with the Office of the
Public Advocate supporting the intellectually disabled.
These everyday citizens have made a significant
contribution to their communities, and I once again
congratulate them on their tireless efforts and work in
my region.
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articles 7 and 8 which refer to a child’s rights to know
their parents and a government’s responsibility to
respect a child’s rights to family ties.
2.

Human rights protected by the charter act that are
engaged but not limited by the bill

Right to Privacy — section 13 of the charter act

Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan)
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 Assisted
Reproductive Treatment Amendment (Access By
Donor-Conceived People To Information About Donors) Bill
2013.
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 opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview of bill
This purpose of this bill is to amend the Assisted
Reproductive Treatment Act 2008:
To ensure that all persons born as a result of a donor treatment
procedure, regardless of when the gametes were donated,
have access to identifying information about their donor; and
To provide for contact vetoes to be able to be lodged by a
donor or donor-conceived person for persons conceived from
gametes donated prior to 1998.
Human rights issues
1.

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

Right to recognition and equality — section 8 of the
charter act
The bill positively engages and promotes the right to
recognition and equality before the law, as it will enable
disclosure of information to persons born as a result of
donor treatment procedures regardless of when those
procedures took place.
Currently, donor-conceived people have different rights
under Victorian law to access information about their
donors depending upon the date of donation of the
gametes from which they were conceived.
The bill corrects this anomaly and affirms recognition
and equality under the law for the welfare and interests
of all persons born as a result of assisted reproductive
treatment procedures.
The bill is consistent with the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child to which
Australia became a signatory in 1990. In particular,

This bill engages the right to privacy as it regards the
provision of identifying information of pre-1998 donors
and donor-conceived people who may or may not have
wished to remain anonymous.
This bill strikes a balance between these donors’ rights
to privacy with the donor-conceived people’s rights to
recognition and equality before the law. This balance is
achieved through the contact veto mechanism. The
lodgement of a contact veto prohibits contact between
the donor and donor-conceived person where an
application for identifying information has been made.
To underscore the importance of this right to privacy,
the bill creates an offence for contact made in
contravention of a contact veto.
Right to freedom of expression — section 15 of the
charter act
The bill also engages the right to freedom of expression
by giving individuals control as to how their identifying
information is imparted. This control is achieved
through the contact veto mechanism. As noted above,
the lodgement of a contact veto prohibits contact
between the donor-conceived person and the donor
where an application for identifying information has
been made.
Further, the contact veto will be in place for five years
and can be renewed. It may also be withdrawn by that
person at any time, leaving it up to the individual as to
how they would like their information to be treated.
To underscore the importance of this right, the bill
creates an offence for contact made in contravention of a
contact veto.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter act
because it strikes an appropriate balance between the donor’s
rights to privacy and the donor-conceived person’s right to
recognition and equality before the law.
Gavin Jennings, MLC
Member for South Eastern Metropolitan

Second reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Assisted Reproductive Treatment
Amendment (Access by Donor-Conceived People to
Information about Donors) Bill 2013 is to ensure that
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all Victorians conceived through the use of donor
gametes have access to identifying information,
regardless of when those gametes were donated. This
bill has been designed to give effect to the
recommendations of the Law Reform Committee and
provide an approach consistent with the guiding
principles of the Assisted Reproductive Treatment Act
2008 (‘ART act’). This bill has been particularly
influenced by the principle in section 5(1)(a), that ‘the
welfare and interests of persons born as a result of
assisted reproductive treatment procedures are
paramount’.
Access to information by donor-conceived people is
currently regulated under part 6 of the ART act. In
accordance with section 53, a central register of donor
information was established by the registrar of births,
deaths and marriages. Under section 59, adults (over
18 years) conceived from gametes donated after
1 January 1998 can obtain identifying information
about their donor via this central register as a right.
Adults conceived from gametes donated between 1988
and 1997 can apply to the registrar for identifying
information about their donor only if the donor has
consented to the release of that information. Adults
conceived from gametes donated prior to 1988 are
excluded from the operation of section 59 altogether.
They must rely on the voluntary register or information
provided by the relevant fertility clinic. The clinic has
absolute discretion as to whether they respond and
make relevant inquiries on behalf of the
donor-conceived person.
Narelle Grech
There is a clear need for this legislation to remove the
three-tiered system regulating access of information by
donor-conceived people. Such need was recently
demonstrated through the story of Narelle Grech.
Narelle was conceived prior to 1988 and did not have
the same rights afforded to other donor-conceived
people born after the Infertility (Medical Procedures)
Act 1984 came into effect. Narelle was eventually
reunited with her donor father Ray Tonna in the months
leading up to her tragic premature death from cancer;
after receiving advice from the registry of births, deaths
and marriages of his identity. This bill is designed to
assist all donor-conceived persons in pursuing their
sense of identity and connection and allow for positive
reunions such as that which occurred for Narelle and
Ray.
Currently, there is a significant legislative inequity in
access to information. This particular issue was referred
to the Law Reform Committee following undertakings
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made in Parliament in connection with the passage of
the ART amendment bill 2010. An extensive inquiry
was conducted and a report followed in March 2012.
The report contained a number of recommendations,
highlighting the need for legislative change. As the
chair of that committee, Mr Clem Newton-Brown, MP,
noted in his foreword:
… after receiving evidence from a diverse range of
stakeholders … the committee unanimously reached the
conclusion that the state has a responsibility to provide all
donor-conceived people with an opportunity to access
information, including identifying information, about their
donors.

This bill seeks to legislate the full effect of this
unanimous recommendation and provides for the
primary right of a donor-conceived person to access
identifying information of their donor.
The inquiry also identified certain aspects which should
be included in the legislative framework, such as limits
on the accessibility of information of donors who do
not wish to be contacted. The committee recommended
that certain protections be simultaneously created
within Victorian law, namely the creation of contact
vetoes that may be lodged by a donor or a
donor-conceived person. It was recommended that the
contact veto mechanism contain the following features:
that contact vetoes only be available to people conceived
from gametes donated prior to 1998, and the donors of those
gametes;
that donors may only lodge a contact veto after they have
been informed that a donor-conceived person has lodged an
application for identifying information about them;
that a veto prohibits contact between the donor and the
donor-conceived person;
that suitable penalties be established for breach of a veto;
that a veto lapses within five years if not renewed by the
person who lodged it; and
that the person who lodged a veto may withdraw it at any
time.

Disclosure of information
This bill removes those sections within the current
legislation that limit the access of identifying
information by reference to the period in which the
gametes were first donated. The reference to ‘another
person’ in the proposed section 59 is to the donor
whose gametes were used in the relevant donor
treatment procedure.
The bill retains the additional procedures that must be
followed where the applicant is a child. In those
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circumstances, the child’s parent or guardian must have
consented to the application or a counsellor must have
provided counselling to that child and hold the belief
that the child is sufficiently mature to understand the
consequences of the disclosure.
The bill also amends sections 51 and 52 of the ART act
to insert the requirement for ART providers and doctors
to furnish records within their control to the registrar.
The handover of records is to occur within the next
reporting period following the proclamation of the bill.
This is consistent with recommendations 24 and 26 of
the Law Reform Committee’s report.
To ensure greater levels of accessibility and accuracy in
the information, the bill also creates an offence with
respect to the destruction, falsification and tampering of
information contained within the records of fertility
clinics.
Contact vetoes
The bill also establishes contact vetoes thereby creating
a mechanism which is accessible by donors and
donor-conceived children who do not wish to be
contacted. This provision contains the features
recommended in the Law Reform Committee’s report.
The bill creates section 59B, which ensures the contact
veto mechanism is effective. It creates a prohibition on
all contact where a contact veto is in place. It also
prohibits contact through another individual. Both
prohibitions require intent so that individuals who were
not made aware a contact veto was in place are not
affected by the penalty provision. The prescribed
penalty is 60 penalty units.
The proposed section 59B will also contain an
exception which will apply in circumstances where
there is a continuation of contact between the relevant
donor and donor-conceived person. This is to prevent
the unlikely situation of contact welcomed by both
parties being subject to prosecution.
Conclusion
These reforms establish a consistent and equitable
knowledge base for Victorian donor-conceived people
toward greater certainty and identity. As specified
within the accompanying statement of compatibility
with the Victorian Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities, this legislation attempts to balance
competing rights; but intentionally swings the balance
in favour of enabling the release of the most relevant
information relating to an individual’s own personal
genesis.
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Debate adjourned on motion of Ms CROZIER
(Southern Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 10 July.

EMPLOYMENT: GOVERNMENT
PERFORMANCE
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I move:
That this house condemns the Napthine government for
failing to stop the loss of Victorian services sector jobs, and
for failing to follow the Victorian Labor opposition’s lead in
implementing initiatives to prevent the large-scale offshoring
of Victorian services sector jobs, and notes that —
(1) according to the latest ABS data (6291.0.55.003),
services sector jobs such as ‘information, media and
telecommunications’ and ‘retail trade’ were at the top of
the list of sectors with the biggest job losses across
various sectors, behind ‘manufacturing’ and ‘agriculture,
forestry and fishing’, in the 12-month period to the May
quarter 2013 compared to the May quarter 2012;
(2) other services sector jobs including ‘electricity, gas,
water and waste services’, ‘professional, scientific and
technical services’, ‘other services’, ‘education and
training services’ and ‘accommodation and food
services’ were also near the top of the list and, in total,
9 out of 16 services sectors experienced job losses in the
May quarter 2013 compared to the May quarter 2012;
(3) the results for the 12 months ending May quarter 2013
indicate that job losses are occurring in the delivery of
essential services and in important drivers of the
Victorian economy including in professional, scientific
and technical services; education; ICT sectors; retail and
wholesale trade; and accommodation and food services;
(4) overall, Victoria’s services sector has been
underperforming, as measured by Ai Group’s Australian
Performance of Services Index (PSI), which has
remained below the neutral 50-point level for the past
18 months, indicating that services activity has been
contracting throughout the period;
(5) Victoria’s PSI is also below the national average based
on the Ai Group pre-2013–14 budget submission to the
Victorian government;
(6) the National Institute of Economic and Industry
Research (NIEIR) report published in 2012 estimates
that an expected 700 000 to 1 million services sector
jobs will be moved off shore in the next three decades.

Unfortunately scarcely a day goes by these days in
Victoria without an iconic Victorian business
announcing either jobs cuts or a major review of its
Victorian operations. Ford, Toyota, Alcoa, Bosch,
ANZ, Heinz, Shell, Telstra and Target are some of
these large and reputable corporations. I have said in
this place on many occasions that jobs are a high
priority for the Victorian Labor opposition. We believe

EMPLOYMENT: GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE
Wednesday, 26 June 2013

COUNCIL

that a job provides dignity, a sense of purpose, the
means to make a productive contribution to the
community and income to support a family.
I have spoken at length in this place about the
predicament of the manufacturing sector and jobs in the
manufacturing sector under the coalition government. I
have been critical of how the Napthine and Baillieu
governments have sat back and allowed our
manufacturing sector to take a pounding. They have
claimed that state governments are powerless to support
the manufacturing sector in the milieu of a high
national currency — that is, the high dollar — and
depressed demand in the global economy. In response
to that my thesis has been that whilst state governments
do not control the macroeconomic levers of our
national economy, they nevertheless have policy
instruments at their disposal to cushion the impact on
our manufacturers of the high Australian dollar and the
lack of demand in the global economy.
Supporting my thesis is the fact that employment in the
New South Wales manufacturing sector, operating
under the same macroeconomic conditions and in the
same global economic conditions, has gone up whilst
employment in the Victorian manufacturing sector has
taken a beating. Total employment in the New South
Wales manufacturing sector increased by 7.3 per cent,
or 19 900 positions, over the 12-month period ending in
May 2013. In the same period total employment in the
Victorian manufacturing sector fell by 5.9 per cent, or
18 200 positions. These statistics demonstrate that the
energetic and proactive New South Wales government
is delivering for the people of New South Wales and for
the New South Wales manufacturing sector while the
Victorian government has effectively given up hope
and has cut our manufacturing sector loose.
Unfortunately we are seeing the same pattern emerging
in the largest sector of our economy, the services sector,
and I will give a comparison between the New South
Wales and Victorian services sectors later in my
contribution. However, regarding the Victorian services
sector, I note that, just as in manufacturing, adverse
economic conditions such as the high Australian dollar
combined with government inertia are leading to mass
job losses in the Victorian services sector through
businesses losing confidence in the state and deciding
to reduce their Victorian workforces or to send
Victorian jobs offshore.
Before I talk to the issue of job losses in the services
sector in greater detail, I would like to give the house an
overview of the services sector. I know the
categorisation of services confuses a lot of people.
Despite the services sector dominating Victoria’s
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economic activity in terms of employment and output,
the sector historically has not been the subject of
extensive study in comparison to other sectors of the
economy.
The Victorian services sector employs over
three-quarters of the total Victorian workforce and
generates over three-quarters of our state’s output. It
also makes a significant contribution to exports. I
believe there is a lot of potential to improve the
exporting of our services, but nevertheless the sector
still makes a significant contribution. In terms of
innovation, I think a lot of people in this place and in
society would be surprised to know that the services
sector does innovate as well. It does not engage in as
much research and development as, say, the
manufacturing sector, but still the services sector
innovates.
The figures speak for themselves. The Victorian
services sector is clearly the biggest sector in our
economy; therefore there must be a better
understanding of its characteristics to ensure that the
Victorian government — and this applies to
governments throughout Australia — develops
appropriate policy settings to maximise the potential of
the sector and to tackle the significant challenges facing
the sector in the years to come. I hope the coalition
government listens and acts on this issue, because at the
moment it shows no inclination or sign of even
pretending to understand the challenges facing the
biggest sector of our economy.
Defining the services sector is a very daunting task
because it is so expansive and so diverse, and
consequently there is no one agreed definition of the
sector. Perhaps the most frequently used definition of
the services sector is that it is:
… a collection of ‘residual’ industries — namely, all
industries excluding agriculture, mining and manufacturing.

Understandably this definition has its critics. The
Productivity Commission made the following
observation about the term ‘residual industries’:
… this does not tell us anything about what services are.
Indeed, this description may have contributed to some of the
negative perceptions about the value of services.

It also refers to this quote:
… the term ‘residual’ has another more misleading
implication — that of size. A ‘residual’ is usually thought of
as that little bit which is left over. Nothing could be further
from the truth in the case of the service sector.
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Indeed the Productivity Commission has a point
because, as I said previously, the sector is by far our
largest contributor to state total employment and output,
and the term ‘residual’ is misleading because it implies
something which is small.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) tracks and
groups services sectors under the Australian and New
Zealand Standard Industrial Classification 2006, or to
use its acronym, ANZSIC. There are 16 industries
classified as ‘services sector’ under ANZSIC. It is an
important part of the discussion to understand which
sectors we are dealing with when we talk about the
services sector. With the indulgence of the house I will
now list those sectors: electricity, gas, water and waste
services; construction; wholesale trade; retail trade;
accommodation and food services; transport, postal and
warehousing; information, media and
telecommunications; financial and insurance services;
rental, hiring and real estate services; professional,
scientific and technical services; administrative and
support services; public administration and safety;
education and training services; health care and social
assistance; arts and recreation services; and another
category called ‘other services’. This list demonstrates
the diversity in the services sector classification.
Understanding that diversity is critical to any discussion
of the service sector.
I now turn to the government’s performance in the
services sector. I am afraid that, just like in the
manufacturing sector, the record of the Baillieu and
Napthine governments has been very poor indeed. In
the last two years jobs growth in the services sector has
fallen to less than a third of the level experienced in the
last two years of the Labor government. According to
the latest ABS data, source 6291.0.55.033, services
sector jobs in areas such as information, media and
telecommunications, and retail trade topped the list of
job losses, which means that they not only topped the
list of job losses for the services sector but for other
sectors in the economy as well. Manufacturing and its
sub-industries are included in that classification as well
as agriculture, forestry and fishing and their respective
sub-industries. The data is for the 12-month period to
the May 2013 quarter, compared to the May 2012
quarter.
Other services sector jobs topping the list in terms of
job losses include those in the categories of electricity,
gas, water and waste services; in the professional,
scientific and technical services; in the category of
other services; in the education and training services;
and in accommodation and food services. That is one
group. When the other various sectors of the economy
are taken into consideration, which include
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manufacturing, agriculture and forestry and fishing,
which are ranked at the top of the list in terms of job
losses, the second or third largest group in terms of job
losses is the services sector.
In total, 9 out of 16 services sectors experienced job
losses in the May quarter 2013 compared to the May
quarter 2012. The loss of jobs in professional, scientific
and technical services, education and training services,
retail trades, and accommodation and food services in
the 12 months to the May quarter 2013 when compared
to the May quarter 2012 is particularly concerning
because it reverses the growth which occurred in the
same sectors in the 12-month periods that ended in
February 2013 and November 2012.
The results for the 12 months ending with the May
quarter 2013 indicate that job losses are occurring in the
delivery of essential services and in important drivers of
the Victorian economy, including professional,
scientific and technology services, education, ICT,
retail and wholesale trade, and accommodation and
food services. These are all very important industries
for the growth of the Victorian economy. They are the
drivers of growth in Victorian industry. Sadly, in the
12 months ending with the May quarter these services
sectors have taken a pounding.
Overall Victoria’s services sectors have been
underperforming, as measured by Ai Group’s
Australian performance of services index (PSI). The
index has remained below the neutral 50-point level for
the past 18 months. I have been banging on about
manufacturing and about the PMI (performance of
manufacturing index) all this time, and the PSI is a
comparable index for the services sector. The PMI has
remained below the 50-point level since this
government came to office, and that is also the trend
with the PSI. Victoria’s PSI has been below the
national average, and I base those comments on Ai
Group’s pre-2013–14 budget submission to the
Victorian government. The Australian PSI fell again in
May to 40.6 from 44.1 in April, which is the lowest
result for almost a year.
Just like the manufacturing sector, our services sector is
underperforming when compared to that of New South
Wales. Since the Victorian coalition government
assumed office in November 2010, New South Wales
has created 40 500 more jobs in the services sector than
Victoria, which is a very similar story to manufacturing.
Since the coalition government assumed office here,
New South Wales has created 33 500 jobs in the retail
trade sector while Victoria has lost 20 800 jobs. Since
the Victorian coalition government assumed office in
November 2010, New South Wales has created
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2000 positions in the information, media and
telecommunications services sector while Victoria has
lost 2000 jobs in that sector — New South Wales is up
2000 jobs; we are down 2000 jobs. Since the Victorian
government assumed office, New South Wales has
created 21 900 jobs in the very important financial and
insurance services sector while Victoria has lost
2000 jobs. In this critical sector, which has rivals in
major capital cities around the world, New South Wales
has created 21 900 jobs and Victoria has lost 2000 jobs.
The figures speak for themselves. We have the same
macro-economic conditions at play and we have the
same global conditions at play. New South Wales and
Victoria are operating under identical economic
settings. The difference is that while New South Wales
has a proactive and energetic government which finds
ways to cushion the various sectors of the economy, the
Victorian government is essentially asleep at the wheel.
It has lost interest and has given up hope.
No doubt the job losses in New South Wales and
Victoria are largely outside the control of state
governments, but this government’s lack of energy and
drive has done little to inspire confidence in the
companies that have been weighing up their options.
Companies have been sitting back. They saw the
leadership transition from the former Premier,
Mr Baillieu, because the Liberal Party admitted that
Mr Baillieu was doing nothing. The business
community said, ‘Here we go, there is a transition to a
new leader’, and there was a flurry of activity. The
business community sat back and waited for the budget,
but the government did not deliver. The new Premier,
Dr Napthine, did not deliver, and it is no coincidence
that both Ford Australia and Target Australia took the
drastic action they did straight after the budget, because
they had waited for the budget and they were
disappointed.
The business community’s expectations were great, but
it was left high and dry. As I have just identified, the
government’s biggest problem is that it has lost the
confidence of the business community. I am afraid that
the business community is voting with its feet. Our
manufacturing sector is voting with its feet and going to
New South Wales. There is hope for our services
sector. The insurance and finance sectors are probably
losing a large part of their operations to New South
Wales, but let us hope this government wakes up before
we lose most of our services sector as well. While the
Napthine government is dithering, the New South
Wales government is muscling in on traditional
Victorian industries. While the Napthine government is
causing this state to stagnate, New South Wales is
flourishing at Victoria’s expense.
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One way of addressing the Victorian business
community’s confidence in the government is for the
coalition to get out there and formulate a jobs and
growth plan, as the opposition has done. The opposition
has been calling on the government to formulate a jobs
and growth plan, because it saw the jobs crisis coming
from a long way off. The opposition saw what would
happen with a high Australian dollar. It knew what was
going to happen to the manufacturing sector, and it
knew the service sector was also going to take a
pounding. But the coalition government decided not to
act. When the coalition government did not come
through with a jobs and investment plan the opposition
put politics aside and decided to come up with a jobs
plan and a growth and investment plan. The opposition
has offered some suggestions to the government, but
the government still will not take them up. I am afraid
there are dire consequences for working Victorians.
Thousands of Victorian jobs have been lost from both
the services sector and the manufacturing sector.
The offshoring of Australian and Victorian jobs is
probably the single biggest issue facing the services
sector and possibly the entire economy. The National
Institute of Economic and Industry Research (NIEIR)
has produced a couple of reports. One of the reports,
released in May 2008, was entitled Off-shore and Off
Work — The Future of Australian Service Industries in
a Global Economy — A Call to Action. The other
report, which was released in September 2012, had the
same title but was subtitled ‘An update’. In 2008 NIEIR
released a report on offshoring. It made certain
predictions about offshoring in that report, and then
another report was released in September 2012 which
checked its predictions. The second report provides
some alarming statistics regarding the offshoring of
Australian services sector jobs. I encourage the minister
and the government to read this report. Once they read
it, I am certain they will wake from their slumber. If the
report is accurate, we are about to be buffeted by an
enormous loss of services industries to both low-cost
and high-cost destinations. The NIEIR report predicts
that 700 000 to 1 million jobs will be offshored in the
next three decades.
It is worth identifying the occupations which are
experiencing high rates of offshoring, because most
people not familiar with this trend will be amazed to
learn that the jobs of Australian and Victorian services
sector workers do not just go to low-cost countries like
India and the Philippines. Those jobs also go to
advanced economics such as the US, UK and the
Netherlands. Importantly, most of those jobs, unlike in
the manufacturing sector, require high skills or
intermediate skills. In the manufacturing sector
companies are going offshore to take advantage of
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cheap labour and low costs. I am not necessarily saying
they exploit labour, although there is certainly that
element as well, but the labour costs are coupled with
low skills. However, in the services sector we are
seeing offshoring to places where the jobs require a
significant amount of skill.
The NIEIR report advises that the following
classifications are at greatest risk: one, general clerks;
two, specialist clerks; three, accountants; four, bank
workers and credit and loan officers; five, software and
applications programmers; six, call centre and
telemarketers; seven, contract program and project
administrators; eight, ICT technicians; and nine,
keyboard operators. All those classifications have the
potential for a range of functions to be undertaken
remotely, and unfortunately for the Australian and the
Victorian services sectors, they have been increasingly
undertaken overseas or offshore.
In the finance and insurance sector the proportion of
jobs at risk is almost twice the rate of the services
industry as a whole. In that sector 24 per cent, or 97 000
jobs, are at risk of being offshored. This is followed by
the professional, scientific and technical services and
the information, media and telecommunications
services sectors with 20 per cent of those jobs being at
risk of being offshored. Finance workers, software
programmers, call centre workers, project
administrators, information and communications
technology workers, financial planners, media workers
and illustrators are among other occupations at risk of
having jobs sent offshore in the next two decades. The
NIEIR report estimates that 20 000 jobs a year in the
areas of clerical work, accounting, banking and
technical support alone will be moving overseas if this
trend continues.
One must ask, ‘How did we get to a point where we
have been losing and are expected to continue to lose so
many of our jobs overseas, and what are the drivers of
offshoring in the services sector of our economy?’. The
answer is a combination of the advances in technology
and the evolution and acceptance of outsourcing. We
know that in the 1990s Victoria essentially became the
new public management capital of the world — we
became a big economic and financial experiment under
Premier Jeff Kennett and new public management
practices involving outsourcing were big. Outsourcing
to companies within your own economy is one thing,
but this is entirely different. This is outsourcing
Victorian jobs overseas. While the outsourcing trend
started in the 1990s, the jobs continued to stay in the
Victorian economy, but outsourcing overseas, or
offshoring as it is known, is a very big danger to the
Victorian services economy.
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Another factor has been the strong Australian dollar —
although that is pegged back well below parity at the
moment — the portability of jobs and increased
international competition because of the availability of
skills abroad. I will now turn to the issue of skilled jobs
moving overseas and the effects of that on our
economy. Since most of the jobs being offshored in the
services sector are high and intermediate-skill jobs, the
services sector and the overall workforce will
effectively be de-skilled if the trend predictions of the
NIEIR report are realised. With the mining boom
coming to an end and agriculture and manufacturing
not doing well — the manufacturing and services
sectors are bleeding jobs — there are danger signs for
the health of our economy and for the future standard of
living for Victorians and Australians. Whilst the
Victorian government sits idly by, other countries have
been quick to capitalize on the internationalisation of
the global services economy by actively pursuing
opportunities to develop globally focused service
economies.
Unfortunately, we can see this tsunami of job losses
coming our way in the Victorian services sector, but the
Victorian government does not have a strategy or a plan
to deal with offshoring and the internationalisation of
the services sector. Unless we urgently stem the tide of
services sector jobs, skills and competencies being lost
to overseas businesses it will be too late, because once
we lose these skills and competencies our domestic
economy will entrench and institutionalise offshoring,
the corollary of which will be increased inequality in
income distribution and the very real prospect of a
reduced standard of living, especially if other sectors of
the economy do not compensate for those lost jobs.
Knowing the manufacturing sector as I do, I cannot see
employment in manufacturing increasing very much
unless this government gets creative. Maybe it could go
to the New South Wales state government for advice,
because that state’s manufacturing sector is
improving — it is continuing to expand and more
workers are being put on.
I now turn to the government’s role in offshoring as a
purchaser. According to the NIEIR report, at 11.7 per
cent, public administration and safety services are
ranked the third highest in relation to the proportion of
jobs at risk of being offshored. Previously I mentioned
the three categorisations of services. One group coming
in at 24 per cent is the finance and insurance sector.
Other sectors with a high proportion of jobs at risk of
offshoring include information, media and
telecommunication, with 20 per cent of total
employment in that sector, and 11.7 per cent of public
administration and safety jobs. Obviously public
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administration refers to government activity. The
NIEIR report states:
… while it is less likely that government would offshore
services directly, it would be quite possible that outsourced
services could be offshored. This points to a two-stage
process discussed in NIEIR’s original report where first the
service is outsourced and then the outsourced service provider
substitutes local employment with offshore employment.

As the biggest purchaser of services in our economy,
the state government has an important role to play in
ensuring that these services are sourced locally
wherever possible. It is important that the state
government lead by example and be a model purchaser
of both goods and services not only by purchasing
through local suppliers but also, as the NIEIR report
makes clear, by ensuring that successful tenderers for
state government work use local small and medium
enterprises (SMEs) in their supply chains. The
transparency of the supply chain for companies
winning state government work is very important, and
that is why the opposition has released a services
policy, which I encourage the government to adopt.
Amongst other things, the policy establishes a services
and financial sector procurement register of suppliers
from which the Victorian government will source its
services and financial sector purchases. The register
will be located within the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board (VGPB), which currently oversees
such state purchasing contracts in a range of areas,
including legal services, IT, vehicles, advertising and
communications.
As a model purchaser it is important for government
procurement to ensure that the principle of value for
money is not interpreted simply as the least-cost
alternative. This is a problem for both the
manufacturing and services sectors. Value for money
should not be interpreted as simply the least-cost
alternative, because the least-cost alternative approach
seldom provides the best value for money as the goods
and services produced at lower cost may lack the
quality, standards and fit-for-purpose requirements of
purchasers, thus potentially offering a substandard
service or product and in many cases costing more in
the medium to long term. That is why in our policy the
opposition commits to ensuring that government
procurement decisions are based on value for money.
Our policy is that we will be strict on the interpretation
of value for money and insist that it is not about finding
the least-cost alternative.
As a model purchaser the government has a
responsibility to lead by example and to ensure that its
purchases, including the supply chain, are not produced
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unethically. This means that government should not be
associated with any goods and services purchases
produced from the labour of exploited workers. The
tenderers for contracts from Victorian entities would be
required to comply with our policy on all applicable
collective agreements, employment legislation and
awards, including proper occupational health and safety
standards, superannuation and workers compensation
obligations, through the life of the contract.
Mr Barber — So they have to obey the law.
Mr SOMYUREK — Exactly, Mr Barber; they do
in fact have to obey the law. This is very important. It
might seem strange, but they do indeed have to obey
the law.
In my travels one of the biggest issues I find from the
feedback I receive from people in the manufacturing
and services industries is that there is not a level playing
field when some companies are based offshore. Local
SMEs have to comply with the law, as Mr Barber says,
but some goods are manufactured overseas and have
not had to meet the same vigorous regulation they
would if those manufacturers were based in Australia,
so the playing field is not always level when our
manufacturers and service industries are competing
with offshore production.
In order for this policy to be effective strict reporting
requirements need to be in place, and that is why
Labor’s policy is to strengthen reporting requirements
to ensure that an ethical procurement policy is also
complied with. The opposition commits to ensuring that
any company supplying services to the state
government, including any subcontractor or third party
in the supply chain, would comply with this policy.
Labor is committed to ensuring that successful
tenderers for government contracts provide regular
updates to the VGPB, and that the VGPB will be given
responsibility to investigate complaints of
non-compliance. Potentially this policy has a lot of
teeth.
Our services policy also targets call centre jobs by
requiring businesses that tender for call centre contracts
from Victorian government entities, including all
in-budget agencies, statutory authorities and
government-owned corporations, to comply with and
demonstrate their commitment to the Victorian
government call centre code at the pre-qualification
stage of the tendering process. Finally on our services
policy, our policy document makes a commitment to
establish a tripartite services sector round table
modelled on the very successful commonwealth
Services Leaders Group to assist in the development of
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a plan and targets for this, the largest sector of our
economy but a sector that is faced with enormous
challenges over the next couple of decades due in
particular to offshoring, as reported by NIEIR.
In conclusion, I reiterate that our services sector is the
largest sector of our economy but strangely also one of
the least studied sectors. The NIEIR report
demonstrates that the sector will be rocked by
significant challenges in the following two decades as a
result of the internationalisation of the services sector
and the expected large-scale offshoring of the
Australian and Victorian services sector. Unless we as a
state and a nation begin to plan for the challenges that
await us, we will continue to lose a significant portion
of our largest sector overseas and the resulting
deskilling of our workforce will have an enormous
impact on our living standards. I urge the Napthine
government to implement the policies that we as an
opposition have formulated. Most importantly, I urge
the government to formulate a strategy for the Victorian
services sector in order to be in a position to navigate
through the problems on the horizon.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Eastern
Metropolitan) — I rise to speak on behalf of the
government in relation to notice of motion 600, which
was moved by Mr Somyurek today in the general
business component of the sitting week. I note that in
the motion Mr Somyurek has again painted a
doom-and-gloom picture of the employment situation
in Victoria. Over time we have seen a range of motions
moved by Mr Somyurek; some have been debated to
the end and some have not. I note for the record that a
motion moved by Mr Somyurek on 20 February fell off
the edge, so to speak, because it was not further debated
by the opposition, although there was an opportunity to
do that. That motion was on the notice paper for
20 days and has now moved on. We are now debating
another motion from Mr Somyurek, and it was the
same speech — doom and gloom and the world is
caving in.
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In terms of the rhetoric outlined by Mr Somyurek, let us
go to what is outlined by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS) data. The ABS employment figures
released on 13 June — in other words, just 13 days
ago — reported that in the month of May Victorian
employment grew by 11 400 persons. In absolute terms
this was the largest increase of any state, including New
South Wales. The unemployment rate fell from 5.8 per
cent to 5.4 per cent, and that was the largest fall in
unemployment of any state. Victoria’s unemployment
rate is now below the national average and is the
second lowest of any state behind only the mining
boom state of Western Australia. Over the year
full-time employment in Victoria has increased by
more than 12 900 jobs. In May Victoria was the only
state to have an unemployment rate lower than one year
ago.
The suggestion by Mr Somyurek that the sky is falling
in and the world is collapsing in Victoria is not true and
does not stack up against the ABS employment figures.
We know the employment figures bounce around; they
do go up and down. However, as I will outline later, it
is only by having a clear, coherent economic strategy
that you develop real employment growth in jobs.
In terms of further evidence of the strength of our
economy, the ABS regional employment figures for the
month of May were released on 21 June. For the record,
to counter any misconceptions that may have been
painted by the previous speaker, Victoria’s regional
unemployment rate improved from 6 per cent to 5.2 per
cent over the three months to May and is the lowest
across Australia. In the three months to May
employment in regional Victoria grew by 1.4 per cent.
These figures come on top of the ABS March quarter
national accounts, which state that the Australian
economy grew by 0.6 per cent compared to the state
final demand of Victoria which increased by 0.8 per
cent. This was the strongest performance of any state in
the country — stronger than Queensland, which was at
0.6 per cent, and stronger than New South Wales,
which was at 0.4 per cent.

Mr Somyurek — Not in New South Wales.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — It is interesting he
refers to New South Wales. I can understand why
Mr Somyurek referred to New South Wales in his
interjection, because that is where the faceless men of
the Labor Party are based. It is where the directions
come from for the labour movement throughout
Australia. Mr Somyurek has a motive, whether
intentional or subconscious, that leads him to
continually talk about New South Wales. I will
reference New South Wales in my contribution because
it will establish the true facts of the situation.

I also put on the record the importance of our export
strategies. Mr Somyurek spoke at length about
companies moving offshore, and without question that
is happening, but equally there are companies that are
moving inward. In other words they are looking at
opportunities to develop those relationships with
overseas economies from a base in Victoria.
It is also interesting to note that since we established
our international engagement strategy — a $50 million
commitment, and one that I would expect the
opposition to embrace if, heaven help us, it ever got
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into government — small and medium size enterprises
have had the opportunity of being exposed to new
markets in overseas areas that they have never
experienced before. I know from my own experience
that a lot of small and medium size enterprises, and
indeed large companies, have taken that opportunity
and really expanded their operations and grown,
certainly in the area of dairy, in other areas, but equally
in the areas that Mr Somyurek would like to talk down,
such as the manufacturing sector, where there are
companies that are exporting not necessarily only goods
but also sometimes their services, expertise or
innovation to overseas markets. We see that growing
consistently.
Where does that put Victoria? Against the national
average increase of 1.1 per cent Victoria grew by an
astounding 5.3 per cent, and that is an increase more
than four times greater than the national average and
one of the strongest performances in the nation. When
we consider some of the boom states and look at the
fact that we are not a resource-rich state, it is quite
amazing to see the growth in the export market. The
Victorian coalition government supports strong
economic growth and job generation. We believe in
strong financial management, as I have indicated,
through the trade missions we have undertaken and the
record infrastructure program that has been outlined
many times before.
It is also important to note that while those opposite talk
about the economy, consistently talking it down, the
Prime Minister has attacked irresponsible pessimists.
Only last Monday, 24 June, during an address at a
breakfast of the Committee for Economic Development
of Australia, she was quoted as saying:
The most irresponsible pessimists have tossed around the
r-word …
Something not so much sinister as silly, a claim I’m frankly
somewhat reluctant to repeat, even in order to contradict it,
lest I give it weight.

Who are those who would give the r-word weight in
this state? We have the member for Tarneit in the
Assembly, Tim Pallas, who, in a media release on
6 March, said, ‘We are now in recession’. In his recent
contribution to the budget debate he said:
Government members promised to keep our economy strong,
but it is in recession.

The Leader of the Opposition, the member for
Mulgrave in the Assembly, Daniel Andrews, is quoted
in Hansard of 6 March as saying, ‘I further refer the
Premier to the fact that today Victoria has slid into
recession’. He repeated that again on ABC Lateline.
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The future Prime Minister and leader of the world, the
member for Broadmeadows in the Assembly, Frank
McGuire, is quoted in Hansard of 17 April saying,
‘Victoria has now slid into recession’. The member for
Melton in the Assembly, Don Nardella, is quoted in
Hansard of 17 April saying, ‘We’ve gone into
recession’.
It is quite amazing that even in this place — and I will
not talk specifically about opposition members in this
place — the opposition is salivating about the notion
that there are some problems in the Victorian economy,
when as I outlined previously for the month of May
employment in Victoria grew by 11 400, which was the
largest increase of any state. Our unemployment rate is
now down to 5.4 per cent, which was the largest fall in
unemployment for any state, and is below the national
average. Over the last year full-time employment has
increased by close to 13 000 Victorians.
All I can do is stack the facts against the rhetoric — the
facts against the scaremongering and the fear that is out
there. Jobs come and jobs go — we understand that —
and jobs move from sector to sector. We need to
understand that nothing is static in life, including
people’s employment opportunities, but what we are
doing as a government, and we have set the framework
very clearly, is ensuring that we are in the right place to
develop employment opportunities across different
sectors, including the services sector and — dare I
oppose Mr Somyurek’s sky-is-falling view — the
manufacturing sector.
Whilst Mr Somyurek spoke about offshoring, it is
important to note that there was a report in the Age of
25 March 2009 which said:
ANZ has again moved to reduce the size of its local
workforce after deciding to send 100 Melbourne call centre
jobs to New Zealand.

That was four years ago, and which jobs were going
offshore to New Zealand? Those from a call centre in
none other than Mulgrave, the electorate of the Leader
of the Opposition. Jobs were going offshore from the
Leader of the Opposition’s own electorate, yet he did
nothing about it when he was in government. It is
rhetoric from the opposition that it has any idea about
how to deal with these issues.
I do not want to get into tit-for-tat commentary on
jobs, but it is important to look at some recent
announcements on jobs figures: the national
disability insurance scheme headquarters in
Geelong; the east–west link, which is being opposed
by the Labor Party; the announcement of 4000 jobs
in the $500 million Eastland development at
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Ringwood; the jobs generated at the Bendigo
Hospital; the 400 jobs secured at the Qenos
manufacturing plant; the additional jobs from the
super trade missions to China, India and the Middle
East; and the list goes on and on. I put on record
again that we see the trade missions as being very
important.
In terms of facilitation, from 1 December 2010, when
the coalition came to government, to 13 May, the
government has facilitated investment projects to the
value of over $5.1 billion, which is expected to generate
more than 13 000 jobs. In the 2012–13 financial year
alone the government has facilitated over
120 investment projects valued at more than
$1.4 billion, which is expected to generate more than
3800 jobs.
The restructure of the former Department of Business
and Innovation, now the Department of State
Development, Business and Innovation, will further
strengthen the government’s focus on jobs and
investment and, through the government’s economic
and financial strategy, address the challenges facing
Victoria. The government recognises that it needs to
rebuild and strengthen the budget capacity to ensure
that infrastructure is funded without the accumulation
of an unsustainable public debt, which those on the
other side seem to do with ease.
The government is also continually looking at
improving productivity growth, particularly through our
manufacturing strategy. While I am on the
manufacturing strategy, it was interesting to see the
federal government review its manufacturing strategy
after doing nothing for year upon year. The government
has committed $58 million in the 2012–13 budget to
deliver our manufacturing strategy, which was
launched on 19 December 2011.
Part of that strategy was to ensure there were improved
productivity opportunities for manufacturing in the area
of innovation. Priority initiatives outlined in the strategy
included funding for the Investing in Manufacturing
Technology program, the Manufacturing Productivity
Networks initiative, a specialist manufacturing service,
the Building Innovative Small Manufacturers program
and the Businesses in Transition program, as well as
providing initial support for the niche and specialist
skills initiative.
As part of the strategy we have re-established
connections with the Victorian government business
offices (VGBOs), which are located in five
metropolitan regions: the inner city region at
121 Exhibition Street, the southern region, the western
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region, the northern region and the eastern region —
and I was very pleased to attend the Ringwood office
opening last year, along with the Minister for
Innovation, Services and Small Business, Ms Asher.
There are also a further eight VGBOs in regional
Victoria — in Ballarat, Bendigo, Geelong, Mildura,
Shepparton, Traralgon, Wangaratta and Wodonga. The
VGBOs now have a different focus to that under
previous governments — that is, to ensure a hands-on
approach to businesses in their local areas so that they
better understand their needs.
In terms of the economic and financial strategy, there is
more responsive and productive service delivery from
government and an investment in high-quality
infrastructure, which I outlined earlier. Our focus is to
ensure that we keep our hands on the levers and
continue moving forward, as I have indicated before.
In terms of jobs, the figures speak for themselves.
Mr Somyurek can continue to bring in motions for
debate — and I understand he will do that in his current
role as the shadow minister for manufacturing and
services — but when we look at the Australian Bureau
of Statistics employment figures released on 13 June
and the regional employment figures released on
24 June, we can see that the Victorian government has a
clear strategy and a clear understanding about where it
is going with employment growth and providing
opportunities for industry, including the services
industry, and the broader community. Along the way
the government is ensuring that it has a sustainable
budget that will not only deliver strong, fiscally
responsible infrastructure development but which will
also look after the needs of those most vulnerable in our
community.
I do not propose to say much more in my contribution
to the debate on this motion other than to say that I look
forward to Mr Somyurek presenting another motion
down the track when he again tries to paint a picture of
doom and gloom for the various sectors. The
government has been very focused on the services
sector, the manufacturing sector and the other sectors
that are outlined in Mr Somyurek’s motion today. This
house should not condemn the government for failing
to stop the loss of Victorian services sector jobs. The
government does not believe it needs to follow the lead
of the Labor opposition in its supposed implementation
of reviews or initiatives, because obviously its only jobs
focus is the retention of Daniel Andrews as Leader of
the Opposition in the Assembly and Julia Gillard as the
Prime Minister.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — How is that going?
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — That is not going too
well. I do not believe the motion is worthy of any
further discussion. The government will not be
supporting it.

purchasing products from overseas, to purchase only
those produced according to methods that would meet
Australian standards or even a basic standard of human
rights.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Labor opposition has invited me to support the
proposition:

While there was no detail in Mr Somyurek’s discussion
paper about what this code of conduct would look like,
I would have thought that if it had been thought through
at all the code of conduct would have been an appendix
to the paper. It seems unlikely that this initiative will
raise standards inside or outside Australia one jot. The
only other option that Mr Somyurek put forward was a
kind of soft buy-Australian component to government
purchasing policy. I saw that last time Labor was in
government, and it went practically nowhere. Major
government procurements such as rolling stock for our
rail system had a tiny percentage of Australian content
bulked up to make it look like a bigger percentage by
including the long-term service component, such as the
reupholstering of seats — as if we would be sending
our trains back to Poland to be serviced!

That this house condemns the Napthine government for
failing to stop the loss of Victorian services sector jobs, and
for failing to follow the Victorian Labor opposition’s lead in
implementing initiatives to prevent the large-scale offshoring
of Victorian services sector jobs.

I am invited to condemn the Napthine government and
endorse the Labor Party’s policy. The Labor Party
might have done a good job in spending a fair bit of its
time talking about what the problem is, but when it
came to finding solutions they were almost
non-existent.
As we have now seen a few times, the Labor opposition
has put out a discussion paper that goes on for many
pages and quotes the Australian Bureau of Statistics,
which is virtually a cut and paste job. This motion
paints a number of grim pictures of service workers
who have lost their jobs, yet when you peel away the
last layer of wrapping you find there is actually nothing
there.
What we heard in the end was that there would be a
code of conduct that would require those providing
services under contract to the government — call
centres, IT centres and so forth — to comply with
industrial law and with occupational health and safety
law. I would not have thought that was an amazing
policy initiative. It was hinted that perhaps this has
something to do with offshoring, but there was nothing
there about requiring offshore companies to comply
with Australia’s laws. Firstly, a state government is not
likely to take that on because of issues of
extraterritoriality, and secondly, the Labor Party is not
likely to take that on in Victoria because it has not taken
it on at the federal level either.
To see this you just have to have a look at an article in
today’s Australia Financial Review headed ‘Qantas in
China prison labour row’, which says:
Qantas, Electrolux and other international companies have
purchased products, including airline headphones, made in a
Chinese jail where inmates are regularly beaten and held in
solitary confinement for failing to meet production targets.

It is a bit of a worry, and it is not a new problem, but
there is no suggestion at the federal level that the
Australian government is about to introduce a trade
policy that requires companies in Australia, when

We understand how that Victorian participation
principle process worked, or did not work. Basically,
you put in a tender along with a separate statement that
would not be considered during your tender that said,
‘This is how we will encourage Victorian content’. If
you were the preferred tenderer — of course this would
mainly be on price — the government would open up
this other envelope that contained your bid as to what
you would do by way of Victorian content and it would
have a little negotiation with you about that. This sent a
clear message to the tenderers that you should bid with
the best price; you can put in a second bid that involves
Victorian or Australian content if you want, but we are
not actually taking that too seriously because we will
only look at it after you have been selected.
That is all the opposition is offering here — more of the
same it gave us last time it was in government. The
motion talks about following ‘the Victorian Labor
opposition’s lead in implementing initiatives’. It has not
implemented anything in opposition; at best you would
call it a policy. For some reason the opposition has a
terrible fear of using the p-word, despite the fact we are
not terribly far away from an election. This is
disappointing, yet I am invited to endorse this policy or
initiative. I cannot. The opposition has laid out the
problem and then come up with a policy that will do
virtually nothing to address it. The Labor Party invites
the Greens to endorse its policy. Unsurprisingly, I am
not going to do that. I am not here to endorse the
extraordinarily weak policy-making process that the
Labor opposition has been engaged in for the last little
while — this kind of striptease that never really leads to
anything.
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Mr Viney interjected.
Mr BARBER — I am not basing this on newspaper
reports, Mr Viney, I am basing it on having read the
opposition’s policies as provided so far in the economy
and jobs growth areas.
Mr Viney — You spend more time attacking the left
than you do the right.
Mr BARBER — I reckon I am pretty even. I am not
convinced Labor is the left any more, but I still reckon I
am being pretty even-handed. If Labor put forward a
number of policies and asked me to endorse those
policies, that might be different, but what I am being
asked to do here is endorse the Labor opposition’s
solution to a problem which is completely inadequate.
Mr Ondarchie — Scant on detail.
Mr BARBER — The detail I have seen,
Mr Ondarchie, says it is a completely inadequate
response to the problem that the opposition itself has
put forward — in other words, it failed the test it set for
itself — and I am supposed to endorse that. I will not
do it.
By this stage I would expect an opposition to have —
and we know the government does not have this,
because we have just read its budget — a vision for
how it is going to boost prosperity in Victoria. I am not
allowed to anticipate debate on other matters, but in
some bills the government makes its claim to having
secured the economic future of Victoria and it has said
it is doing that by running a nice, tidy balance sheet.
There is absolutely no vision there, and none from the
opposition, which I would have thought would have
had some perspective given its distance from the
day-to-day administration of the state.
It is quite simple. To ensure the health of the services
sector, to ensure the health of the manufacturing sector,
to ensure the health of the energy sector and the
education sector and all the other growth bits of our
economy, we need to get the fundamentals right, and
the fundamentals in this state are fundamentally wrong.
We are not investing enough in education, we are not
investing enough in research and development, and we
are not investing enough in a publicly run and planned
transport system to move people around. We are
probably sinking 15 per cent of our gross state product
(GSP) right now into the transport system, when other
states and countries around the world would spend
about half that. There are a few per cent of GSP to be
had that are currently being lost in the deadweight of
moving people around inefficiently.
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We know that the opposition, when in government,
started laying waste to the TAFE sector, and the new
government is continuing that. We know that on the
twin crises of the economy and climate right now there
is not even a recognition of the problem from the Labor
or Liberal parties, let alone a way forward. I have
spoken on these matters in debate on a number of
motions put forward by the opposition. I will speak to
them again shortly when we discuss the government’s
budget. So far it has only been the Greens who have
been willing to stick their heads above the parapet and
discuss the way that the environment, the economy and
human wellbeing will be enhanced in this state, and for
that reason I will not be supporting the opposition’s
motion.
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I should
perhaps just rise briefly and say that I welcome the
opportunity to make a contribution to the debate on the
motion moved by Mr Somyurek, and I will be speaking
in support of the motion when we resume after the
lunch break. I will be very pleased to point out that the
opposition is not painting a negative picture of what is
happening in Victoria, and I will take the time to
compare some of the facts with some of the spin that
has been put forward by the government in this debate.
When we listened to the contribution of Mr Dalla-Riva
to the debate, it is clear that we are not putting forward
a picture of doom and gloom. When we look at some of
the statistics that he put forward and what is happening
out there on the ground in terms of jobs and the
prospect of jobs for Victorians, we see that it is pretty
lean on the ground. I do not think it is good enough for
Mr Dalla-Riva to simply come in here and say that jobs
come and go and jobs move around from one sector to
another. We have not only the public sector but a lot of
other industries, including retail, and I will take some
time to go through them and highlight some of the areas
in my electorate where we are suffering job losses.
There have been a number of job losses and there are
more cuts to come. I will have the opportunity to do
that after question time.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Minister for Planning: conduct
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question is
to the Minister for Planning. I refer to the rezoning of
Cadogan land at Ventnor and to the minister’s
statement that he changed his mind about the rezoning
after he learnt about the council’s opposition to the
rezoning. The public record shows that the minister
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knew about the council’s opposition before he decided
to rezone the land. In fact in May 2011 the minister
received a briefing from his department stating that the
council opposed the rezoning, yet he proceeded with
the rezoning in September of that year. There is a clear
inconsistency between the minister’s public statement
and the council’s position. There is a clear
inconsistency between the minister’s public statement
and the public record, which shows that he knew the
council opposed it.
Hon. M. J. Guy — What is the question?
Mr TEE — How can the Victorian public have any
confidence that what he says is accurate — —
Hon. D. M. Davis — On a point of order, President,
you have made rulings in this place about long
preambles that are editorials rather than questions. It is
a requirement of this place that a question be put in
question time, not an editorial.
Mr TEE — On the point of order, President, I am
simply asking the minister to explain an inconsistency
between the public record and his statement. That
requires me to put to the minister what the
inconsistency is between the public record and his
statement. I cannot ask a question arising out of that
without putting the proposition to him clearly. That is
all I am asking him to do. My question that arises out of
that is: how can the public have any confidence in this
minister?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader of the
Government correctly indicated that I have concerns
about extended preambles and editorial comment
leading into questions. Clearly a question can have a
preamble, and as I indicated yesterday, that preamble is
very much about setting a context for the response. In
many ways I think the preamble is expected to provide
a minister with some understanding of exactly where
the question is coming from and what the questioner is
expecting in terms of a response. There is a guidance
factor in terms of that context, and in many ways that
context is a courtesy to the minister when it is put in a
question.
In regard to this one, Mr Tee did sail fairly close to the
wind in terms of some of the editorial comment as
distinct from the context that he put to the minister. It
was close to the wind, but nonetheless it was important
that the minister understood exactly what proposition
Mr Tee, I hope, is coming to in his question. He did
have a question, because he continued to talk when I
was asking him to be seated so I could take the point of
order. I did detect a question was coming. I ask Mr Tee
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to give us the final question, all of us having understood
his context.
Mr TEE — Thank you, President. My question to
the minister is: in view of the conflict between the
public record and his statement, how can the public
have any confidence that what he says is accurate?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — Five
plus five does not necessarily equal 75. In Mr Tee’s
case, it does. I simply say that Mr Tee should probably
not base his questions on what he has read in a
newspaper. There are two sides to every story, and
mine on this matter will be put through due legal
process.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am simply
referring to the departmental brief the minister received
on 16 May and his public statement in September. I am
not referring to any other record. For two years the
minister has simply ducked all questions in relation to
this matter. Again, I ask, and I give the minister the
opportunity to clear the public record because this issue
is draining confidence in the integrity of the planning
system — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr TEE — Can the community have any
confidence that the minister has acted with any integrity
in this matter?
The PRESIDENT — Order! As a courtesy to the
house, the minister needs to be able to hear Mr Tee’s
question, and I need to be able to hear Mr Tee’s
question. That is made more difficult when there is
shouting on the government benches.
Mr TEE — My question is: in view of the
minister’s constant refusal to address these issues, how
can the Victorian public, the community, have
confidence that he has acted with integrity in this
matter?
An honourable member — It’s the same question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! My view is it is a
different question.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — One
question and one supplementary, and Mr Tee is already
struggling. They are very highly selective points, and
for Mr Tee to say that I am ducking and weaving when
I have engaged a legal process, I do not know how
much more transparent one could be.
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Ambulance services: regional mobile intensive
care units
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — Without
preamble I ask: can the Minister for Health advise the
house of any developments in delivering critical
emergency care for Victorians?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I thank
the member for his question and for his strong
advocacy for ambulance and hospital services in the
Gippsland region. I was proud to be in Gippsland in
recent days, in fact on Friday, to launch the last two of
the mobile intensive care ambulance (MICA)
single-responder units that were promised when we
were in opposition. There will now be
10 single-responder MICA units in 10 of our large
regional cities. This is a historic delivery of a promise, a
historic step of putting in place safer outcomes for
Victorians — better clinical outcomes. Mr Davis has
indeed been a strong advocate, as has Mr Ryan, the
Deputy Premier. I was in the Deputy Premier’s
electorate to launch the MICA single-responder units at
Bairnsdale and at Sale, and I was very proud to be there
with those highly qualified MICA paramedics.
It is important that the chamber understand that 10 of
our large regional cities now have MICA
single-responder rosters, providing safer care in a radius
of 70 or 80 kilometres around those large cities of
Warrnambool, Horsham, Mildura, Shepparton,
Wangaratta, Wodonga, Bairnsdale, Sale, Swan Hill and
Wonthaggi. These are all cities in country Victoria that
now have MICA coverage. They never had MICA
coverage under the previous government. Members of
the previous government had 11 years to deliver MICA
coverage to those cities, but they failed to do so.
Strong evidence is beginning to emerge about better
outcomes for people — better, safer clinical outcomes
in which people survive because of the presence of a
dedicated MICA service. There have never been those
dedicated MICA services in those cities in the past.
There is a proper roster and a guaranteed single
responder that is able to provide the MICA coverage to
heart attack patients in a timely manner in their area.
I hasten to add that I am very concerned about the
comments of a number of Labor Party members,
particularly Wade Noonan, the member for
Williamstown in the Assembly, who is determined to
pull down those MICA single responders and to rip
those MICA units out of those 10 towns.
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, my
point goes to the minister debating the question. He was
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asked a question by Mr Philip Davis about government
administration, and now he is debating the activities of
a Labor member of Parliament who irritates him. I ask
you to ask him to stop debating.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — On the point of order,
President, the member for Williamstown does not
irritate me; in fact he amuses me. My substantive point
of order is that he is seeking to undermine those rosters
around country Victoria, and that is directly impacting
on services.
An honourable member — Frivolous!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Indeed, Mr Davis, that
was not a point of order; it was in fact in its entirety a
matter of debate, and I think the minister probably
knew that.
In terms of the point of order raised by the Leader of
the Opposition, I must say that I regard where the
minister was heading in his answer as debate. I clarify
that it is not out of bounds for ministers to refer to
members of the opposition and activities or statements
they might make which have an impact on government
policy or the implementation of government policy,
such as the development of new services, programs or
facilities. It is not totally out of bounds for a minister to
discuss what a member of and a spokesperson for the
opposition might have said. However, those remarks
need to be, firstly, factual; secondly, effectively
referenced, in my view; and thirdly, and more
importantly, they also need to be very much pertinent to
the matter before the house and the question that has
been raised.
I am not prepared to accept ministers gratuitously
criticising opposition members and spokespeople in
various portfolios when they are making statements that
are part of their work in the Parliament that are perhaps
critical of government policy but that are within the
realms of appropriate public debate. I can accept
comments about members of the opposition, but I do
not want to see gratuitous debate and criticism of those
members. In framing an answer to a question, ministers
must be relevant to the question and not debate the
answer but provide a responsive answer to the question.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — Prior to the last election the
then opposition made an announcement about the
10 MICA single-responder units that it would create,
and the government is now delivering on those units. In
the pre-election period the then Labor government,
headed by the then Minister for Health, the member for
Mulgrave in the other place, Daniel Andrews, copied
that announcement within an hour and a half of it being
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announced. I took that to be a good thing, because I
took it to mean that there was bipartisanship and a
commitment to putting these 10 MICA
single-responder units in our 10 big cities in country
Victoria. The confidence that would build in the
community about the durability and permanence of
those MICA units is an important matter in service
delivery.
I took it to be a good thing that Labor copied us and
said it would do the same. I welcomed that, but now we
find that there are some on the Labor side who would
tear down these MICA single-responder units, and the
loss of that bipartisanship and that community
confidence is a matter of concern to me. Labor
members who are prepared to tear down something that
was previously bipartisan should rightly be criticised
and held to account.
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operative in a time frame that is reasonable and that will
address all the issues that Ms Hartland and a range of
other people have raised in terms of its construction.
Most importantly is that this new rail system has signals
and has trains, two things that surprisingly the previous
government did not budget for. It is hard to believe, but
that is the case.
I will say that in relation to Ms Hartland’s question
there is obviously ongoing noise modelling that has
been submitted to my department — —
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. M. J. GUY — I take Mr Viney up on his
interjection — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Guy, please
continue.

The coalition is very proud to be delivering these
10 MICA single-responder units to our major regional
cities. Mr Philip Davis is a strong advocate for Eastern
Victoria Region, as are Mr Hall and Mr O’Donohue,
and as is Mr Ryan, the Minister for Regional and Rural
Development and member for Gippsland South in the
other place. They are all strong advocates for those
Gippsland MICA single-responder units. These will
historically deliver safer outcomes for the community
in our large regional centres.

Hon. M. J. GUY — This government is building a
good project, a better project than what the previous
government had proposed. In relation to Ms Hartland’s
question, there will always be monitoring. The
department will be availed of any noise monitoring
once the project commences, but we believe that the
modelling that will come in is accurate and will last the
life of the project.

Regional rail link: noise management

Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — The
Greens also support regional rail, but we want to make
sure that the people who live along the rail lines are not
going to be affected by noise. Unfortunately the
minister did not answer my question. What I need to
know is: how will the monitoring occur, how will the
residents be aware of what is happening and how will
they be able to make sure that noise mitigation will be
able to be done to their houses? There are only seven
houses along the rail line in Footscray that are going to
have noise mitigation work done to them, but there are
another 40 houses along the same stretch of track.

Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Planning. Regional rail
link modelling for the projected operational noise of the
new regional rail link train line has indicated that
according to the government’s passenger rail
infrastructure noise policy, only a limited number of
homes located on streets along the new rail line are
eligible for noise management treatments where the
noise is projected to exceed the 3 decibel threshold in
change in noise levels. My question for the minister is:
given this is just modelling and not the verified noise
levels, what noise monitoring will the government
undertake once the regional rail link is operational to
verify whether households that did not receive noise
management measures do in fact come under the noise
threshold?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I thank
Ms Hartland for the question on the regional rail link
project, a project that this government supports and has
put a great amount of money into to ensure that the
project is good for Victoria and good for our interurban
rail network. What is most important about the regional
rail project is that it will be up and running and

Supplementary question

Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — It is
important to remember that there is an existing railway
line at this location and that trains do rumble past at that
location, both goods trains and passenger trains. Some
of the passenger trains travel at around 80 kilometres an
hour on that section. It is important to remember that
we have an existing railway line in that location. I take
Ms Hartland’s question seriously. It is a serious issue
she raises and, as Mr Ondarchie said, at least it is a
question of policy substance that is important to
Victorians.
Mr Barber interjected.
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Hon. M. J. GUY — Mr Barber should just wait.
When the details of the ongoing noise monitoring
issues are finalised, residents will know about them and
the government will obviously be communicating that
to all involved, including, of course, the local council.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Ms HARTLAND (Western
Metropolitan).

Planning: Armstrong Creek
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
is also to the Minister for Planning; obviously he is a
very hardworking minister. Can the minister inform the
house of what action the government is taking to
improve livability and provide community
infrastructure for the Armstrong Creek growth
corridor?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — It is the
Guy show today. I thank Mr Ramsay for a very
important question in relation to one of regional
Australia’s fastest growing residential areas, and that is
the Armstrong Creek growth area. Mr Ramsay will
certainly be aware, as will the member for South
Barwon in the Assembly, Mr Katos, of the
government’s recent announcement that it will bring
$7.7 million forward and give it to the City of Greater
Geelong to avail that new growth corridor of
much-needed community infrastructure.
Importantly this is infrastructure at the time of
development, unlike what occurred under the previous
government. This is making sure that community
infrastructure funding — in this case $7.1 million for a
neighbourhood health and community centre in the
Armstrong Creek area and further money for a sports
pavilion, and infrastructure planning funding for
implementation in both of those areas — is made
available to the council to ensure we can get that
infrastructure in place at the time of development.
This is something that is not new to this government
when it comes to Geelong, and that is why it has
brought forward the regional growth plan in the
Geelong G21 area. Over the next 30 to 40 years around
half a million people will come to live in the Geelong
G21 growth area. That is why the government brought
forward the G21 growth plan, that is why it has set
aside areas for land release, that is why it has brought
forward the activity centre zone for the central area of
Geelong, and that is why recently it facilitated an
incorporated document to assist the council in bringing
forward a new $45 million library project for the city.
That is why this government is doing all the work
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necessary to ensure that Victoria’s second largest city is
growing and growing sustainably, and in this case it is
bringing forward much-needed community
infrastructure at the time of development.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate to members
that I have just had a brief discussion with Mr Guy and
Mr Tee in respect of questions from Mr Tee. Mr Tee
has already proposed one question to Mr Guy and some
other questions may well be forthcoming. I am advised
that there is a matter before the courts that relates to the
subject matter of a previous question. As I understand
it, there is now a listing date for that matter, which is in
August — possibly 20 August. Mr Tee assures me that
in framing his questions he has had due regard to that
matter and to any aspects with regard to our rules on
sub judice. I have indicated to both members that they
should be aware of the sub judice issue in both
proposing and responding to questions.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, and just
for clarification, my understanding is that civil matters,
and there have been some changes in terms of the way
the house handles this, are still able to be the subject of
questions where there is a public interest factor.
Obviously the proviso is that they do not prejudice the
case. It is important that we have that context in
considering these questions if they are asked.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank the Deputy
President. In fact that is one of the best points of order
we have had in this parliamentary session, and it is
accurate. Mr Viney’s perception of our procedures is
very accurate. Perhaps it gives me an opportunity to
reacquaint members with our rules with regard to civil
matters and sub judice, because in civil matters there
are grounds for qualifying the sub judice principle to
some extent, as the Deputy President has indicated. Just
because a matter is before the court, it does not
necessarily follow that every aspect of it is subject to
the sub judice principles and beyond the limits of
permissible debate in the Parliament. That is because it
would obviously be unrealistic or too restrictive on the
rights of the Parliament if every aspect of a matter of
public interest were to be constrained by sub judice
principles.
However, in framing the questions — and I understand
Mr Tee has taken this into account today — it is
important that a number of aspects are considered
carefully in the matters that are brought before the
Parliament. The first is whether there is a real danger of
prejudicing the case if debate is allowed to occur. The
second would be the danger of prejudice occurring
versus the public interest in the matter, whether the
danger of prejudice will occur if the case is being heard
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by a judge or judges as opposed to a jury and whether
an individual’s rights will be unduly transgressed or
injured if the matter is discussed prior to judgement.
Having said that, I agree with the Deputy President’s
view that under our contemporary view of sub judice
matters the house should not be unreasonably
constrained from discussing or considering a matter of
public interest, but as I have indicated, certainly not
where it would unduly prejudice the rights of an
individual in those proceedings. I uphold the point of
order, and I think it has given us a good opportunity to
clarify the point.

Minister for Planning: conduct
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank you for
that guidance, President. I certainly want to stay away
from issues that transgress the sub judice rule. My
question is to the Minister for Planning. On 20 May
2011 in this place the minister indicated that when he
meets with developers he ensures that officials from his
department attend those meetings. At the same time, in
May 2011, the minister met with Ms Carley Nicholls at
her home. Apart from Ken Smith, the Speaker in the
Assembly, who else attended the meeting with the
minister?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — There
is a premise behind Mr Tee’s question that I do not
accept. I simply say that I stand by the answers I have
given in this chamber in relation to that issue. Further to
that there are, as I said before, two sides to each story. It
is fine for Mr Tee to read a newspaper article and quote
from one of those, but he does not have the other side.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am not sure
how many more opportunities I can give the minister to
tell the other side of the case. In relation to the
statement that the minister made in this place on
20 May 2011 that when he meets with developers he
ensures that officials from his department attend those
meetings, my supplementary question is: did the
minister comply with that undertaking, made to this
chamber, when he met with Ms Nicholls?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I stand
by the answer I gave to the substantive question. I say
further that Mr Tee does not need to give me
opportunities. I do not know how many times I need to
tell him that this matter is being solved in the most open
and transparent way, and that is the legal process.
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Vocational education and training: Geelong
region
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — My question
without notice is to my colleague Mr Hall, the Minister
for Higher Education and Skills. What is the
government doing to support skills and training
development opportunities that are linked to future job
creation in the important Geelong region?
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I thank Mr Koch for his question. As a
representative of the Geelong region he would know
that in April 2011 I announced a $1.8 million Skilling
the Bay initiative, and that was particularly focused
around the Geelong area in response to some
redundancy announcements by Ford Australia and
others at that time, and consequently the response
sought to address that.
That package included $1.3 million for work to be
undertaken led by the Gordon Institute of TAFE, a
major TAFE provider in the Geelong region, and
Deakin University, a major university in the area, to
build the region’s skills-based and support businesses to
fast-track new technologies and practices. That work is
being undertaken, led by those two organisations, and
contributed to by a number of other organisations
within the Geelong region. Part of that work has
resulted in the recent discussion paper entitled Creating
a Jobs Vision for Geelong, which was released in May
this year. That discussion paper has already formed the
basis of discussions in the Geelong region where
students in a forum were given the opportunity to have
input, as was the community. Also, on Friday of this
week there will be a major jobs summit in the Geelong
region, and this discussion paper will form — —
Mr Jennings interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Is Mr Jennings listening? I
thought he would be interested in this. It is a very
important subject. I know Ms Tierney is listening with
a great deal of interest because to her great credit she is
coming along to the jobs summit, as are my colleagues.
The summit will be attended by the Premier of Victoria,
who will make a keynote address to the summit. My
colleague Mr Hodgett, the Minister for Manufacturing,
will be there. Upper and lower house members from
both sides of this Parliament and the federal Parliament
will also be there, as will the business community, local
government and virtually a who’s who of the Geelong
region.
Mr Viney interjected.
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Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Viney should know this is
very important work because of the need to create job
opportunities in the Geelong region. I know this project
has Ms Tierney’s support because in this Parliament
just last night she mentioned the need for a jobs plan for
the region. I noticed the member for Lara in the
Assembly, Mr Eren, also recently called on the public
to have input into a jobs plan for the region. Following
the jobs summit, the next phase will include the
Geelong jobs vision and workforce development action
plan, which will be finalised by September.
This is an opportunity for us all to work together on this
important project. I call upon members from all sides of
politics to contribute in a positive way and to work
together. The interests of the Geelong region and our
respective electorates are the focus for our efforts in this
Parliament. If we can work together, there will be a
better outcome for the people we represent. The
coalition government is undertaking this major work,
but the invitation is there for the Labor Party and others
to join with us to ensure that this important piece of
work for the Geelong region is completed with
comprehensive input and support from all sides.

Minister for Planning: conduct
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question is
to the Minister for Planning. I refer to the Supreme
Court proceedings which newspaper reports have listed
for August of this year. My question to the minister is:
is he accessing the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority to fund this litigation, and if so, how much
has this litigation cost Victorian taxpayers?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I will
have to take Mr Tee’s question on notice.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for taking the question on notice and look
forward to his response. This is one of two or three
areas in which he is involved in litigation. I ask
whether, as part of the information he will provide, he
will also reveal the cost of the other matters in which he
is involved in litigation.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Tee to
reword that question. I have concerns about a reference
to ‘other matters’, which to me seems rather broad. This
supplementary question expands the subject matter of
the original question because it extends to other areas.
In that case I am fairly adamant that I need to have
specifics on that rather than a vague ‘other matters’
reference. I am trying to ensure that the minister is able
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to comply with Mr Tee’s request if he is of a mind to do
so. Could Mr Tee rework the supplementary question
for me?
Mr TEE — Perhaps I will leave my request at a
request for the costs of litigation to date. As part of my
supplementary question, I ask the minister if he has
been provided with an estimate of the costs of the
hearing, and if so, whether he can also provide that.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — In case
Mr Tee is not aware, I think every planning minister in
the last 30 years has faced some form of legal action
from an aggrieved party on a planning decision. Even
going back to Mr Tee’s own government, I think all but
one Labor planning minister faced legal action by an
aggrieved party on a planning decision. I appreciate that
Mr Tee wants to create an air of spin around this. He
has not had a question for a long time, so I am not
surprised about that. But the reality is that every
planning minister for the last 30 years has faced issues
of aggrieved parties. I am not unique in this
circumstance, and I am sure no future planning minister
will be either. I will have a look at the matter Mr Tee
has raised. I will take it in the context of the substantial
answer, and I will get back to him.

Gaming: automatic teller machine ban
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the excellent Minister for Liquor and
Gaming Regulation, Mr O’Donohue. Can the minister
update the house on the coalition government’s ban on
ATMs in gaming venues?
Hon. E. J. O’DONOHUE (Minister for Liquor and
Gaming Regulation) — I thank Mrs Coote for her
question and her interest in responsible gambling. In
April 2012 the government extended the ban on all
ATMs in gaming venues, which came into effect on
1 July 2012, to also prohibit alternative cash access
facilities that do not require the customer to interact
with venue staff. I am advised that expenditure on
gaming machines in Victoria decreased by
approximately 7 per cent in the period from July 2012
to April 2013 when compared with the previous year.
The Department of Justice has engaged Swinburne
University of Technology to conduct an independent
evaluation of the impact of the ATM prohibition. The
Swinburne evaluation will assess the effectiveness of
the removal of ATMs from gaming venues as a
problem gambling harm reduction measure; the
effectiveness of the removal of ATMs from gaming
venues as a consumer protection measure for
recreational gamblers; and the costs and unintended
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consequences of removing ATMs from venues,
including the effect on venue patrons who are not
gambling. The Swinburne evaluation includes a survey
of more than 600 venue patrons and follows them from
before the policy was introduced to after its
implementation. Relevant stakeholders will be
consulted in the evaluation and the venues themselves
will be surveyed.
The coalition continues to look for ways to reduce the
incidence of problem gambling in our community. The
coalition will not allow the ban on ATMs in gaming
venues to be undermined by new devices that may offer
problem gamblers easy access to cash in venues. For
this reason in 2012 the government extended the ATM
ban to include all cash access devices that do not
require interaction with venue staff before any decision
to withdraw cash is taken by the customer. Under the
new rules, in order to be able to offer EFTPOS
facilities, venue operators must ensure that staff
interaction occurs before a transaction takes place; no
more than $200 can be withdrawn in any one
transaction; cash advances are not to be provided using
credit accounts; and EFTPOS facilities are not to be
accessible by any person within the gaming area of an
approved venue for the purposes of withdrawing cash.
The government takes the issue of problem gambling
very seriously. That is why it has invested $150 million
through the establishment of the Victorian Responsible
Gambling Foundation — an increase of 41 per cent on
the amount allocated by the previous government. We
have established a separate, independent organisation in
relation to these matters and we have taken action, as
described, to ban ATMs and cash access machines from
venues.
The government takes these matters very seriously. I
thank Mrs Coote for her interest in this most important
measure. The government will be vigilant in taking
action where problems are presented. Again, the
government is proud of its investment in the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation.

Minister for Planning: conduct
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I want to take up
the Minister for Planning’s suggestion around the
notoriety, I suppose, of this issue; I do not want him to
comment on the merits of it, but it reads a bit like a
soap opera where you have the intervention of Miley
Cyrus — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. D. M. Davis — On a point of order, President,
the member is again flouting your ruling. You have
been very clear that context is suitable but editorial is
not in the framing of these sorts of questions and their
preamble. Mr Tee appears to be heading off in a very
strong editorial direction rather than framing a context
and asking a specific question.
Mr Viney — On the point of order, President, after
many years in this place I know there have always been
preambles and context given to questions in this
chamber. It is very different to the other chamber,
which I have also sat in. It appears to me that the
Leader of the Government is attempting to change the
rules of question time by continually taking these points
of order today. This is eating into Mr Tee’s time, I
might say, with another 20 seconds running down after
the point of order was taken. It seems to me that
Mr Davis is trying to change the longstanding rules of
question time in this place, which stipulate that
members have 1 minute to ask a question and within
that 1 minute they are given a wide opportunity to put
context and background to a matter provided they ask
the question before their 60 seconds has expired.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank both the
Leader of the Government and the Deputy President for
their points of order in relation to this matter. Firstly, I
say at the outset that what I have tried to do whilst I
have been in the Chair is to tighten up some of this area,
at least compared to previous parliaments, because I
think it is important that we establish a particular
standard in terms of questions and answers in this
period. By and large members have if not welcomed
that tightening up, certainly been prepared to go along
with it, and our question time has proceeded in a much
more constructive manner as a result.
Going back, context is important, and the Deputy
President is right in picking up the fact that a member is
entitled to put that context and to make remarks in
support of their question. Again, as I have said, this is in
large measure to ensure that the house is aware of the
basis of the question and, as a courtesy to the minister,
the minister is aware of the context of the question.
Having said that, I must admit that when Mr Tee started
to describe the matter that he is exploring with this
question as a ‘soap opera’, that is not a matter of
context in my view. That is a matter of commentary or
editorial, and I believe it is outside what I would regard
as proper context for a question. I share the concern that
the Leader of the Government raised in the fact that that
remark suggested perhaps we were going beyond my
view of what a context would be for a question. I ask
Mr Tee to continue and to bear that in mind.
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Mr TEE — I suppose I was alluding to the notoriety
around this issue, because my question was really: has
the minister gained anything or learnt anything from
this experience? In other words, has the minister
reflected on his conduct and has he modified his
practice and processes as a result of this soap opera and
saga, and if so, what changes has he made?
Hon. D. M. Davis — On a point of order, President,
the member is clearly flouting your rulings. He is
clearly outside the boundaries there, and I ask you to
bring him back to the point where he gives context and
asks a question rather than editorialises.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not think it is
necessary to seek a withdrawal, and the Leader of the
Government did not seek a withdrawal, but I must say
that when I had reflected on those very words as being
outside what I regard as context I was somewhat
disappointed that they returned in the substantive
question. Perhaps members may pay greater heed to the
comments that I make in regard to those matters. I do
not make them for my own benefit; I make them
because I think that it is in the interests of the house to
have a more constructive question time, as I said.
Clearly editorial in a question opens up an enormous
gap in which a minister could roam with his or her
answer over matters that are not of any concern at all to
the person who has posed the question. In other words,
if Mr Tee opens the door, then the minister has got carte
blanche, and preambles can do that. The questioner will
often be dissatisfied with the answer that they get, but
frankly it is their own fault if they have run a preamble
or made some provocative comment, such as ‘soap
opera’ suggests to me — —

Wednesday, 26 June 2013

Hilton Hotel. There is plenty on this guy with the
short-term memory loss!
Mr Tee asked me a question about legal matters and
being the Minister for Planning. Let me just say that
one developer is taking legal action against the state
government when I refused to rezone land near the
Serendip Sanctuary in Lara because I believed the
tawny frogmouth, right in the heart of Lara, should be
protected. I stood up for that, and a developer was
aggrieved and took action against the government.
Would Mr Tee rezone the land to allow the destruction
of the tawny frogmouth in Lara? Would Labor do that
in government? I stood up to a developer. I stood up to
someone who wanted to put residential land right next
to a sanctuary and said, ‘No, that is not good enough’.
That is the record of this government when it comes to
planning.
Mr Tee would have us believe that standing up to
people and standing up for what you think is right at
any stage of a rezoning is somehow wrong. I say that is
the difference between him as a wannabe and me as the
minister. I stand up for what decision is right, and in
this case for the Serendip Sanctuary, where Mr Tee said
I should stand up and then went to an industry
magazine and flip-flopped as usual and said, ‘Oh no!
You should have accepted it and rezoned it’. Mr Tee is
not even consistent on his own policy. This government
stood up against a developer who wanted to rezone land
right up to the foot of the tawny frogmouth’s territory.
We said no. We stand up for good decisions, and that is
the difference between the weak, snivelling planning
minister that Mr Tee would be and someone who gets
on with it, like me.
Ms Broad interjected.

Mrs Peulich — Or notorious.
Questions interrupted.
The PRESIDENT — Perhaps even to describe it as
notorious, but that was of less concern to me than the
‘soap opera’ suggestion. It simply invites a response
from the minister that I have difficulty in bringing back
to an answer that is apposite to what has actually been
asked. In posing their questions, I caution members to
be mindful of that. I simply thought it was inappropriate
to come back with those very words in a substantial
question after I had expressed some concern about
them.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — Soap
operas? Kevin, Julia, Kevin, Julia, Bill! If Mr Tee
wants to talk about soap operas, he should go and look
north. If he wants to talk about soap operas, the
Windsor is soap opera, as are the Lombard site and the

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
Ms Broad
The PRESIDENT — Order! Under standing
order 13.02, I ask Ms Broad to vacate the chamber for
15 minutes.
Ms Broad withdrew from chamber.
Mr Drum interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Does Mr Drum want
to join her?
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Minister for Planning: conduct
Questions resumed.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the minister to
withdraw the reflection he made about Mr Tee were he
to be a planning minister.
Hon. M. J. Guy — I withdraw.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I take it from the
minister’s answer that after two years of this matter
nothing has changed, it is business as usual, meetings at
kitchen tables, deals are being done and there is nothing
the minister can point to to give the Victorian public
any confidence that he has learnt anything from this
experience and that there is any — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, I
believe the member continues to flout your rulings and
continues to reflect on the minister in asserting that
somehow some unsavoury deals are being done. It is
also argumentative and seeks an opinion.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am not sure that the
seeking of an opinion is necessarily accurate in the
sense that I think Mr Tee was about to put a
supplementary question. In that case I dare say that it
would have been a question that did seek an answer,
and I would hope not have sought an opinion but rather
an answer. But I share Mrs Peulich’s concern about the
sort of commentary that I do not really regard as
context for the supplementary question, particularly to
be talking about deals around a kitchen table and so
forth. For a start, as I understand it, there is absolutely
no evidence of that happening; therefore it is a literary
or dramatic exercise that does not bear any substantial
basis on which to put its context.
It might be terrific for a media release. I do not have
control over media releases, so Mr Tee has free rein
when it comes to putting out a media release and
talking about deals over kitchen tables. But when he or
another member comes in here and puts a question, it is
important that that question not be some sort of fanciful
roam but has some substance and is factual in terms of
the way it is put. I accept what Mrs Peulich says in that
I do not regard those remarks as context for a
supplementary question. They are not even
editorialising, because I think they are a bit more
fanciful than that in this particular case.
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Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
supplementary question is this: in view of those
concerns that are widely canvassed, is there anything
the minister can point to so that the Victorian public can
have confidence that the system he has put in place is
one with integrity which has learnt the lessons of the
issues surrounding this case?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — He asks
me what I have learnt, and what I say very clearly is
that to be a planning minister, which is a difficult job,
you have to have strength, you have to have courage
and you have to have guts. This is why this
government, unlike any government for 30 years, has
reformed the planning system in Victoria. That is why
we have brought in VicSmart. That is why on Monday
the largest reform of residential and commercial zones
in the state’s history will take place. That is why growth
corridor plans, the best and the biggest in Australia,
now apply in Melbourne. That is why Fishermans
Bend, the largest urban renewal project in Australia, has
now been rezoned. That is why regional and rural
development, unlike any other state, is front and centre
of regional growth and population growth in this
country. Mr Tee asked what I had learnt; it is get on
with your job, do what is right and do not be spooked
by people like Mr Tee or others who throw mud for a
living.
Honourable members interjecting.

Aviation industry: pilot training
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Brown paper bags need to be exposed wherever they
are, and they are abundant in the Labor Party.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President — —
Mrs PEULICH — President, I apologise for the
distraction and withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mrs Peulich
withdraws her remarks. Mr Viney on a point of order.
Mr Viney — My point of order, President, is that
there be some consistency on the view expressed by
Mr David Davis in relation to people making comments
in the preamble.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In regard to the point
of order, I absolutely concur with the Deputy President.
He is right that there is a need for consistency, which I
will always try to achieve in my rulings. Mrs Peulich
recognised that if not before Mr Viney stood to his feet,
then certainly as he stood to his feet, and has been
gracious enough to withdraw that remark, recognising
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that it was inconsistent with the behaviour that I would
expect.
Mrs PEULICH — To ensure that there is
consistency in the preamble, I would like to direct my
question to my very good colleague and upper house
member, Gordon Rich-Phillips, the very able Minister
responsible for the Aviation Industry. I ask: can the
minister inform the house of any recent developments
which strengthen Victoria’s standing as the national
leader in domestic and international pilot training?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Minister
responsible for the Aviation Industry) — I thank
Mrs Peulich for her question. Two weeks ago I was
delighted to be at Moorabbin airport in the electorate I
share with Mrs Peulich for the launch of Avia Aircraft’s
new $4 million state-of-the-art flight simulator centre.
This is a significant new investment in general aviation
pilot training in Victoria. I know it is a project that
Mrs Peulich is very supportive of and delighted to see
constructed in the electorate that we share in South
Eastern Metropolitan Region. The opening was an
event also attended by the members for Mordialloc and
Carrum in the Assembly. It really highlights the
confidence that Avia Aircraft has in the Victorian flying
training industry.
Avia Aircraft is a new company operating in Victoria.
It has only been operating for a short time, but it is a
company that has shown great innovation in the general
aviation sector. It is a company that has introduced a
new model of shared ownership for the use of corporate
aircraft in Victoria and in Australia. It has introduced
the Cirrus aircraft to its operations, now a leading
aircraft in the general aviation line-up. It has introduced
the new concept of the fixed-base operator, which takes
to a new level the standard of service and facilities
provided for general aviation in Australia. It is a
concept that has existed widely in the United States but
not in Australia, and it has now been introduced to
Australia by Avia Aircraft in Victoria. With the
announcement of the opening of the new simulator
centre two weeks ago, the company now brings
state-of-the-art pilot training to Victoria.
This investment of $4 million in this full motion flight
simulator provides capability which simply has not
existed in general aviation and pilot training in
Australia in the past. It is a new facility which offers
pilot training on piston engine single and twin aircraft,
and it can be configured to provide training on
turboprop aircraft and even light jet aircraft. This will
allow for safety training to be undertaken and for
procedure training to be undertaken in a safe simulated
environment. This is technology which has simply not
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existed at the general aviation level in Australia prior to
the opening of this facility. Importantly, not only is this
facility installed in Victoria but it has also been built
and manufactured in Victoria by CKAS Mechatronics,
which is located out at Tullamarine. It is
Victorian-developed technology being installed and
now operated in Victoria.
I was delighted last week to have representatives from
Avia Aircraft take part in the Victorian government’s
super trade mission to the Association of South East
Asian Nations region — known as the ASEAN region.
Representatives of the company were participating in
the mission because they recognise that the product
they now have in Victoria is world class. It is a product
and a facility that is one of the best in the world for
general aviation training, and it feeds into the very
important export market that is being developed for
pilot training in Victoria.
This is a fantastic investment in the Victorian aviation
industry. It is a fantastic vote of confidence in the
Victorian economy, and the Victorian government is
delighted to see this investment by Avia Aircraft and
looks forward to seeing it continue to grow the pilot
training sector in our state.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 156, 711,
714, 8556, 8732, 9205, 9256, 9327, 9331, 9337, 9394,
9396, 9426–37, 9455, 9458, 9460, 9461, 9469, 9470,
9477, 9479, 9480–3, 9485, 9487–501.
Sitting suspended 1.03 p.m. until 2.06 p.m.

EMPLOYMENT: GOVERNMENT
PERFORMANCE
Debate resumed.
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — As I was
saying before we adjourned for lunch, I am pleased to
rise to make a contribution to the debate and make
some comments in support of Mr Somyurek’s motion.
In his contribution Mr Dalla-Riva said — and I
mentioned this prior to the lunchbreak, but I will say it
again for continuity — that the opposition is simply
painting a very negative picture of the situation in
Victoria and is full of doom and gloom. I will take a
look at where and how Victorians are losing their jobs
and the prospects of finding jobs under the
Liberal-Nationals coalition government, because even
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though Mr Dalla-Riva went on to compare some facts,
when we look at what he had to say, he was not
comparing all the facts. What he gave us in his
contribution was a fair bit of spin, I would say.
I will look at the job situation as it stands. If we look
back to February 2012, Westpac announced that it was
cutting 600 employees from its Docklands office. In the
same month Westpac announced 80 job losses. In July
2012 Myer cut 100 administration and service jobs. In
August 2012 Telstra moved some 235 call centre jobs
from Victoria to the Philippines, and that has been
talked about quite a bit. The offshoring issue has been
discussed in the contributions made by Mr Somyurek,
Mr Dalla-Riva and also Mr Barber from the Greens.
In Victoria it is a real problem that we are losing
positions which are being sent offshore, and for some
of those positions, if they are replaced, they are
replaced with a casualised workforce. I will talk a little
bit about that further on in my contribution. In August
2012 Perpetual Investments revealed that at least
527 jobs had been lost. In October 2012 Ernst & Young
sacked 89 employees. Another 400 jobs were lost from
Sensis in February this year. There are 2000 fewer
full-time jobs in the services sector today than there
were when this government took office a couple of
years ago. That is a significant reduction and loss of
positions for the workforce of Victoria, and it has a
devastating impact on the individuals who are
retrenched, lose their jobs or who are in the workforce
that is left when people are no longer replaced or no
backfilling occurs. There certainly are jobs being lost.
The new State of the Public Sector in Victoria report,
which was tabled recently in this Parliament, makes
very sombre reading indeed. In June 2012 there were
2161 people working for the then Department of
Primary Industries — now the Department of
Environment and Primary Industries (DEPI) —
compared to 2408 people in 2010–11. That is a
significant reduction in workers in that department, and
it has had a dramatic impact on our farming
community, particularly in my electorate of Northern
Victoria Region. The department offices there,
including Cobram, Birchip, Kyneton, Ouyen and
St Arnaud have all closed, so there is no service from
those offices available to the farming community in
those regions. Those are farming communities with
farmers who have been through floods, droughts, fires,
locust plagues and problems with infestations to fruit.
Some very significant natural disasters have affected
farmers and their ability to plant and harvest their crops
in order to make a living. Despite this, those
Department of Environment and Primary Industries
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jobs have simply been cut and that service no longer
exists for farmers in those areas.
There are reception services that will cease or have
already ceased in a number of other DEPI offices
throughout my electorate of Northern Victoria Region.
If anyone tries to go to any of the offices in Kerang,
Echuca, Swan Hill or Rutherglen, they find they have to
use an intercom system to make contact with the
department because the administration workers are no
longer sited in those offices. Parks Victoria is in the
process of cutting 10 per cent of its workforce of 1100,
and rangers and field services officers are being offered
redundancy packages. Another 60 jobs will go thanks
to the Liberal-Nationals government. Staff in these
positions carry out very important work throughout
rural and regional Victoria. This important work needs
to be carried out in our parks, which are so well loved
and utilised by the public.
Some 4200 public sector jobs have been cut right across
the state by the Liberal-Nationals government, and this
has had a dramatic impact on all areas of the public
sector. For example, a staff member in my office
recently phoned the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development with a particular query on
which we needed some information. The person who
took the call was very apologetic because she had no
idea of where she was meant to direct the query. That
section of the department has recently undergone a very
significant restructure and its staff no longer know who
is left and to where calls are to be directed. A
restructure means extra work is put on those people
who are left. Often restructures are an excuse to cut jobs
or to put in place new structures and not fill positions
when they become vacant.
In an article in the Bendigo Advertiser of 8 June a
member of staff from the union that represents workers
in child protection services was reported as having said
that the union had proof that the Department of Human
Services had cut 15 jobs in the Loddon Mallee region
alone. Parts of this region are quite isolated and child
protection services are well utilised. I fail to see how
cutting 15 jobs is going to help to deliver a high-quality
standard of care for child protection services in the
Loddon Mallee region.
It is worth taking a look at the retail sector, because in
my electorate — and I am sure members in many other
electorates, particularly those in rural and regional
areas, have found the same thing — many of the retail
outlets and shops are closed or closing. On top of this,
when people have gone out of business new businesses
are not coming in to take their place. That is particularly
true in Shepparton, where my electorate office is. A
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large number of shops have stood empty for a long
time. Retailers are suffering. The iconic Carters of
Echuca recently closed its doors after 73 years in
business. Bunnings has announced that it is going to
close its operations in Benalla. Victoria Carpets has
announced the closure of its Castlemaine mills, with
production to cease at the end of June. That closure will
result in all 21 positions at the mills being made
redundant.
Getting back to the public sector, I turn to Victoria
Police. Big changes and cuts have been made and
continue to be made to the non-sworn administrative
workforce. Some 30 non-sworn administrative officers
recently received emails notifying them that voluntary
redundancy packages are available for those who want
to take them up. This is about making further
productivity savings and comes on top of the 350 jobs
cut from the non-sworn administrative workforce in the
second half of 2012.
These cuts do not just mean a loss of administrative
workers; they mean that police officers will have to
take up some of that administrative work. Time that
police officers should be spending out and about
working on law enforcement and keeping the
community safe by catching crooks will instead be
spent tied up at the desk doing more and more
administrative work. This is not a good use of their time
or training. A lot of time and expense goes into training
members of our very excellent police force. The
community wants them to be out there doing their job,
which is to ensure that crimes are not committed but
when crimes are committed they are able to find and
arrest the perpetrators.
Mr Dalla-Riva says that the opposition is painting a
picture of doom and gloom. That is simply not true.
Members need only look at the number of jobs I have
just run through across a number of sectors, some
statewide and others just in my electorate of Northern
Victoria Region, to see the very real impact on the
community. People are very concerned about job
security. They are wondering where the coalition
government’s commitment is to rural and regional
Victoria and to a jobs plan. The latest figures from the
Australian Bureau of Statistics show that jobs growth
across Victoria has ground to a halt in the two years of
the Liberal-Nationals government. We are in the grip of
a crisis and things are pretty grim. The examples I have
given members illustrating where our jobs cuts and
losses are indicate just how grim it is.
In 2012 a National Institute of Economic and Industry
Research report stated that Australia faces the danger of
not only failing to take a role in the global market but
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deskilling its workforce by moving key jobs offshore.
Sadly, we are seeing workers who have been loyal to
one employer for many years finding themselves not
with golden handshakes or gold watches but instead
being thrown onto the unemployment lines with very
little prospect of finding jobs.
We know that 4200 jobs have been cut from the public
sector so far, and we are now hearing examples of the
prolific and inappropriate use of hired labour to replace
the thousands of jobs that have been cut from
departments. Directly employed workers are being
replaced by contractors. We know that job security rests
on having ongoing employment, being directly
employed by your employer and not being on a
short-term contract. Try to get a loan if you are on a
short-term contract; it just will not happen. Job security
is being lost and more and more jobs are going
offshore.
This Liberal-Nationals coalition government has no
jobs plan. If you listened to the contributions
government members have made so far, you would
know they do not understand the impact the
government’s lack of a jobs plan and lack of support for
public sector employment is having not only in rural
and regional Victoria but right across the state.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
on Mr Somyurek’s motion. Regrettably, as on other
opposition business days when I have spoken on
motions suggesting that the government is responsible
for job cuts, we are consuming a significant amount of
the house’s time responding to the sort of broad,
generalised rhetoric of the opposition in relation to job
cuts.
It is interesting to note that members of the opposition
benches are primarily from union or some sort of staff
background with no relationship to small business and
no understanding of commercial reality. Opposition
members speak from little experience in relation to
either business or commercial reality. We hear
nonsense and diatribes from them in relation to cuts,
which are usually to the public service. There is a
reason for that. History shows that Labor governments
create bloated bureaucracies and that their terms of
office are usually associated with significant debt, an
increase in the public service and constraints on small
business. It is no wonder that new coalition
governments have to spend a considerable amount of
time on reducing the public service, improving the
state’s financial position and creating surpluses so
investment can be made in infrastructure. That has
always been the starting point for new coalition
governments. The Baillieu and Napthine governments
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have been no different in having to respond to 11 years
of Labor’s lazy management, both fiscally and in
relation to small business investment.
Ms Tierney, in her contributions to these debates,
continually talks down Geelong’s economy. She will
happily regale us with stories about the impact of the
closure of Ford and the Shell refinery and the potential
closure of Alcoa, but she is reluctant to tell the story of
the good things happening in Geelong, and there are
lots of good things happening in Geelong in relation to
investment in small business and commercial activity.
Only last night we saw on TV a story about the growth
of Cotton On and its potential staffing across Australia
and internationally.
We do not hear Ms Tierney talk about the work that is
being done by Deakin University on carbon fibres.
Even the old International Fibre Centre — some
members may remember former Premier Jeff Kennett
investing in that centre, primarily for wool production
and textiles at the time — is now being utilised for the
investigation of potential uses for carbon fibre. It is all
very exciting in Geelong. We have education, a
booming health industry and a lot of innovation going
on thanks to work the Gordon Institute of TAFE,
Deakin University and other bodies are doing to move
us away from traditional manufacturing industries,
which by all indications have relatively short lifespans,
and towards innovative industries. It would be great to
hear a local MP like Ms Tierney talk about some
positive things that are happening in the Geelong region
and the investments that are being made.
I will spend a bit of my short contribution talking about
the jobs growth and investments being made in the
Ballarat region, which I represent, because there is a lot
of good news in that area as well. Having said that,
there is a commercial reality that things are tough out
there — there is no doubt about that. They are not
helped by the federal Gillard government’s policies in
relation to the carbon tax and other matters that are
putting more bureaucratic regulation and costs onto
small business.
There is also the cost of living for families, whether
their members are employed or seeking to be
employed. We have seen the cost of energy skyrocket
for a range of reasons, one of which is federal
government policy. Just today we have heard the
announcement that water bills are going up by up to
300 per cent, and 70 per cent of that increase is the
result of bad Labor policy in relation to the desalination
plant in Wonthaggi. Victorians now have to pay for that
white elephant. It is providing no water to the Victorian
community, but Victorians are now paying over
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$1 million a day to service that infrastructure, which the
Labor government so unwisely invested in.
Consequently we are now seeing increases in water
bills flowing through, with 70 per cent of that
significant increase being due to that poor investment
policy by the Labor government.
Cost of living is a significant problem for communities
across Victoria, as is the cost of labour. Again,
opposition members talk about job cuts, but not having
small business backgrounds, they have no
understanding of what the costs of employing people
are to small business. History will also show that Labor
Party policy increases the cost of doing business for
small businesses and even large businesses in Victoria
and across Australia. Certainly the cost of labour is a
significant component of that, and I again attribute the
increasing cost of labour for all small business across
Victoria to the Wonthaggi work site, because the
contracts that were drawn up under Labor provided for
salaries and remuneration to workers on that site that
were far in excess of the standard practice. When
electricians are being paid $180 000 per annum as
against the standard practice of about $60 000 to
$70 000, the result is a bloated salary structure that is
now having a significant impact right across the board
in relation to industrial relations.
I now refer the chamber to the budget, which is a very
strong budget. This government, with its latest budget
announced by the Treasurer, Michael O’Brien, has
demonstrated fiscal — —
Mr O’Brien — Responsibility.
Mr RAMSAY — Thank you, Mr O’Brien.
Responsibility. It provides a record $6 billion for
infrastructure and a surplus of over $225 million. It has
led to Standard & Poor’s and Moody’s awarding AAA
ratings, and I understand Victoria is the only state in
Australia that has received AAA ratings from both
ratings agencies. The budget has provided all sorts of
investments, such as $421 million in health,
$238 million over four years to boost professional
numbers, $772 million over four years to treat more
patients, $78 million to build and improve hospitals and
health services, $203 million for school capital works,
$200 million for the TAFE structural adjustment fund,
more than $5.1 billion for police, emergency services,
corrections and the courts, and $78 million for facilities
to support protective services officers. We also have the
$1 billion Regional Growth Fund, which is a huge asset
for regional Victoria and is providing significant
investment in regional Victoria through different
funding mechanisms that otherwise would not happen.
Along with that funding comes jobs, which provide
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population shift into those regional towns that
traditionally have had stable population numbers. We
are not only creating the facilities and amenities that
will provide the incentive for population shift but we
are also seeing now, particularly in the western
corridor, significant population shift.
For my electorate of Western Victoria Region there
have been some fantastic announcements. The Premier
announced funding to Alstom for the manufacture of
seven X’trapolis trains. That has allowed 130 jobs to
continue in Ballarat, which has been a great
announcement. There is also the extension of the plant
at Mars, worth over $180 million, which will provide
ongoing jobs and growth for that manufacturer. We
have seen investment in the Ballarat West link road and
the employment zone, which potentially will create
9000 new jobs. We have seen significant growth with
the investment in roadworks, particularly the Western
Highway. There is a hive of activity on the Western
Highway between Ballarat and Ararat, as we have seen
with the Princes Highway between Waurn Ponds and
Winchelsea and further to Colac. We have seen the
announcement of connections to natural gas at
13 nominated towns. In my own region we have seen
announcements of gas connections to Avoca and
Winchelsea, and just last month to Bannockburn.
Connections will soon be announced at Invermay and
Terang. Those connections will enable new industries
to invest in those basically rural shires where this will
create not only ongoing investment but jobs growth.
I do not want to take up too much of the chamber’s
time, but there are a few points I want to make. Labor
has spent an inordinate amount of time talking down
business. The fact is that outside the political
interference it is tough, but it is tough everywhere.
Victoria is in very good shape with its surpluses, with
its AAA rating, with its significant investment in
infrastructure and with its Regional Growth Fund to
encourage and stimulate commercial activity which in
turn will provide jobs growth. That is the jobs plan.
While Labor parrots on about a jobs plan, I am not sure
if anyone can understand what its jobs plan is. Talking
down industry is the only understanding that I have of
Labor’s jobs plan. Our jobs plan is very clear: it is good
fiscal responsibility, a AAA rating, budget surpluses,
the largest investment in capital infrastructure that has
ever been seen in this state, large national investments
with the regional rail link and now with the east–west
link, significant investment in our jails, investments in
police and PSOs, natural gas to country Victoria, and I
could go on and on.
Mr O’Brien interjected.
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Mr RAMSAY — No, I will not, Mr O’Brien.
Mr Drum, I am sure, is keen to say a few words. I will
just mention a local company, Trufoods International,
with which I had an association in a past life. Some
$3.4 million has been invested in Maryborough, which
needs ongoing investment. I am really pleased to see
that Trufoods has seen fit to develop a facility there
rather than in another area of the state.
It disappoints me that I am again having to respond to
Labor’s whingeing and whining about job cuts when in
fact it created the catalyst for a reduction in the public
service and the commercial activity in which small
businesses are finding it tough. Labor increased the cost
of doing business in Victoria through poor
management. It created monsters like the desalination
plant that Victorians will have to pay for through a
300 per cent to 400 per cent increase in their water bills
and which has also created an industrial relations
environment where the costs of labour are totally out of
kilter and that is why small businesses are struggling to
employ people. But there is hope. I am always hopeful,
if I can use the Geelong precinct as an example, where
the leadership is looking at other ways to attract
industry to try to transition from the traditional
manufacturing base to a more innovative approach, and
that is being led by the mayor of the City of Greater
Geelong, Keith Fagg.
Mr Drum interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — Yes, Mr Drum. Another great
example where there has been a significant investment
is Kardinia Park. Its facilities are being upgraded almost
yearly now and there is a lifting of the spirit not only for
the football team but also for the associated sporting
precinct around Skilled Stadium, which is known as
Kardinia Park still, and where investment continues to
grow. In closing, I see no constructive merit in this
motion, and I will be opposing it.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
a contribution to the debate on the motion moved by
Mr Somyurek. Before I go to the specifics of that
motion, I just want to touch on a couple of points that
Mr Ramsay has made. Firstly, I state the fact that, as
was reported in the Geelong Advertiser last Friday, in
our region the unemployment rate is 6.8 per cent, up
from 5.7 per cent, and the unemployment rate for
women is 8.4 per cent. The women who have recently
lost their jobs at Target are clearly up against it when it
comes to securing future and further employment in the
region.
But it is not about talking about doom and gloom only.
It is about the realisation that there are facts on the table
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that require urgent attention from government. The
unemployment rates indicate that we have a significant
problem in the Geelong region and it needs to be
addressed. To be so simplistic as to say that by raising
these facts members of the opposition are talking down
Geelong does members of the government no good.
The reality is that there are some great examples of
success, such as Cotton On, but to concentrate on only
the great examples and not admit and concentrate on
the problems we have is a real imbalance in terms of
representing Geelong.
During question time members heard the call from the
Minister for Higher Education and Skills, Mr Hall, that
we should try to have a bit more of a bipartisan
approach, but when opposition members raise what is
really happening on the ground in Geelong in terms of
issues that affect working families, we are pooh-poohed
as if the issues do not exist. Not only that but we are
told that we do not support success in the region. That
is just ridiculous. The best thing we can do is support
the successes, because they are the role models that we
all want to adhere to. They are the very successes that
we all want in our communities and in the wider
electorate of Western Victoria Region. We have a
government that is obviously feeling quite sensitive
about the job losses that we have seen.
Last night I went through a long list of job losses that
we have suffered, particularly in Geelong, and I am
sure that I went through a list during the previous
parliamentary sitting week and the one before that. I do
that not to talk down Geelong but to try to get at least
some recognition from the state government that we
have a problem and we need to work on it. At the jobs
summit or conference that is to be held on Friday at the
Pier Geelong I hope it will be acknowledged that there
is a significant issue.
Following Mr Ramsay’s contribution today, my
concern about the government’s approach is somewhat
renewed, in that he basically admitted that this
government has given up on manufacturing. I
understand that the Geelong economy is in transition,
but for anyone to walk away from manufacturing,
whether it be advanced or traditional manufacturing, is
truly disgraceful.
Coming back to Mr Somyurek’s motion, he should be
congratulated on bringing this item before the house. It
is the first time I can recall that we have addressed job
shedding and offshoring in the white-collar sector.
Unfortunately most of us are well versed in what has
happened with offshoring of blue-collar and
manufacturing jobs. It has been only in recent times that
we have seen large, iconic businesses — often financial
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institutions or telecommunications organisations — go
offshore and shed jobs. Because of the very nature of
the work, a lot of it being computer based, that
offshoring and shedding of jobs often flies under the
radar. A lot of the work is in offices and not necessarily
in large factories, from where we have seen in recent
times scenes of workers going to their cars in the car
park after having been told that they have been
retrenched. As I said, white-collar offshoring and job
shedding are very much under the radar.
It was with some significant foresight that organisations
came together to produce a report following research on
this very issue. It is important that we all read the
results of that research which is in the report mentioned
in Mr Somyurek’s motion. It sets off very loud alarm
bells about where we are going with white-collar jobs.
I, like other people, am very interested to discover how
we can give them some hope for their future and give
some solid grounding to people who have lost their
jobs, whether they are blue-collar or white-collar
workers. The report predicts that each year another
20 000 jobs will be moved offshore and that in total
some 700 000 jobs will be moved offshore. It is a lot of
jobs in anyone’s language.
Today members of the opposition are saying that we
would like people to read the report and we would like
government members to acknowledge not just that we
are seeing job losses in the manufacturing and
blue-collar areas but that there are huge job losses in the
highly skilled white-collar professional sectors. That
means that people generally are becoming quite
concerned about where their next job will be, not to
mention where their children’s jobs will be.
Members of the opposition are also saying that
government has a role to play when it comes to trying
to encourage companies to retain their workers and to
not offshore their jobs. Opposition members want the
government to be a lot more interventionist and
proactive. I understand that last week, when the
document about the ANZ job losses was leaked,
Treasurer O’Brien said, ‘We can’t direct companies on
what to do. We can’t tell companies what to do’.
Members of the Labor opposition are not calling for
that at all. Of course the government cannot tell
companies what to do when the situation involves
redundancies, but there must be a set of guidelines
established. An environment must be created by
government that provides greater job security for
Victorian workers. That is absent at the moment. It
seems that the only rule is one of letting market forces
rule. There is not an equal commitment to providing
security for people who want jobs in this state. I was
quite astonished by the Treasurer’s remark. I would

EMPLOYMENT: GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE
2204

COUNCIL

have thought that a lot more thought should be given to
and a lot more cohesive argument put on the state
government’s position on large organisations that
choose to offshore jobs.
The ANZ is a financial institution that has had record
profits, and yet still it has chosen — like a number of
other major financial institutions — to shed jobs here in
Australia and offshore them somewhere else in the
world. I do not consider that to be fair. If we are
allowing people to get away with blue murder on the
basis of just sheer greed, when their actions mean that
there is no food on the tables of people here in Victoria,
then we have a huge problem.
I refer to another thing that government members point
to. Even when Labor opposition members outline the
facts of the unemployment levels in various categories,
government members say that so many thousand new
jobs have been created. The other week the Treasurer
said that 11 400 jobs had been created in the state last
month. What the Treasurer did not do, however, was
break that down in terms of where those jobs are. Are
they in industry? What industries are they in? He also
did not go to that place which is called full-time
employment, because the overwhelming majority of
those jobs are anything but full time. At best they might
be part time and casual. That is where a lot of that
employment is, and a lot of it is labour hire. I know that
those people in my electorate who have been in
manufacturing and other companies for a long time,
who have taken packages or have left for a variety of
reasons and who have found themselves in labour hire
companies are now very lucky to get one shift a week
or one shift a fortnight. It is absolutely impossible for
such people to organise their budgets. It means they
have a very tenuous financial situation in terms of
paying their rent, and it means they have almost given
up on ever being able to secure a full-time job which
would enable them to buy a house.
That clearly is not on the horizon for a lot of people.
The situation in terms of job losses is probably the
worst I can recall. That is why, whilst those opposite
might complain about me getting up and talking about
unemployment, job losses and the need for job
creation — the creation of solid and secure and
permanent work — I will continue to talk about this
every day I get the opportunity to do so. I do not want
people to be left behind, and people are being left
behind as we speak, and it is only going to get worse.
I was quite frankly affronted in this chamber when last
night David Davis would have had us believe that
everything was okay in Geelong. Yes, we have
community leaders talking up Geelong and boosting
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morale. That is our job; we should be doing that. What
we want, however, is for this state government to do its
job. State government members using the comments of
certain civic leaders does not let those members off the
hook and let them do nothing with respect to this issue.
I am getting really tired of all the work being done by
Geelong community organisations — and there are a
number which work 24/7 to ensure the Geelong
community has energy and is robust and has a good
solid local economy for people to work with and look
forward to seeing develop further — being hijacked by
this state government which then labels that work as its
own work or initiatives when that simply is not true.
The state government is doing itself no good by this,
because the people in Geelong know who is doing the
work, and it is certainly not the state government.
The community of Geelong wants this government to
start working in the area in a very strong and
constructive way. The government is not doing nearly
enough in terms of rolling up its sleeves and putting in
the hard work. We do not see the leadership, and we do
not see a vision from this government in relation to
what is required in Geelong and other parts of western
Victoria. This should not surprise me, I suppose,
because only two weeks ago during debate on a similar
general business motion a number of government
speakers made contributions essentially saying that
their primary purpose is to ensure they stay in
government. Essentially their main focus is their own
jobs, not the jobs of ordinary Victorians. In the
meantime, while they remain unfocused about jobs and
a jobs plan, we have more and more companies
indicating they are going to shed jobs. These are
blue-collar jobs, manufacturing jobs, white-collar jobs,
retail jobs and maintenance jobs, and of course today
the spotlight has been on service sector jobs, which are
not just going out of the local economy but are being
offshored to other countries.
I am not happy about having to speak on these sorts of
issues, but the fact — —
Mr Koch — You relish it.
Ms TIERNEY — I will take up that interjection
because I think it typifies the position of this
government. Anyone who believes I relish talking
about job losses has rocks in their head. If you do not
have companies, whether they be small businesses,
small and medium size businesses or large companies
in robust industries, you do not have jobs, and if you do
not have jobs, you do not have families with food on
the table and who can clothe themselves and have
adequate educational opportunities.
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Mr Koch interjected.
Ms TIERNEY — Clearly what I am saying is
striking a nerve with government members — because
they have not done anything yet. They have been in
government for nearly three years, and all they have
done is come in here and launch a barrage of personal
attacks when they have started to feel uneasy. If they
were serious about job creation, if they were serious
about a jobs plan and if they were serious about an
economic strategy for this state, we would have seen it
by now. They have had nearly three years to do this.
They have not done it and, quite seriously, I would put
to the house that they are incapable of doing it. They
should actually put their heads down and work with the
community — not steal the work of the community but
genuinely work with the community to make sure that
we have jobs for our future.
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to speak on this jobs motion. I would
like to put on record what this government is doing and
refute some of the incessant suggestions that continue
to come from the Labor opposition. The opposition is
clearly floundering, although perhaps to a slightly lesser
degree than the federal government. Some of the
uncertainty and difficulties in job creation and
competitiveness in this state and this country have been
caused as a result of many of the federal government’s
decisions and its financial ineptitude.
I wish to take the house through some significant
factors relating to the Victorian economy. Firstly,
according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics
employment figures that were released on 13 June,
Victorian employment actually grew in the month of
May by 11 400 persons in absolute terms — the largest
increase of any state. The employment rate fell from
5.8 per cent to 5.4 per cent, which was also the largest
fall in the unemployment rate of any state. The
Victorian unemployment rate is now below the national
average and is the second lowest of any state behind the
mining boom state of Western Australia. Over the full
year, full-time employment increased by
12 900 persons. It is perhaps not inconsequential that
the two states that have had the lowest unemployment
rates — Western Australia and Victoria, in that
order — are the two states that were fortunate enough
to have rejected their previous Labor governments.
As Mr Ramsay outlined, it has been an exercise in
responsibly and prudentially managing the state’s
finances. Former Treasurer Kim Wells and current
Treasurer Michael O’Brien have delivered on the
government’s election promises in successive budgets,
giving the community increased confidence and
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certainty in the financial capabilities of the state
government. This is a significant contrast to the
behaviour of the federal government, which has also
been active in the economic sphere. Contrary to the
actions of the state government, which has kept its
election promises, the federal government has not done
what it promised — that is, it has not kept its promise
about the carbon tax or its promised surpluses. The
federal government has been in effect running
interference on the jobs market in Victoria — —
Mr Barber — They are going to repeal the carbon
tax.
Mr O’BRIEN — Mr Barber is right. The carbon tax
is going to be abolished. Maybe that is a commitment
from the Greens; they are finally seeing the light on the
job-destroying carbon tax that has been imposed.
Mr Ramsay and others have talked eloquently about the
legacy of the former state Labor government’s white
elephant projects, the two principal ones being the
desalination plant and the north–south pipeline, both
totally unnecessary in terms of scale and size and built
without proper business cases, without electoral
promises and to the detriment of the Victorian
community. These are the classic white elephants in the
previous government’s legacy.
The other elephant in the room is the carbon tax and its
impact upon Victorian jobs, particularly when we talk
about the economy and the impact of taxation and
regulation in this country compared to that of our
trading partners and competitors. Every sector of our
industries — be they white collar or blue collar, be they
from the service industry, be they food processors, be
they fibre processors, be they car manufacturers, be
they tradespeople, be they education providers, be they
doctors, be they nurses or be they hospitals — is
bearing the burden of the highest carbon tax in the
world, a tax which has been imposed by the federal
Labor-Greens government and which was recently
described by the Daily Telegraph, quite accurately, as
being a crime. It is a crime on the Victorian economy. It
is a tax on our jobs. It is a reverse tariff.
I have spoken in this house about this tax from the time
it was proposed until after the election when the
promise was made that it would not be brought in. My
chief concern about the impact of the carbon tax is that
it taxes Victorian jobs and Australian jobs as part of a
supposed emissions plan to reduce a global problem of
carbon emissions, but that tax or reverse tariff —
whatever you wish to call it — is not placed on our
trading competitors. It is in effect loading up our
businesses. The carbon tax has not been imposed
equally. Some of our competitors are in fact much more
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significant polluters. We are trying to compete globally
in a sophisticated market in terms of information
technology and the ability to do business with online
purchasing and with ready access to information.
Businesses all around the world can now elect to
purchase their inputs at a much more sophisticated rate
and, therefore, the impacts of both red and green tape
and taxation regimes in one trading environment versus
what operates in another trading environment are
starkly contrasted. With this in mind I will quote some
passages from the Daily Telegraph:
In Parliament on Thursday, opposition leader Tony Abbott
highlighted the absurdity of Labor’s position by asking Prime
Minister Julia Gillard —

Ms Gillard is Prime Minister at least for the moment —
to confirm that the carbon tax would increase to more than
$24 /tonne on 1 July and $25 /tonne next year if the
government is re-elected.
He wanted to know why her government kept raising the
price when the European tax fell to $6/tonne and just 75 cents
in New Zealand.

This is the comparative tariff that the federal
government — with the Greens and the Independents,
who have now washed their hands of the legacy they
have created — has imposed upon our businesses as a
handbrake to competition without doing anything
constructive to solve any of the issues in relation to
climate change. The article continues:
Per usual, Prime Minister Gillard blustered about climate
change and failed to provide a clear answer to a
straightforward question.

Nationals Senator Ron Boswell was reported as having
said that farming and manufacturing in Australia are
going under before our eyes.
That is a statement I hear from many of our farming
constituents and food and fibre producers who live in
my electorate and who are trying to compete. I have
regular discussions with them, and they continually talk
about the costs of doing business in Australia, the
amount of red tape they are faced with, and the
difficulty they have in a trade sense of competing with
overseas industries. The state government is
endeavouring to provide the no. 1 role of a government,
which is to live within its means, spend the money it
has budgeted for in a financially responsible way, and
provide confidence to the job sector that it can do what
it says — that is, it can deliver its promises and deliver
its budget responsibly. We have delivered on that as we
have in other instances when the coalition has been in
government. Regrettably, when the coalition has lost
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office Labor governments have continued to spend and
spend and run up legacy debts which must then be
painfully repaid. We have continued to do that, and that
is the first and primary role of a government in a
financial and economic sense.
Ms Tierney and others, including Mr Somyurek in his
motion, call on the government to create jobs plans
et cetera, but the primary jobs plan of any government
is the budget and the economic commitments it takes to
the Parliament each year and to the electorate at each
election. This year’s budget papers are still before this
house and with sensible decision making they will be
debated and passed tomorrow. Those budgetary
documents are the primary jobs plan of any
government, because they set out the role of
government and the fiscal and taxation initiatives as
well as the initiatives, such as the one I am about to talk
about, which is extremely important to Victoria’s
economic competitiveness. The initiative I am about to
talk about is the initiative of this government in
introducing a red tape commissioner whose primary job
will be to review our laws and regulations, which are
passed sometimes after extensive debate in the
chambers, so we can endeavour to regulate in a sensible
way.
At the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria conference one
dairy farmer came up to me and said in relation to the
red tape and taxes that affect his business that if you
looked at any one of the regulations in isolation, you
might say it was a sensible or a good idea. He said that
the difficulty for farmers is the level of regulation when
you add them together, particularly when you look at
federal, state and local government decision making. A
good government needs to begin the process of
analysing the respective areas of law, as the Minister
for Planning has done with successive bills that he has
introduced into this house on behalf of the Minister for
Water in relation to water legislation. This government
has also restructured the key departments so we have a
more streamlined bureaucracy, smaller government in
the sense of the need for people to go to different
departments to get different permissions and a lower
cost impost on business. That will enable the private
sector to employ and continue to employ people and
give it the confidence to invest in businesses so that we
can deliver more jobs. That is where this leads, and it is
what this government has clearly articulated in its
vision, in its election commitments and in the policy
and legislation it has rolled out.
I wish to put this very carefully, but when you look at
the comparison between Australian regulation on our
businesses, much of which is sensible and should exist,
and then at some of the regulation, or absence of
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regulation, that sits on our overseas competitors, you
can see the build-up of excess regulation and taxation
regimes which is strangling our manufacturing in
principle and other businesses.
In trade discussions and in taxation discussions,
whether it be in relation to a carbon tax or free trade
agreements or tariff discussions, in my opinion one
needs to undertake a much more constructive bilateral
approach to the comparative competitiveness of
Australian businesses versus overseas competitors. That
does not always mean Australian regulation is wrong.
In relation to environmental regulation such as
pollution of rivers, in relation to some basic wage
conditions and in relation to building standards — of a
particular recent tragic note — the Australian and
Victorian position of providing appropriate laws,
regulations and standards on these industries is
appropriate and should be defended. What one then
needs to look at is what we are doing in relation to our
bilateral and unilateral trade negotiations and what we
are doing in relation to comparative tax and tariff
regimes.
I heard some of Mr Melhem’s inaugural speech when
he talked about the need for bipartisan discussions to be
conducted in relation to industries such as that of Ford
Australia. We need to do that, and we need to explore
these issues quickly and from a sensible and bipartisan
position to try to identify, within the visions that
Australians enjoy collectively, where we want to be in
5, 10, 15 or 20 years in terms of manufacturing and
services industries, particularly in terms of our regional
cities. What are the impediments to us growing that we
place upon ourselves and, where appropriate, where
should impediments of a similar nature be placed upon
our trading partners, be it taxes, carbon trading regimes,
employment safety, building safety or standards that we
regard as acceptable and mandatory in relation to
environmental pollution and things like that?
We need to have a more open discussion than perhaps
we have had for 10, 20 or 30 years, because sometimes
it takes an unfortunate tragedy like the closure of Ford
Australia, which is a very significant tragedy to those
employees and their families and to Geelong, which I
represent with other colleagues in this chamber — and
obviously in Broadmeadows as well — to force all
Victorians and all Australians to see the importance of
looking at issues afresh. We must not allow the
build-up of taxation, regulation and status quo-type
decision making across the whole of the country and
the whole of the state to preclude us from seeing the
bigger picture and not letting us crash through and
make the right decisions in relation to the future
directions for these industries and jobs.
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These are the sorts of matters that will hopefully be put
squarely on the table for discussion in my electorate in
relation to Geelong at the upcoming jobs summit on
Friday. There is not only the Ford situation but also the
tragedy of Target Australia which has recently affected
people in that city as well. On the other hand, there are
many job creation opportunities in relation to Cotton
On and other matters such as the national disability
insurance scheme, known as DisabilityCare Australia.
There are the trade training centres and the work of the
Minister for Higher Education and Skills with Gordon
TAFE, Deakin University and other trade providers to
re-innovate the economy to provide greater pathways
between apprenticeships and actual jobs and to provide
innovative solutions that will perhaps remove some of
the old demarcation that has existed between blue
collar, white collar, service and other factors.
One state and federal initiative that has been supported
in Geelong, and which will be announced in Geelong
on Friday by the federal member for Corio, Richard
Marles, and the federal member for Ballarat, Catherine
King — and it is something I have had personal
involvement with — is the Geelong Centre for
Emerging and Infectious Diseases and the possibilities
there for Geelong. This is a very interesting proposal,
and it is one which this government has supported
through its Regional Development Victoria offices,
through the Department of Health and through Barwon
Health.
I have a personal interest in that facility through the
activities of my brother, Professor Daniel O’Brien, who
is an infectious diseases doctor. I disclose this interest
and have no hesitation in promoting that facility,
because it is a world-leading facility that can provide
significant protection for the Victorian economy not
only in an economic sense but also in a health sense.
This means not only health for humans but also health
for animals and our farming sector.
It is well known but perhaps not often appreciated that
in relation to pandemics and diseases significant
interaction can occur between humans and animals in
the environment. Examples of such diseases include
bird flu, swine flu, the Hendra virus and the Bairnsdale
ulcer, which is now found in parts of the Bellarine
Peninsula. Barwon Health has been doing
world-pioneering work in seeking to solve and identify
these infectious diseases. It is thus a worthy host of the
new national infectious diseases centre, the Geelong
Centre for Emerging and Infectious Diseases.
The centre will work in conjunction with other
veterinary institutions to continue our world-leading
efforts to understand these health problems. There have
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not been any global health pandemics for many years,
but the history of the world shows us that such diseases
can cause terrible devastation to the human race and
consequently to economic conditions worldwide.
Fingers crossed that there will not be another such
disease or that if there is, it is managed as quickly and
effectively as possible. This is another reason for the
new centre, which is an example of bipartisanship
between local, state and federal governments, and it
should be supported by all in this chamber.
This government has been creating many other
initiatives as part of support packages for the Geelong
area, particularly since the announcements at Ford.
These have included state and commonwealth support
for the new Geelong Investment and Innovation Fund.
This fund is designed to encourage opportunities for
jobs and investment in the Geelong region and it
comprises two parts: a $40 million innovation and
investment fund, and $18.8 million from the
commonwealth and Victorian governments from 2008
to 2011, which generated $106 million of new
investment and provided 824 new jobs. Those jobs will
be created through the combined activities of the
participants in these funds, including existing
manufacturing industries and any future industries that
may develop in the region.
I do not by any means believe that manufacturing is
dead. Manufacturing is a core industry for value
adding, including in food processing, fibre processing,
food security and indeed national security. As is
commonly said, where would our national security be if
we did not have oil refining capabilities? Where would
we be if we did not have manufacturing in some
capacity? I believe this country has shown that it can
have a strong, innovative role in many fields and in
many industries. However, it has sometimes lacked the
capacity to convert its innovation into viable Australian
businesses that can remain in Australia, which has a
unique position in the world economy. We are a unique
continent, an island continent. We have our own unique
set of circumstances, but we interact with every other
part of the world through history, geography and trade
conditions. In that respect we are a great destination and
a promised land for many people and many industries.
But we are also a new country in economic terms for
manufacturing and service industries.
We are continuing to have conversations about how we
plan our cities and how we evolve our economy. Our
cities are not as settled as they are in mainstream
Europe, China or other civilisations that have existed
for a relatively long time. In that context, we in
Australia need to have discussions about where we sit
in relation to jobs and regional planning. However, in
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having those discussions, we do not need to shamefully
see ourselves as a poor cousin of other trading partners.
Rather we are a blessed and unique country, and we are
a country that can have a strong future in
manufacturing, in service industries and also in the
provision of health and other innovations which could
come from Australia’s unique environmental
conditions, its proximity to its trading partners and its
cultural history, which began with our Indigenous
peoples and exists today within our multicultural
nation.
In closing I would like briefly to touch on some of the
specific job initiatives that this government has created.
These include the new task force, which has been
meeting and continues to meet. I note that Minister Hall
is in the house listening to the debate. He has been
instrumental in seeking to put together this jobs
initiative and jobs summit in conjunction with the
Premier and other ministers who will be part of the task
force. The task force will include the Premier; the
Deputy Premier and Minister for State Development,
Peter Ryan; the Minister for Higher Education and
Skills, Peter Hall; and the Minister for Manufacturing,
who is also the Minister for Major Projects and
Minister for Ports, David Hodgett. They will be putting
together the Greater Geelong Industry Fund. This fund
will secure Geelong as the headquarters of the national
disability insurance scheme, which will bring 500 jobs
to the region, as well as other initiatives that can drive
the economy, including the east–west link.
I am conscious that other members may also wish to
contribute to this debate. I look forward to the work of
the jobs summit in Geelong on Friday and a growing
Victorian economy and hopefully Australian economy,
assuming that we can make the right decision as a
country to get rid of this federal government on
14 September or earlier.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak in favour of Mr Somyurek’s motion and I thank
him for bringing this important debate to the house
today. This motion condemns the Napthine
government’s inaction in the face of thousands of
Australian service sector jobs flowing offshore. In fact
there are now 2000 fewer full-time jobs in Victoria’s
service sector than when this government took office
almost three years ago, but it has shown no interest in
stopping this trend, much less reversing it.
I know that Victorians have been watching the nightly
news on television in recent times, nervously waiting to
hear fresh announcements of job losses. We have been
witnessing the recurring announcements from large
corporations that are letting go thousands of
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manufacturing and service staff in our state. These
include big players like Ford, Toyota, Qantas, Alcoa,
ANZ, Bosch, Heinz and Swan Services.
Whilst the pain in the manufacturing industry has been
well publicised, employees in the service sectors are
also suffering and it is important today to acknowledge
their plight. Last year Westpac announced that it was
cutting 600 employees from its Docklands office and a
further 80 from other locations. Myer cut
100 administration and services jobs; Telstra moved
235 call centre jobs from Victoria to the Philippines,
Perpetual Investments revealed at least 527 job losses
and Ernst and Young sacked 89 employees. Another
400 jobs were lost from Sensis in February of this year,
along with further job cuts recently announced by
Crown Casino and ANZ. These job losses hurt real
people. Manufacturing and service sector job losses
often target the least skilled and most disadvantaged
workers, many of whom live in the northern suburbs in
my electorate. The Northern Metropolitan Region has
been dealt a heavy blow with manufacturing job losses.
The Ford job losses in Broadmeadows were particularly
devastating and we cannot underestimate the flow-on
effect in the services sector.
With the services sector also deflating, many Victorians
are left with a very gloomy outlook for the future. This
is why it is important that there are opportunities for
people to be retrained and re-employed either in other
parts of the sector or in a different sector altogether. I
am incredulous that not only is there an absence of a
comprehensive jobs plan by this government but it has
taken to cutting funding to TAFE and education as well
as programs like the apprentice trade bonus scheme and
other youth employment support programs that give
people an opportunity to be retrained and employed in
this state. I have expressed my frustration that we have
seen programs that give young people opportunities in
this state defunded and their funding — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — Mrs Peulich is finding this
amusing, which I find incredible. The funding for those
programs ceases at the end of this week.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — They are not. Those programs
are losing their Victorian government funding entirely.
Perhaps Mrs Peulich needs to speak to the Minister for
Innovation, Services and Small Business, Louise Asher,
about this issue because she clearly knows nothing
about it. Organisations like St Kilda Youth Service that
run the HEAT program which is a hospitality

2209

program — and we are talking about the services sector
here — give young people who have disengaged from
education and employment, had difficulties in their
lives because of mental health issues, drug and alcohol
problems or had issues with the police, hope for the
future. The program trains them in the hospitality sector
and enables them to have a solid career in that sector in
the future. That is why it is incredible that such an
organisation would lose the very small amount of
Victorian government funding it receives which may
well result in the program having to close its doors in a
few months. Mrs Peulich might find it amusing, but I
can tell her that it is a very serious issue that programs
like this would be cut.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — I challenge Mrs Peulich to
address this issue herself and tell me where it is that I
am not telling the truth. Mrs Peulich needs to go and
find out the facts.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! Ms Mikakos should direct her remarks through
the Chair. Mrs Peulich needs to be aware that constant
interjections are not parliamentary.
Ms MIKAKOS — I find it very frustrating that a
government member could be making claims about
programs she clearly knows nothing about. She is
claiming that somehow the program is being changed.
In fact the program is being completely defunded and
what Minister Asher has put in the budget is a
completely different program. The minister confirmed
at the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and in
response to an adjournment matter raised by Mr Foley,
the member for Albert Park in the other place, that
these organisations are not eligible to apply for the new
program. St Kilda Youth Service and other
organisations — seven of them across the state — are
going to lose their Victorian government funding in a
week’s time and yet government members think it is all
a bit of a joke.
We are seeing youth unemployment at very high levels
in our state; it has been at an average of 18.4 per cent
since May last year. Young people rely on jobs in the
service sector in industries like retail, hospitality and
administration. That is why it is important that
organisations like the ones I have referred to are
supported to give young people those opportunities.
However, we have seen the government not only take
the wrecking ball to these successful programs, but
break its promise to deliver 55 000 jobs a year when it
came into office. That promise was long ago broken
and we have seen no comprehensive plan to create jobs
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in this state, leaving many unemployed Victorians
without hope.
The future is very bleak under this government. By way
of contrast, Labor recognises there is a jobs crisis in
Victoria. It has formulated a jobs plan to address the
issues contributing to job losses and to recommence the
task of creating jobs for the state. The government has
many tools at its disposal to address the jobs crisis, but
its members are refusing to roll up their sleeves and do
the work they were elected to do and promised to do —
that is, to create jobs for hardworking Victorians in our
state.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mrs PEULICH
(South Eastern Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

PLANNING: BASTION POINT BOAT RAMP
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move my amended motion 589:
That this house expresses its concern that the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change has granted coastal consent
for the construction of a boat ramp at Bastion Point,
Mallacoota, known as ‘Option 3b’ despite —
(1) the Gippsland Coastal Board opposing it;
(2) 87 per cent of submissions to the 2007 inquiry EES
opposing it;
(3) the October 2008 independent panel report on the ocean
access boat ramp, Bastion Point Mallacoota,
recommending that a minor improvement to the existing
boat ramp is as much as should be done at Bastion Point;
and
(4) The Department of Sustainability and Environment and
Department of Transport recommending an alternative
option H2;
and calls on the minister to —
(a) release all advice from the Department of Environment
and Primary Industries regarding his decision;
(b) fully explain the reasons for his decision;
(c) explain how his decision is consistent with the public
position of the coalition’s policy announced during the
last election when it advised the community that it
would review the project; and
(d) visit East Gippsland to publicly explain his decision to
the community.

Before moving to the particulars of the motion, I begin
by saying that Bastion Point, which is just south of
Mallacoota Inlet and the town of Mallacoota, is part of
what is known as the Wilderness Coast, which stretches
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from Sydenham Inlet near Cape Conran all the way to
Wonboyn in New South Wales, which is part of the
Nadgee Nature Reserve. The Wilderness Coast also
includes the Cape Howe Marine National Park and
Gabo Island, and the spectacular marine and coastal
environment is surrounded by the Croajingolong
National Park and is recognised by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation
(UNESCO) as a world biosphere region.
Bastion Point has extensive Indigenous cultural
heritage sites, one of the few accessible shallow reef
habitats in East Gippsland and ecological, geological
and landscape values of state significance. Bastion
Point is the town beach and is used throughout the year
for surfing, swimming, beachcombing, birdwatching,
rock pool rambling, scientific study, snorkelling,
relaxing, angling and other recreational and social
activities. It is a beautiful place, and one that I am very
familiar with as I have spent much time there,
particularly over the last 15 to 20 years, camping all
along the Wilderness Coast and visiting all the beautiful
places along it.
As I mentioned, the area is a UNESCO biosphere
reserve, and the Croajingolong National Park and the
Nadgee Nature Reserve are together recognised as a
world biosphere reserve. Parks Victoria and the New
South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service work
together to protect these reserves by undertaking
cooperative management programs, including
threatened species surveys, campsite monitoring,
wilderness management and feral animal and weed
control programs, to name a few of the things those
organisation do together to protect the biosphere
reserve.
The Nadgee Nature Reserve is considered to be the best
representation of pre-European coastal vegetation in
southern Australia and is only a very short distance
away as the crow, or any other bird, flies — particularly
migratory birds, which can be seen in the area.
Croajingolong National Park was named after the
Gunaikurnai, who still live in the area and are the
traditional owners of the land, with evidence of their
occupation being visible in coastal shell middens, some
of which are located at Bastion Point.
As well as for the public interest, I have brought this
motion to the house because I have a personal love and
respect for the area around Bastion Point and the whole
Wilderness Coast. The Wilderness Coast is a largely
intact wilderness coastal area. That goes to the crux of
the reason for bringing this motion, which is to express
concern that the minister has given consent for the
construction of a boat ramp and breakwater at Bastion
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Point. It is unnecessary construction which will impact
substantially on the wilderness values and amenity of
the area which is much loved by the community of
Victoria — obviously by the people who live in the
Mallacoota area and by thousands of Victorians who
visit the area, who have visited it over the years and
who love it. That is not to mention people from around
Australia and other parts of the world who also visit.
The National Trust has declared the Mallacoota coastal
and inlet foreshore as a classified area. It is an essential
part of Australia’s heritage and must be preserved.
Included in the Mallacoota coastal and inlet foreshore
area is the area between Betka River to the west and
Bastion Point to the east, and bounded by Betka Road
and Bass Strait.
In broad terms the wilderness values of the area in
which Bastion Point is located are at stake, and that is
why we need to protect this area and those values. My
starting point is that I agree with what was put forward
by the independent panel which inquired into the
environment effects statement process put forward by
East Gippsland Shire Council. That inquiry reported in
2008 and, as I have said in my motion, recommended
that a minor improvement to the existing boat ramp is
as much as should be done at Bastion Point. Obviously
the panel said much more than that, which I will go into
later in my contribution.
The starting point is to protect these areas. There are
fewer and fewer of them around Australia and around
the world, and they all become more precious every
year, both from our perspective and also as havens for
wildlife, indigenous flora and visiting migratory birds
and aquatic mammals.
This issue has a long history. It is believed the existing
boat ramp was built between 40 and 50 years ago, in
the early 1960s. In the late 1980s some sort of upgrade
of the boat ramp was first looked at. In the early 2000s
moves were made by the state government and the
council in terms of determining what to do. Various
preliminary studies were undertaken, and in 2004, just
under 10 years ago, the first stage of the environment
effects statement (EES) was progressed. Submissions to
the EES process closed as far back as 2007, three years
after the first stages of the process. The findings of the
panel of inquiry were released to the public in June
2009. The panel strongly recommended that the
proposal not proceed in its current form. The proposal
that had been put forward was a series of options,
including option 3b. My motion expresses concern that
the current Minister for Environment and Climate
Change gave coastal consent to this option in January
this year.
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In addition to my love of the area and visiting the area, I
have raised this issue many times in this Parliament. I
raised it twice on 23 June 2009, almost exactly four
years ago, firstly in a question in the house to
Mr Madden, the then Minister for Planning and the
current member for Essendon in the Assembly, and
then in an adjournment matter directed to the minister
the same evening. I also raised it as an adjournment
matter for Ryan Smith, the current Minister for
Environment and Climate Change, in 2010 and again
on 12 December 2012, urging him not to grant coastal
consent for what is known as option 3b for Bastion
Point. I will explain why a little bit further on in my
contribution.
It is a very complex issue that we have before us. As I
said, it goes back more than 20 years. Many official
documents and other information has been produced
over those many years, and a lot of it is very technical. I
have read through some of it several times. A
judgement of the Supreme Court from May 2010 goes
to the issue, and I have also read through that. A lot has
happened over those 20 years but especially in the last 7
to 8 years with the EES inquiry panel and subsequent
events. It is impossible to cover everything today, and I
will try not to go into too much technical detail. My
motion could have highlighted many reasons for
concern about the minister’s consent, but I have chosen
four reasons that I believe are compelling and which
also bring to light the main concerns about option 3b to
which the minister has granted coastal consent.
The first reason I have given for why the house should
express its concern is that the Gippsland Coastal Board
opposes option 3b. In its submission to the EES inquiry
the Gippsland Coastal Board stated:
… all of the options described in the EES are, however, not
supported by the VCS —

the Victorian coastal strategy —
and as such should not proceed … The board recommends
that further investigation be undertaken in relation to a
‘minimal upgrade’ at the existing facility.

I have been to the Gippsland Coastal Board’s website. I
note that the upgraded version of the Gippsland boating
coastal action plan 2012 is still under consideration; it is
not on the website. I have not contacted the board,
because I thought it was best to see if the board had
made any public statements about Bastion Point since
its submission to the EES process and put them on the
website. I was not able to find anything, so I am able to
assume that the organisation has not changed from the
position it put to the EES inquiry, which was that none
of the options, including option 3b, should proceed and

PLANNING: BASTION POINT BOAT RAMP
2212

COUNCIL

that only a minimal upgrade of the existing site should
proceed.
That is a very important point, because it is the role of
the Gippsland Coastal Board to advise decision-makers
about issues to do with the coast in the Gippsland area,
including the area around Mallacoota and Bastion
Point, particularly issues around boating and boating
safety but also the preservation of the environment,
flora and fauna and general amenity in terms of
recreation, passive recreation et cetera. I could only
ascertain that the Gippsland Coastal Board remains
opposed to option 3b, which has been given coastal
consent by the minister.
The next reason I give for calling on the house to
express its concern about the granting of coastal
consent is that 87 per cent of the submissions to the
environment effects statement inquiry opposed the
options put forward, which were variations on
options 1, 2, 3, 3b and one called LS1, particularly
opposing all of those which involved breakwaters,
substantial increases to the width of the road,
particularly the road along the beach, and an extension
of the boat ramp.
I add that the review undertaken by Hyder Consulting
on behalf of the then Department of Transport more
recently under the auspices of this government also had
88 per cent of people objecting to option 3b; 78 per cent
preferred a smaller upgrade with a small or no
breakwater, including the Boating Industry Association
of Victoria, which said that the money would be better
spent on something for the greater public good; and
92 per cent of non-Mallacoota residents opposed
option 3b. I should say the Hyder report was analysing
option 3b and the alternative concept put forward by the
group Save Bastion Point, and it came up with another
alternative known as H2. However, the opposition has
consistently been very strong.
Approximately 6000 tourists to Mallacoota have
expressed concerns about the boat ramp and, as I said,
consultants in Melbourne and Mallacoota on H2 had
29 per cent of written submissions supporting the small
alternative H2. There are two versions of H2 — H2 and
a greater H2, which includes a longer breakwater. Also
47 per cent supported an upgrade with no breakwater;
so that adds up to almost 80 per cent who are opposed
to any large-scale upgrade of the existing boat ramp at
Bastion Point. Not only is that the figure from the 2007
inquiry but it is a consistent figure in other
consultations and surveys et cetera that the residents of
the area have done. There is also a ratio of around four
to one people locally opposed to any large upgrade of
the boat ramp at Bastion Point. There is consistently
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strong local opposition and there is consistently strong
opposition from the wider Victorian community to the
option put forward by the East Gippsland Shire
Council, option 3b and that given coastal consent by the
minister in January.
The third reason in my motion is that the October 2008
independent panel report on the ocean access boat
ramp, Bastion Point, Mallacoota, recommended that a
minor improvement to the existing boat ramp is as
much as should be done at Bastion Point. Among other
things, in its opening remarks the panel report says:
The existing ramp has a number of issues related to traffic and
parking, ramp slope, ramp width, general ramp condition and
weather protection. According to estimates it is currently
usable for about 25 per cent of the time.

In relation to that figure more work has since been done
on the usability of the boat ramp, to which I will refer
later in my contribution. The report says:
As a result of the exhibition of the EES, 482 submissions
were received, with 87 per cent objecting to the new ramp
proposals and/or supporting an upgrade of the current
ramp …
The major issues raised in submissions … were:
Aboriginal heritage;
landscape values;
character and amenity;
coastal processes;
social impacts;
economic issues;
recreational use;
safety (relating to the current ramp and new proposals);
native vegetation removal; and
policy support for proposals.

In terms of policy framework the report says:
The panel does not consider the policy framework is as
supportive of the development proposals as put in the hearing
by the proponent. The panel considers that the key, relevant
parts of the policies stress boating safety (including not
providing facilities where inexperienced people may get into
difficulty) and environmental sustainability.

Regarding safety and efficiency the report says:
The new ramp proposals would provide a better facility at the
actual launch and retrieval point but the panel has serious
concerns in relation to the safety of all the new proposals in
relation to facility entry and exit.
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Regarding character and amenity the report says:
The panel considers that the impact of the breakwaters in the
new proposals will have considerable impact on the
wilderness and landscape values of Bastion Point and an
overall net detriment to tourism.
The social impacts in Mallacoota are dependent on which
option is chosen and whichever group feels disaffected is
likely to experience ongoing social impact.

On cultural heritage the report says:
The panel has concluded that the ‘beach road’ options will
significantly reduce impacts on Aboriginal sites but that
impacts on other cultural heritage values (such as Aboriginal
‘sense of place’) will remain.

Regarding economic impacts the report says:
The economic case for the project is very weak and likely to
have a benefit-cost ratio well below 1 …
… the panel has concluded that the case for the development
options is not strong. Weighing up all the different issues and
considerations for ocean access at Mallacoota, the panel has
concluded that on balance the development proposals should
not proceed.

It recommends that:
The environment effects of options 1, 2 and 3 as exhibited,
options 3a and 3b, and option LS1 are such that there is no
overall societal benefit in progressing these options further
and they should be discarded.
The panel considers that ‘Do nothing’ is not an acceptable
option and, within its terms of reference, has suggested that an
upgrade of the existing ramp and parking be undertaken, and
it has provided a suggested scope for such works.

I want to talk a bit more about safety because that issue,
as well as the issue of wilderness values, has stood out
to me as being of most concern regarding option 3b.
The panel report found:
… that while the advantages for safety arising from option 3
are considerable, they are more than offset by the
unacceptable risks introduced by option 3. These
unacceptable risks are firstly to boats entering and leaving the
ramp in a confined space bounded by the intertidal reef on
one side and the breakwater on the other, in the presence of
breaking waves side on to the direction of travel of the boat;
and secondly through option 3 being attractive to
inexperienced boaters and leading them to put to sea in
conditions that are, or may become, dangerous.

Since then there have been other reports. Submissions
to the environment effects statement process also raised
safety issues. The person who drives the tractor that
assists boats, mostly abalone, to and from Bastion
Point, also made a submission. This person has done
this job for seven years. They said:
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… boaters leaving the ‘safety’ of the (proposed) ramp will be
unable to see over the 2.8-metre wall to judge the swell which
stands up at Broken Board …

Another professional fisherman with in-depth local
knowledge and who works at Bastion Point said that:
… the entry being 20 metres wide, however clearly marked,
will be difficult to find in strong winds or heavy swell. It will
be necessary to execute a 90-degree turn across the prevailing
swell direction — a dangerous manoeuvre, especially for
those who do not have the knowledge and experience of
professional fishermen.

Mr Perry, harbourmaster for the ports of Melbourne,
Port Phillip and all ports eastward to Mallacoota, made
the point that there could be a serious risk to small craft
from breaking seas outside the end of the proposed
breakwater. He said that inward-bound craft probably
need to be at speed to outrun the waves and would be
unable to see until the last moment a craft outward
bound or a craft awaiting retrieval if there was
congestion. He further noted that any disabled craft or
crew are likely to be thrown onto the rocks as opposed
to the situation now where a craft would be thrown onto
the sand.
The panel report concluded that:
The overwhelming weight of information provided to the
panel was the high likelihood of a boat capsizing due to
impact of side-on, moderate to large swells when exiting
option 3 and that the consequences for the operator and
passengers thrown out of the boat, such as drowning, could be
either major or catastrophic.

Marine Safety Victoria recommended against
option 3b, as did the Boating Safety and Facilities
Program. Nobody with any experience in that local area
with regard to boating is in favour of this upgrade,
particularly small craft recreational boaters and those
with little experience who may be lulled into a false
sense of security by the existence of the breakwater.
Regarding tourism, the panel report found:
… that there is little evidence that the proposals will
significantly increase offshore recreational fishing, and it is
likely any increase will occur during the peak season so will
not assist in off‐peak tourism.

I note that the Save Bastion Point group, which carried
out an almost year-long study of the use of the existing
boat ramp, found that the major issue with boats setting
out was wind speed. If the wind speed was over
30 knots it meant that people tended not to set out from
the boat ramp. Many of those people would be
reasonably familiar with those waters. Wind speed is a
seminal factor as to whether people set out. The group
found that the ramp is used around 60 per cent of the
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time, which is largely due to either high wind speeds or
on occasion wrong wind direction.
Mr P. Davis — Are we talking about the current
ramp?
Ms PENNICUIK — The current ramp. However,
both the review proposal and the Hyder report would
like to see ramp usage at 90 per cent, which seems to
me to be unrealistic given the prevailing wind
conditions and speeds as well as the speed at which
things can change and people can get themselves into
danger. The safety issues regarding option 3b are very
strong. The panel report further states:
The panel finds that the do-nothing option will not jeopardise
the low-impact-based tourism future of Mallacoota, while the
proposals are likely to have a negative net present value, and a
benefit-cost ratio below 0.34. A 1 per cent decrease in current
visitors would wipe out any gains that are likely to be
attracted through increased ocean access.

Regarding wind speed, the boating observations report
found that there were times during the off-season when
the wind speed was low enough for people to set out
but no-one was there, so it does not necessarily follow
that it would have any impact on the number of people
coming in the off-season.
The panel report also found:
…that option 3 meets none of the evaluation objectives well,
and most poorly. Overall it is unacceptable; having no
demonstrated overall societal benefit, and should not be
considered further.
… option 3b meets none of the evaluation objectives well and
three highly significant objectives poorly. Overall it is
unacceptable; having no demonstrated overall societal
benefit, and should not be considered further.

The panel recommended that the East Gippsland Shire
Council (EGSC):
… establish a broadly based community advisory committee
and appoint an independent facilitator to assist EGSC in
developing the detailed design of the minor upgrade of the
existing ramp, consistent with the general scope set out above.

This is set out in recommendation 13.2, about which I
will not go into detail. People can look it up for
themselves.
The option 3b proposal consists of a breakwater which
will extend 130 metres from the shore. An upgraded
boat ramp to be sheltered by that breakwater will be
constructed from 8000 tonnes of imported rock and will
be approximately 130 metres long and 2.8 metres high.
An estimated 3250 cubic metres of rock will need to be
removed to create a boating channel, and a dredge will
be required to remove the expected ongoing
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accumulation of sand at the entry to the facility. The
design includes a car park that extends further along
Bastion Point Road and provides 30 car and boat bays.
It removes the vegetation screening that was proposed
in the previous option.
Basically option 3b consists of a massive 130-metre
breakwater going out from the beach at Bastion Point.
It is hard to know exactly what impact it will have
because the proper studies have not been done but it is
believed it will have a major impact on sand
movements along the beach, which could cause
erosion, as most breakwaters we have ever looked at
do — they certainly cause a lot of sand movement. It
will be 2.8 metres high and involve all that rock, and it
will have to travel or be transported up and down
Genoa-Mallacoota Road, which is a small, winding
road. That is an issue that has been raised with me by
residents of the area. Not only that, it will go straight
through the reef, which under any reading of the
Victorian coastal strategy should be protected and not
destroyed by such an overdevelopment, and in doing so
it will also destroy the famous surf breaks Broken
Boards and the Point, which attract many people to the
area.
As I said, the problems with option 3b include the
safety issues, which I have mentioned, and the impact
on the beach and the local environment, including the
loss of the surf breaks and the intertidal rock pool,
which is also famous in the local area. Parks Victoria
runs rambles there and schoolchildren go there to learn
about small sea creatures. That will also be destroyed
by — —
Mr P. Davis — Not entirely; you are stretching a
long bow.
Ms PENNICUIK — I do not believe I am
stretching a long bow, but I will not respond to the
interjection further. I am sure Mr Philip Davis will have
plenty of time to put his view. The area will certainly be
significantly impacted; it will not be the same as it was.
It is hard to describe how beautiful it is and the impact
the development will have on someone who has not
been there. It will destroy the reef; it will destroy the
surf breaks; it will, I think, destroy the rock pool —
certainly as it is known and loved now, in its current
pristine, untouched condition. There will also be major
impacts on coastal vegetation, on Aboriginal middens
in the area and on sand movement, as I mentioned.
Another issue that has been raised with me by one of
the local residents is that the way the beach is currently
configured and protected by the reef enables people to
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undertake surf lifesaving training quite safely and they
say that will be lost.
In terms of the social impacts, on my reading — and I
am trying to be objective about this — it is difficult to
come to any conclusion but that the majority of
residents are opposed to option 3b or anything
resembling it. The Save Bastion Point group is also
supported by many other environmental groups. The
Victorian National Parks Association, the Australian
Conservation Foundation, the Surfrider Foundation
Australia, the Friends of Mallacoota, the Mallacoota
Coast Action/Coastcare group, the Far East Gippsland
Boardriders, the Mallacoota Surf Life Saving Club, the
Save the Waves Coalition, the Friends of the Parks and
Reserves of the Gippsland Lakes and the Disabled
Surfers Association of Australia are some of the groups
supporting the Save Bastion Point campaign.
It is hard to get away from the conclusion that there is
widespread opposition to the proposal for a major
development at Bastion Point in terms of a boat ramp
and breakwater and associated road construction,
destruction of vegetation et cetera. However, a minor
upgrade to the boat ramp has widespread support, as
there is an understanding and acknowledgement that
the current boat ramp needs to be upgraded. I advocated
to the previous Minister for Planning, now the member
for Essendon in the Assembly, and the current Minister
for Environment and Climate Change that they look at
the alternative concept put forward by Save Bastion
Point, and in fact the independent panel advocated that
it be considered as the basis for the upgrade of the
existing boat ramp. This proposal was for a minor or
moderate upgrade, with the main changes being
increasing the capacity of the ramp to two lanes from
one and changing its gradient somewhat and also
upgrading the parking area of Bastion Point Road.
Although a majority of people do not support option 3b
but do support a minor upgrade, it seems that a small
group in the local area are advocates for the major
upgrade. That small group will ‘benefit’ from it. I put
‘benefit’ in quotation marks, because if option 3b goes
ahead and causes the problems that I and most others
believe it will, then no-one will benefit from it, and the
local environment will certainly not benefit from it.
There is great concern about the negative tourism
effect — and this was raised in the panel report. People
visit the Wilderness Coast for its wilderness values,
which will certainly be lost, because such a
construction is not compatible with maintaining the
wilderness values for which Bastion Point is so famous
and much loved. There are also the economic problems.
The state has put forward $6 million. It was agreed on
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by the previous government and carried forward by this
government, sitting in the budget papers tabled just last
month, with a $300 000 contribution by the local
council.
I have also read in the reports that the approximate cost
of maintenance of the current boat ramp is around
$50 000 per year, but it is predicted that something of
the scale of option 3b would require at least $200 000 a
year in maintenance, probably more, and certainly more
as time goes on. The council has ruled out any sort of
levy on boat users, particularly on the wealthy abalone
fishermen of the area. As there is going to be no levy to
maintain such a large-scale boat ramp and breakwater,
which they, one assumes, would be using, that cost will
fall to the ratepayers of the East Gippsland Shire
Council to pay. Even if one assumes the benefit to the
few, in economic terms that really could not be
justified.
Yesterday the members of Save Bastion Point came to
Parliament House with their white elephant, Ziggy. I
think they are onto something calling this project a
white elephant. It is a safety white elephant, it is an
environmental white elephant, it is a social white
elephant and it is an economic white elephant. The state
government has a lot to answer for, because it is putting
funds into this unnecessary project which is going to
have a detrimental impact on the local environment.
I will pause now to pay tribute to members of Save
Bastion Point and their supporters from Mallacoota and
all over Victoria for not only persevering with their
campaign to get a better, safer and more appropriate
outcome but also for their thorough research and
analysis and the information they have provided to the
community on their website. They have professionally
and thoroughly analysed the panel report and the recent
review put forward under the auspices of the
Department of Transport. I particularly mention James
Thyer, Jenny Mason, June Drake, Leo op den Brouw
and Simon Branigan, who have carried a heavy load for
Save Bastion Point. I thank them for organising
yesterday’s rally at Parliament House, for putting
forward their views and for keeping alive the campaign
to save Bastion Point as part of the Wilderness Coast.
I have never said that there should not be an upgrade to
the existing boat ramp, but I have agreed with the
independent panel that there should be only a minor
upgrade.
Yesterday Jenny Mason, who is the spokesperson for
the Save Bastion Point campaign, said:
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If this damaging development goes ahead, it sets a dangerous
precedent and leaves no beach along Victoria’s beautiful
coastline safe …

I agree with her. The biggest white elephant with regard
to this particular coastal consent decision is that the
process dating back to the EES has allowed option 3b
to remain standing and, worse, to be given coastal
consent despite all the evidence against it and the
majority of public opinion being opposed to it. The
EES process has let down the community again. A very
key part of that was the assessment of Minister Madden
in June 2009 of the panel inquiry report. I highlighted
parts of the panel’s report earlier. In 2009, when I
raised it in the Parliament, I took the minister to task
regarding his assessment. Having looked at it again in
the last few days I still regard it as quite amazing in
terms of what it does not say, the parts of the report
from the panel inquiry that it does not mention and the
things that the minister did mention, such as what is
said on the second page:
A total of 482 public submissions were received in response
to the EES.

But he left out the fact that 87 per cent of them were
opposed to it.
It was a document I could not agree with. I did not
think it followed on from what the panel had reported,
and I thought it was very unsatisfactory. The problem is
that the assessment has led to the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change, Mr Smith, granting
coastal consent in January, because he relied upon the
assessment made by the former Minister for Planning,
Mr Madden. Minister Smith pretty well said that is
what he did. He also said that was what he was required
to do. But there is an interesting technical issue of law
here when Minister Smith makes the claim that he
needed to rely on Mr Madden’s assessment, and in his
granting of the coastal consent he did that.
However, in the decision of the Supreme Court in May
2010, Justice Osborn said that it was up to the
decision-maker to decide how much attention they paid
to or how much reliance they placed upon that
assessment, and therefore the minister did not just have
to rely upon that assessment. Quite a lot of water had
passed under the bridge, with almost four years having
gone by the time the minister gave his consent, and so
many other issues having been raised, including doubts
about the original economic modelling and the
emergence of a new model, H2, which is basically a
slightly larger version of the Save Bastion Point
alternative concept model. All these things have
happened but the minister reverted back to the
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3b model, which in 2008–09 the panel had said should
be discarded.
The genesis of that was that the Friends of Mallacoota
took Mr Madden to the Supreme Court. In his
judgement Justice Osborn said that while the minister’s
assessment was legal, technically, it was surprising,
which I think is quite apposite. I think that Justice
Osborn was sending us a message. He was as surprised
as I was that given what was outlined in the panel
report, which Justice Osborn described as careful and
thorough, the minister made that assessment. Yet even
though more water has passed under the bridge and
despite everything that has happened since, we have
ended up with Minister Smith referring back to that
assessment as the grounds for granting coastal consent.
I agree with Jenny Mason that no beach on Victoria’s
coastline is safe given this process, which has let us
down once again. I do not believe that any of the issues
raised by the panel in terms of safety, in terms of the
impact on the environment, in terms of the lack of
societal or public benefit in the wider sense or in terms
of the economics have changed. I believe that the issues
pointed out by the panel in their rejection of this option
still stand, and I think they have been reinforced by
what has happened since.
I go back to the minister’s decision. On 14 January this
year the minister granted coastal consent with, as he
described them, strict conditions. The only conditions I
can see are the environmental management plan and the
support for the risk register for construction,
maintenance and operation works, and that there must
be:
project communication plan (construction, maintenance and
operation).

I said at the time of the announcement that it was, at the
very least, an irony the minister was having a strict
condition that there should be an environmental
management plan for a proposal that was going to
wreck the environment of the area. The minister’s
announcement was very disappointing.
Subsequently the minister released his reasons. There
are eight pages, but I cannot see any reasons in them.
He refers to the Victorian coastal strategy, the coastal
action plans, relevant coastal recommendations and
purposes for which Crown land was reserved, outlining
them all without stating how the proposal he has given
consent to fulfils any of them, which it clearly does not,
given what I have said already.
My motion therefore calls on the minister to:
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release all the advice from the Department of Environment
and Primary Industries regarding this decision …

Of course that department is the former Department of
Sustainability and Environment. It calls on him to also
fully explain the reasons for his decision, because they
are certainly not explained in the so-called reasons he
has published, which contain nothing. It calls on him
also to:
explain how his decision is consistent with the public position
of the coalition’s policy announced during the last election
when it advised the community that it would review the
project …

Implicit in that review was that there would be a
change. People expected that, but there has been no
change, even though the review carried out by the
former Department of Transport came up with a
different option — option H2, which is to have either a
minimal breakwater or no breakwater, an option which
has majority support. There is another H2 option which
has a longer breakwater and which very few people
support.
The last element of the motion is that the minister:
visit East Gippsland to publicly explain his decision to the
community —

because the community feels very let down by this
process and the 3b proposal that really should have
been sunk way back in 2008.
I also think the minister should withdraw his consent. I
have looked at the Coastal Management Act 1995, and
I am not certain whether or not or how the minister
could do that, but I expect he could. The act says the
minister can grant consent, grant it with conditions or
not grant it; I suggest he not grant it. He should further
examine option H2 and the Save Bastion Point
alternative concept for a moderate upgrade. That would
bring into play the precautionary principle, which is to
look after the environment and err on the side of
caution. Given what I have said in terms of social
benefits and safety, that would be the way to go. The
minister should also work with the community and the
Gippsland Coastal Board, which recommended further
investigation into a minimal upgrade, and reallocate the
$6 million to a project or projects with greater public
benefit.
I thank all the people who have corresponded with us
on this issue — the many members of the Save Bastion
Point group and their supporters from around
Mallacoota and Victoria who have corresponded with
us all. There is a lot of passion and feeling about this
issue. There are a lot of disappointed people who are
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relying on us to raise the issue in the Parliament and
urge the government to reconsider, because it is not too
late.
I do not agree that we need a larger upgrade, but even if
you were to take the view that we did — something
more than a minor upgrade — we should go with the
minor upgrade first, which is the Save Bastion Point
alternative. That would keep people safe in that they
would not have to go out to sea with the possibility they
could get into trouble, and they would not have to
navigate the 20-metre entrance as a result of the
configuration of the 130-metre breakwater. We should
see how the minor upgrade goes. Choosing the minor
upgrade and seeing how it went would be applying the
precautionary principle. I would suggest that is all that
would be needed, but even advocates for something
more should err on the side of caution and support that
option. I commend my motion to the house.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to have an opportunity to speak this
afternoon on the motion brought by Ms Pennicuik
about the Bastion Point proposal. The proposed new
jetty for that location has been a prominent issue in the
local community and across Victoria for a number of
years. There has been a degree of community concern
over a long period about the effectiveness and
appropriateness of that jetty and whether it meets the
community’s expectations in terms of boat users and
whether the underpinning economic activity will impact
on the environmental values of the inlet at Mallacoota
or the safety risks that may be associated with the use of
that jetty.
There has been a volatile mix of issues that have led to
great anxiety within the local community, and it is very
disappointing and distressing for many members of the
community that that anxiety continues to this day. I
want to place very clearly on the public record that my
involvement with this project is as a member of the
previous Labor government, which recognised it had
given undertakings to the local community to support
the redevelopment of the jetty.
Mr P. Davis — It is a boat ramp rather than a jetty.
Mr JENNINGS — I have been reminded to refer to
it as a boat ramp rather than a jetty. In many ways an
informed member of the public may be able to
understand the difference, but given my familiarity with
it I may be confusing some people. I was part of a
government that continually supported the
redevelopment of a facility in the inlet. However, I
acknowledge that the design, construction and impact
on the Mallacoota coastline of such a development
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became a vexed issue. During the life of the previous
government, when I was Minister for Environment and
Climate Change, we embarked upon lengthy
environmental assessment and planning approval
processes.
During the last year of the Labor administration I felt
there was a significant responsibility placed upon me to
ensure that if any coastal management approval were to
be provided, it would be on the basis of my being
satisfied that the environmental values were protected
as much as possible, that the cultural heritage associated
with the site was protected as much as possible, that
any impacts on the coastal area which were caused by
the development would be minimised and, very
importantly, that safety would be improved through the
design and construction so that people’s lives were not
at risk when using that facility.
For those accumulative reasons, I did not want to make
a premature decision on this matter. I made it very clear
to my colleagues during our last year in government in
2010 that until I was satisfied that those conditions
could be met in an appropriate fashion, based upon the
best information sourced from the various agencies by
my staff, who then advised me, I would not be in a
position to make the final determination on that matter.
Indeed as fate — in the political sense — had it, I did
not get the opportunity to evaluate that advice because
the people of Victoria intervened and prevented my
continuity as the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change at the end of 2010 — —
Mr P. Davis — The people of Victoria are very
wise.
Mr JENNINGS — It was probably about
326 citizens of the seat of Bentleigh who determined
that outcome.
Mr P. Davis — They are very good citizens.
Mr JENNINGS — I am sure they are all very good
citizens, but they probably had a bigger impact on the
state of Victoria than they might have realised at the
time. I make this disclosure on the basis of my
appreciation of how profound those issues were. I
understand that people in the community might think
that I was just one person in a chain of administrative
handlers from one part of government to another. I was
very happy to keep the handpass that I received.
It was quite an onerous responsibility to exercise my
decision making in a fulsome way, based upon best
advice, and to be subsequently accountable for it. I say
that because that is the expectation that I had of my
own performance as a minister in acquitting my
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responsibilities, and that is the expectation I had of my
colleagues. It is the expectation that I place on my
successor, the current Minister for Environment and
Climate Change. The current minister, the member
from Warrandyte in the Assembly, has subsequently
chosen, a couple of years later, to provide coastal
management approval for this development. It may
well be that he in fact believes he has acquitted his
responsibilities and has acted in accordance with the
best advice in making his determination, but I cannot
see it. I cannot be sure that that is the case.
The motion before the chamber today calls on the
minister to be accountable for his decisions and to
acquit his obligations. It calls on the minister to
demonstrate that his decision has been made based on
the advice he has received from the relevant bodies in
this regard — whether it be from the local coastal
board, from local departmental advisers, from the
Department of Transport, Planning and Local
Infrastructure, from the now Department of
Environment and Primary Industries — and that the
expectations of environmental protection, safety and
protection of cultural heritage have been guaranteed.
However, up until this time, the current minister has not
felt it is incumbent upon him to account for his
decisions or to demonstrate that he is satisfied, despite
receiving the advice that seems to be that the current
proposal should not have been adopted, in choosing to
confirm option 3b. My contribution and that of
Ms Pennicuik may make sense to those who are
informed and who may have followed the debate and
who may live in the local community and understand
these issues.
I want to give a snapshot of what we are talking about,
and I want to record my personal experience in terms of
the local environment. As a former minister responsible
for dealing with coastal management approval as part
of my responsibilities for public lands and coastal
protection and, in this instance as the environment
minister, I travelled to the location during the course of
2009–10. I made a private visit in the company of
trusted advisers — that is, somebody from my personal
office and the person from the then Department of
Sustainability and Environment whom I considered to
be the best adviser on public land matters that I could
muster within the Victorian public sector. We travelled
in a threesome to the location.
We arrived at the car park at Mallacoota beach, and
when you alight from the car you discover a very
pleasant seascape of a comparatively short section of
beach compared to the Ninety Mile Beach that is not far
away. It is a relatively short beach and a relatively
shallow — —
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Mr P. Davis — If that is a relative expression, how
far is the Ninety Mile Beach?
Mr JENNINGS — That is an absolute figure. The
beach at Mallacoota Inlet is nothing like a sheltered
bay; it is very narrow from the open sea to the beach.
The headland out to the open sea is only a short walk
from the beach. When you get out of the car park you
see that the current boat ramp is relatively close to the
beach and immediately in front of the car park, and you
are struck by how exposed the location is. When you
look out into the surrounding water you become aware
of the rocky outcrops that are very close to the site of
the current proposal. There are very narrow channels of
accessible water that come back to the shoreline. There
are lots of rocky outcrops that in many ways form a
natural breakwater. It is quite significant in terms of
boat access and quite a challenge for navigation,
particularly if the water is a bit choppy and there is a
high wind. You then realise that the sand on the beach
in front of the car park disappears within a matter of
metres because the shrubs and bushes on the
promontory come close to the shore and immediately
abut the rocky outcrops within metres of the car park.
Proposal 3b, which we are talking about at the moment,
requires significant roadworks, the cutting out of an
additional car park and road access further along the
promontory beyond the rocky outcrops. It is not
significantly beyond the rocky outcrops, but it would
require significant engineering to ensure that it could be
constructed because of the rocky outcrops and because
of the destruction of the bush that would be associated
with the additional roadworks and the road access. This
means it would be very intrusive on a small contained
promontory and parcel of land. This was very
confronting for people in the community who were
concerned about environmental values. It is
immediately apparent that within a relatively contained
area quite significant earthworks would be undertaken
and some blasting could occur in relation to the sea
access.
But then, very significantly, the further the boat ramp
goes out along the promontory the further exposed it is
to open water. The advice I received at the time was
that this not only was a risk for boat users in terms of
creating a tricky route for boats to navigate, but that it
also placed the construction of the ramp at risk of water
damage from the open sea at regular intervals; it is not a
sheltered bay. What I was advised technically and what
I experienced within a matter of minutes of being at the
location highlighted my sense of obligation for
acquitting my responsibilities to ensure that I acted on
the best advice, and this meant that I had very high
expectations of the quality of the advice that I was
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going to receive in that it accounted for a degree of
rigour at every turn. I made the departmental officer
who was in my company acutely aware of what I
required before I would make a decision, and the
likelihood of my decision depended on the quality of
that advice.
As I have already indicated to the chamber in the last
few minutes, it was my expectation that the rigorous
appraisal from the various agencies would take some
time to collate, to validate and to integrate with the
existing environment effects statement and planning
approval processes, and it was not an easy task for any
proponent of any location to necessarily satisfy those
expectations of what I felt was incumbent upon me as
minister responsible for public lands to acquit.
The reason I come to support the matter of public
importance before the chamber today is that if a
decision has subsequently been made, and
Ms Pennicuik has run through the sequence of decision
making that the current minister has embarked upon
and his level of disclosure, I think that the disclosure
falls short of what the community should expect of a
minister who has made such a significant commitment
and decision. The minister should disclose the advice
on which his decision was based, which may be solely
in accordance with that advice — and I would be
interested to know whether it is; I doubt that it is. Even
if it is not, it is the minister’s prerogative to go against
the advice he receives, but he needs to outline his
reasons for doing so and the reasons he has confidence
that he has acquitted his responsibilities.
It seems to me this minister has not done either of those
things. He has not released the advice from the
department. There is some material that is available
through public processes, but not the internal decision
making of the minister and his department, not the
minister accounting for his decision or taking
responsibility for the decision by going to the local
community and sharing the way these matters have
been accounted for; how safety can be accounted for;
how environmental protection can be accounted for;
how cultural heritage can be accounted for; how the
viability of the ramp in question can be guaranteed into
the future; and how it will withstand the rigours of
being exposed to open waters.
It is incumbent upon the minister and the government to
fully account for these matters, which will provide
greater confidence to a community that currently does
not have confidence. From my vantage point, I know
that the community doubted my bona fides. I have no
doubt about that. The community might have been
somewhat confused that I was part of a government that
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supported a ramp, and in opposition we continue to be
the proponents of a new ramp. However, I believe the
final stage of the approval process of government has to
be rigorous and has to be complete, and the government
has to be prepared to be accountable to the population
of Victoria. I do not think that has been acquitted by
this government or this minister.
There may be a way to simplify these matters so they
can be expressed in concepts that members of the
community can understand. I was never a fan of
comics, but my son is a fan of comics. He likes the
form because there are very few words. Illustrations
and the characters’ actions demonstrate what the
creators want to say, so people are not confused with
words. My son is a fan of Superman. The most famous
phrase in Superman is, ‘With great power comes great
responsibility’. Being a minister in the state of Victoria
gives you great powers. This Minister for Environment
and Climate Change needs to be able to demonstrate
that he has acquitted his great powers with great
responsibility, and I do not think at the moment that he
has done so.
Mr Elsbury interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! Could Mr Jennings speak through the Chair.
Mr JENNINGS — I was invited to give more film
references, which I will resist. I will come back to the
responsibility of being a minister in this state, for the
Parliament and for the people. The great challenge for
this minister is to demonstrate that he has either acted in
accordance with the best advice he has received. or
alternatively, that he has acquitted, accounted for and
satisfied in a transparent and accountable way the
various concerns about the protection of environmental
and cultural heritage values and also the safety of
people who want to go to Mallacoota Inlet and use a
boat ramp now and in the future.
This motion says very clearly that there is a credibility
problem in the decision that has been made and the
accountability that has been applied, and it asks for
better performance of ministerial responsibility. I do not
want to be disingenuous because the Labor Party has
been committed to a redevelopment of the boat ramp in
government and out of government, and it continues to
be. This is purely and squarely about whether there has
been an appropriate decision-making framework and
proper accountability to the people of Victoria for the
decision that has been made and whether it acquits the
government’s full responsibilities to the people. That is
the reason I support this motion before the chamber
today.
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Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — Lest there be
any confusion, I will say at the outset that the
government does not support the motion before the
house. I will go to some of the reasons shortly.
However, to put this in context, for those of us who
have had a connection with the Bastion Point boat ramp
issue, it has been a very long journey. I recall in 1979
standing at Bastion Point overlooking the existing boat
ramp in the company of someone who was, I think, the
then de facto mayor of Mallacoota, one Harold
Kingsley-Stanistreet. Those on the other side of the
house may not have a contemporary knowledge of that
man, but I am sure some of their former colleagues
would know of him. Kingsley-Stanistreet was regarded
as the Labor Party captain in Mallacoota. He organised
the polling booths for the Labor Party for many years,
and coincidently he was manager of the Abalone
Fishermen’s Co-operative. In his company were, I
recall, John Black, who was chairman of the abalone
cooperative at the time; John Rudge, who more recently
has been a hotelier but was then connected with the
abalone co-op; and also the then Minister of State
Development — the more things change the more they
stay the same — Digby Crozier, the father of the
current Acting President.
I recall standing overlooking that boat ramp in 1979
and for the first time being introduced to what was then
an issue for the Mallacoota community. I regret to say
that here we are some 34 years later. In reality nothing
has changed because of the partisan views that surround
this issue. To be fair to Mr Jennings, he did
acknowledge the local community issue. In brief I will
take up the issue of resolving this matter.
Ms Pennicuik effectively made out her case from the
perspective of people who are substantially not resident
in the Mallacoota district. It is quite clear that the
campaigning against the upgrading of a boat ramp at
Mallacoota is an icon issue for a certain group of
environmentalists, many of whom have never been to
Mallacoota. I have seen the postcard campaigns and all
the other campaigning against the upgrade of the boat
ramp over time, and I acknowledge that people are very
passionate about it. I would have high regard for that
passion were it informed and were those people
informed about the key issue.
The key issue is that this is not a boat ramp that gives
access to Mallacoota Inlet. I am sorry to sound critical
of the commentary from the previous speaker; that is
not my intention. The Mallacoota Inlet is, like all other
inlets along the Gippsland coast such as Tamboon or
the Gippsland Lakes themselves, periodically open or
closed to the sea. It is a function of the tidal
movements, sand accretion and particularly freshwater
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inflows which determine whether or not the inlet —
that is, the Mallacoota Lakes, the lower lake which
opens out to sea — is open or not. The reason there is a
boat ramp currently at Bastion Point is to allow people
to launch and retrieve boats into and out of the ocean
because the inlet is closed to navigation the majority of
the time. The boating that occurs at Mallacoota within
the inlet is substantially unrelated to the boating that
occurs in the ocean.
Mallacoota has much potential as a community for
recreational enjoyment and tourism visitation, but it is
limited by the fact that there are many occasions when
those who are interested in boating cannot safely launch
and retrieve their boats. The whole concept of an
upgrade to the existing boat ramp is to deal with safety
and what are best described as availability issues. Those
are the two key matters this question turns on.
I mentioned earlier that my first introduction to this
issue was in association with the abalone industry.
There was a view at one point that this boat ramp would
be a significant benefit to the abalone industry, but the
industry has sufficient economic viability to deal with
the difficulties of launching and retrieving boats simply
by buying bigger and bigger tractors. The difficult or
challenging issue of launching and retrieving boats has
been dealt with by mechanisation. You would hardly
expect a visitor taking their family to Mallacoota for a
holiday to also take a four-wheel drive tractor to launch
and retrieve a boat; that is totally unrealistic.
Recreational boaters do not have the same access to the
ocean as the abalone industry and fishermen generally,
because they do not have four-wheel drive tractors.
I have been to Mallacoota on many occasions over the
years, and I would not like to estimate the number of
occasions I have walked around Bastion Point. I am
guessing that it would be 34 years or longer since I first
went to Mallacoota, and I have been there on one or
two occasions every year on average for that period, so
I would have visited it on more than 50 and less than
100 occasions. In that time there is nothing I have
observed that would persuade me of any significant
long-term impact which is not going to be balanced by
the benefit arising from improving boat launching
facilities.
At the moment, as I described, there is a launching
ramp at Mallacoota which is essentially a launching
ramp on an ocean beach, not in the inlet. What does it
consist of? For those who have not seen it, it is actually
just a slab of concrete, which, depending on the tide and
conditions, is virtually irrelevant to the launching of
boats. I have on occasion observed boats being
launched and retrieved without any reference to the
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boat ramp itself. It is inadequate, to say the least, and it
is very dangerous, because one of the problems we
have at that site is a conflict in navigational
requirements for boat operators and the aspirations of
some of those parties Ms Pennicuik alluded to, such as
board riders and people who are diving and swimming.
There is a very serious conflict in the access of boat
operators and other users to that area, so at the very
least there must be a clarification to separate boat
owners from other water users on that ocean beach.
In addition, in terms of the population of Mallacoota,
for some years there has been a decline in the number
of people permanently resident at Mallacoota, and that
is reflected in the economy of that local community.
One of the reasons is because its principal asset, being
an ocean access point for recreational boaters, while
much lauded as prospective, in reality has been
unfulfilled. People who made an investment in
Mallacoota consistent with an objective view that there
would be boating opportunities developed on the ocean
side have been disappointed and have moved on.
The other issue in regard to this which needs to be
given some ventilation is the dissension in the
community to the point where it is an embittered
community where participants who voiced their view in
support of the development of an improved ocean
access, regrettably in my view, are bullied by those
associated with the opposing view of the Save Bastion
Point campaign. I have seen people having what I
would describe as their freedom of speech curtailed
because of the denigration of their views. In any
tolerant community both sides of an argument should
and ought to be put.
I listened intently to Ms Pennicuik’s commentary
around the submissions and about the strong
opposition, but I note that the work done early in the
piece by the East Gippsland Shire Council to test the
views of the local community was premised on an
objective analysis of the residents of Mallacoota and
district by way of an independently conducted poll of
residents commissioned by the council and conducted
by the Victorian Electoral Commission. That poll,
which in my view is the only objective way in which to
assess the views of the local community, showed that
overwhelmingly the community wishes this project to
proceed.
On that basis East Gippsland Shire Council committed
itself to progressing the investment in a significantly
improved ocean access at Mallacoota — essentially by
a process of elimination — at the only logical place
where this project can be undertaken, and reasonably
and responsibly the council has moved in this direction.
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A succession of councils, councillors and mayors who
have led the debate around this issue ultimately have
come to the same conclusion, which for the long-term
benefit of the community of Mallacoota, and indeed for
visitors to Mallacoota, is necessary to make sure that
there is a reflection of the need to have boating safety
and a separation between boating operators and other
water users, and that this important project is in the
interests of the economic wellbeing of a small rural
coastal village.
On those bases alone I am happy to declare that I
strongly support the project, but at the same time I do
not have a direct involvement in it. The proponent of
this project is the East Gippsland Shire Council. We
can all have opinions about it in here, but the
decision-maker is the East Gippsland Shire Council on
behalf of the local community. It needs to be
acknowledged that successive Victorian state
governments have taken a keen interest in this matter.
In about 1995, early in my parliamentary career, which
goes back to 1992, I led a deputation from the East
Gippsland Shire Council. At that time the council was
run by commissioners, the chief commissioner being
Peter Nixon and the council’s CEO Graeme Pearce. I
led a deputation to meet with the then Minister for
Natural Resources, Geoff Coleman, to discuss this
issue. My point is that successive governments have
been engaged in the discussion, but it was in fact the
previous government that gave planning approval to the
project. At that time the then planning minister, the
Honourable Justin Madden, a former member of this
house and now the member for Essendon, gave the
necessary planning approvals, and indeed it was the
previous government that, before the 2010 election,
committed over $6 million in state funding to the
project. I must confess that I have great admiration for
the previous speaker, Mr Jennings, in his discharge of
his duties as a former Minister for Environment and
Climate Change, because I had sufficient interaction
with him to know that he was conscientious in
performing his duties, and I would have to assume that
he would have had some input into the decisions made
by that government, notwithstanding that he had, as he
attested, a responsibility around coastal approvals.
Let us not pretend that there is any partisanship about
this issue, excepting that, predictably, the Greens will
advocate on behalf of environmental activists to stop
any project that has any merit in the state. It seems as
much to me; at this stage I have never heard the Greens
talk up a project. Maybe in summary Ms Pennicuik can
respond.
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In her contribution Ms Pennicuik said the project is not
required. I put it to the house that for any member to
come in here and say that this project is not required
displays an incredible ignorance of the facts which I
have set out. It is required — it is required for safety, if
for no other reason — and the member does herself and
the house a disservice by describing this project as
being not required.
Ms Pennicuik underrates the importance of improving
the availability factor, as well as safety. The availability
factor is the number of days on which a boat may be
launched safely, and it is a key issue in terms of driving
this project, because it is only with a reasonable level of
certainty that people who are interested in offshore
boating will go to Mallacoota. There is no point in
going to Mallacoota for a boating holiday if people
cannot launch their boats; that has been a major
impediment to the economic wellbeing of Mallacoota
for many years. The proposal to have a small upgrade
of the current ramp again ignores those two factors
entirely. It dismisses all the research and all the work
done on this project over 30 years as irrelevant, and I
cannot understand how anybody could form the view
that a small upgrade would be a sensible thing. It is
completely underrating the importance of separating the
boat operators from the other water users.
When Ms Pennicuik said the community feels let down,
I believe she was talking about the community of
Brunswick, to be candid. I refer to all those people who
go and sit in the cafe on Brunswick Street — I cannot
think of its name — which has ‘Save Bastion Point’
stickers all over its window. My view is that it is people
in Fitzroy or Brunswick who may be passionate and
may feel let down. Overwhelmingly the reality is that
the people of Mallacoota, with whom I suggest I have
greater interaction than Ms Pennicuik, are really
pleased that this project is coming to some conclusion. I
presume it is coming to a conclusion, because the East
Gippsland Shire Council is the responsible proponent
and has a process that will take the project to tender and
then eventually to construction, and it is a matter for the
council to progress.
I did touch on two aspects of Mr Jennings’s
contribution. For the record I reinforce that it is
important for us to identify where this site is. Bastion
Point is some hundreds of kilometres from Ninety Mile
Beach — it is not just up the road — and it is the only
prospective launching site for an ocean-going boat east
of Cape Conran, which is several hundred kilometres
away.
It is an important place, from the point of view of
government, in terms of managing fisheries. It is an
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important access point for launching boats to get to
Gabo Island, which the state government has
responsibility for. It is also important, from the point of
view of compliance, in allowing Department of
Environment and Primary Industries fisheries officers
to have access to the ocean to ensure that there is not an
illegal take of abalone or rock lobster. Mr Jennings
should reflect on what I describe as his spatial
disorientation. We are talking about many hundreds of
kilometres.
It is also important to reinforce the point I made by way
of interjection, that Mr Jennings is talking about a jetty
and we are talking about a facility which is primarily a
safe boat launching ramp that will have an associated
jetty as a breakwater, and that is part of the integrated
design.
I come to Mr Jennings’s comments about releasing
internal advice. Mr Jennings and I had many interesting
discussions across the chamber during my time in
opposition and his time in government. For the life of
me I cannot recall Mr Jennings falling over himself to
release internal advice and briefings from departments
and agencies in regard to decisions which he made as a
minister of the Crown, nor do I think that would be
appropriate. How do public servants give free and
fearless advice to a minister of the Crown if they
believe their advice is going to be immediately released
to the public? It might mean that the advice they proffer
would be tempered. One of the key issues for
governments is to have free and fearless advice from
experts in the field. I do not understand how
Mr Jennings, who has long experience as a minister of
the Crown, could advocate a position where every bit of
advice provided to a minister would be made available
publicly.
We have these debates nearly every week when there
are requests for papers to be tabled in this house. I am a
great one for saying — and in opposition I made the
case substantially on many occasions — that there
should be opportunities for more information to be
provided. I am not a hypocrite about this. I argued that
case strongly. I strongly supported Ms Pennicuik on
occasion, and I am sure she supported me when we
were calling for documents. At the same time we
recognise that executive government operates on the
premise that there is a level of confidentiality which
needs to be respected.
Having said that, the present minister responsible for
coastal management, Ryan Smith, the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change in the Napthine
government, has explained his approvals decision. In
terms of the decision of the former planning minister,
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Mr Madden, now the member for Essendon in the
Assembly, it is clear that the approvals he gave for this
project were relevant from his perspective at the time.
In providing consent under the Coastal Management
Act 1995 and publishing his decision, Ryan Smith has
taken into consideration matters in relation to the
Coastal Management Act, the Victorian coastal
strategy, the coastal action plans applying to the land,
relevant coastal recommendations and the purposes for
which the land was reserved under the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act 1978.
It is important to note that Minister Smith’s decision
was made having considered the former Minister for
Planning’s June 2009 assessment, under the
Environment Effects Act 1978, of the Bastion Point
ocean access boat ramp. It is fair to record that the
current minister made his decision having considered
the views of those who were opposed to the proposal
that was the subject of the application and whether
there was any impact on the adjacent national park. His
decision also noted the requirements for removal of
native vegetation, Indigenous people’s interests,
funding for the project and other approvals required for
the proposal.
Having regard to all of this information, particularly the
thorough and unequivocal nature of the former Minister
for Planning’s assessment, consent was issued, subject
to a number of strict conditions. These conditions will
safeguard the environment during construction and
maintenance works and ensure safe operation of the
facility. They will also require public feedback through
annual reporting and effective management through a
lease. The conditions also require the council’s
compliance with the standards to be independently
audited.
Among the conditions imposed on the project is the
requirement for the council to develop and implement
an environmental management plan for construction,
maintenance and operational works. Consent for these
works, including the strict conditions which have been
imposed, is entirely consistent with the objectives of the
Victorian Coastal Management Act, having regard to
the nature, scale and location of the proposal. However,
the consent decision is restricted to matters that relate to
the Coastal Management Act. At the end of the day it is
a project entirely led by the East Gippsland Shire
Council as the proponent. It is the council that has
responsibility to the community to ensure that all the
additional planning requirements for the project are
met, as directed by the former Minister for Planning
when he approved the project in 2009, some four years
ago.
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I am pleased to say that the Minister for Environment
and Climate Change has made a decision, and has
promulgated the reasons for his decision, that the
project is perceived to be required by the Shire of East
Gippsland on behalf the Mallacoota community. From
my observation and on the objective data, it is clear that
it believes there is overwhelming support from the
Mallacoota community, notwithstanding that
Ms Pennicuik will lead and has led evidence that some
people are opposed to the project.
As I said, I think the views of the cohort in cafes in
Brunswick are not a reflection of the views of the
Mallacoota community. The critical issue in all of this
is safety, and the commercial, if you like, interest in
terms of the project and the long-term economic
wellbeing of the community is in improving
availability. With that, I confirm that the government
does not support the motion before the house, and I will
be voting no.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — It does not happen
very often in this chamber, but in this debate I agree
with a significant amount of what Mr Davis has just
said. I think we are on a similar page on this matter, but
there are issues associated with the important public
responsibility of a minister to make clear what might be
the basis for his decision. I would not normally be
concerned about that except to say in this context that
the coalition — and I do not put Mr Davis in this
group — went to the last election stating that the issues
around the boat ramp at Mallacoota would be reviewed.
That proved to be a disingenuous statement because
there was a clear implication by the then opposition that
the review would be with a view to reversing any
previous decision made by the former Minister for
Planning, Mr Madden, now the member for Essendon
in the Assembly.
Clearly, as I have been saying over a number of weeks
now, the government is demonstrating a two-faced
approach to much of its policy, and this is another
example. Prior to the election the coalition said it would
review the decision made by Justin Madden, and if
members read the Hansard report of the debate where
Justin Madden announced his decision. they will see
that there were significant interjections from members
who were then in opposition, implying that they did not
support Mr Madden’s decision. There was a policy
statement leading up to the election announcing that
they would review that decision, which they apparently
did not support. That gave some hope to opponents of
this project, but quite clearly there was no intention of
following that through. That was disingenuous and
two-faced, and for those reasons, that is the point at
which I am prepared to support the motion by
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Ms Pennicuik, because in the position of members of
the Liberal Party and The Nationals at the last election
and during the lead-up to it, and in their criticism of
Justin Madden, there was a clear and heavy implication
that they would review, alter or amend this decision
when that clearly was not their intention.
This project has a very long history; I know it has been
around this place in the almost 14 years I have been in
here. Mr Scheffer told me his research indicated that it
was at least 20 years, and Mr Davis made it quite clear
that for 34 years he has been aware of this project. I
stand corrected by both Mr Scheffer and Mr Davis on
my estimation of 14 years. It has been a very long
project, and I venture to suggest that this may well be
the most researched boat ramp in world history. It has
been around a long time; it has been the subject of
many reviews, investigations, studies, planning panels
and council processes, and the process has been
exhaustive. It is just a boat ramp, but the project has
been going on for 34 years and has been the subject of
so much investigation.
I was part of a government that was happy to say, as
outlined by Mr Jennings, that this matter needed to be
resolved, and we were committed to the process of
resolution. We supported it, and encouraged the council
to proceed down that path. I am happy to say that I am
a supporter of a solution to the dangerous problem that
exists. Unlike Ms Pennicuik, what I will not do is say
that I have a solution. I will not say that as a politician it
is my role to have an engineering solution. I am not an
engineer, I am a social scientist. I do not believe I have
the capacity to design a boat ramp or the breakwater
that is associated with it.
Just imagine if politicians were in the business of
engineering design. What kind of opera house would
we have in Sydney if politicians had designed it? What
sorts of bridges would we have in Victoria? I know
they have a reputation for not staying upright, but they
may well have been a lot less structurally sound if
politicians had designed them. I am not going to
suggest that I have a solution as to the kind of design
that this boat ramp or the breakwater associated with it
require. I have been happy to leave that to others. I have
been happy to make sure, as a local member, that
proper processes have been followed in this matter, and
I believe they have been. There has been controversy
associated with them, of course, but they have been
through exhaustive processes.
I join with Philip Davis in congratulating the Shire of
East Gippsland on the work it has done. It is in fact a
committee of management, not the owner of the land,
which belongs to the state of Victoria. As a committee
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of management the shire has been prepared to take
responsibility for the problem it is managing, which is
in fact a safety problem. It has gone through a long and
exhaustive process, and it has come to conclusions with
the aid of the state government, planning ministers and
the experts associated with the project.
It is true to say that there are members of the
community who are unhappy with the project and with
the final suggestion as to what should occur to resolve
this ongoing, 34-year-old problem, as Philip Davis
pointed out. It is true that some members of the
community are unhappy, but it is also true that the
council’s consultation process has been exhaustive and
that there has been substantial support for a solution to
the conflict that exists between the launching of boats
into the ocean and swimmers or beachgoers who are
using the recreational facilities in that location. It is a
significant problem that must be resolved. This is an
ongoing problem, and it is time to resolve it.
Because there is such community interest in this matter,
it is more important for the Minister for Environment
and Climate Change to make clear the basis upon
which he has made his decision and the advice he has
received. I pick up on Mr Davis’s point in relation to
the question of whether this advice should be
considered confidential. Mr Davis well knows that
advice to a minister that may be confidential can be
redacted prior to publication, as often occurs. It is
doubly important that the advice to the minister and the
basis upon which the minister has made his decision be
publicly released when there is significant community
interest and some controversy.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Auditor-General: Infection Prevention and
Control in Public Hospitals
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Auditor-General’s June 2013 report
entitled Infection Prevention and Control in Public
Hospitals. I read this report with trepidation because we
know that the spread of infection within the public
health system is not easy to contain. We know that the
antibiotics we have used to destroy infections have
become less effective as the years have passed.
Penicillin has been the mainstay of broad-spectrum
antibiotics. It was used extensively to combat infection
during and after the Second World War. Thankfully,
since the introduction of penicillin several new
generations of broad-spectrum antibiotics have been

2225

formulated and introduced to the medical practitioner’s
array of weapons in the fight against infection.
Having said all that, I draw the Parliament’s attention to
the Auditor-General’s report and the fact that it
highlights the absence of an overall monitoring and risk
management register in the Department of Health. The
report states:
The department does not routinely collect data on the
isolation capacity at each hospital.

People entering the hospital system are at risk of
contracting infections or even spreading acquired
community infections. The generally accepted practice
is to ensure cleanliness. Whether that is via basic
personal hygiene or routine cleaning of the environs, it
is necessary to manage safety precautions. To do that
effectively there should be a proper system of tracking
all infections reported within the hospital system.
According to this report the health department is unable
to establish, due to a critical lack of information, a
coherent forward planning strategy to combat infection
within the public health system. This is a major concern
because without a cogent, workable plan we are unable
to position ourselves to deal with infection control in
the future. In some cases patients have actually died
from post-operative infections they have contracted in
hospital.
The report highlights a worrying concern regarding
hand hygiene. According to this report it would appear
that hand hygiene has declined over time. Most
hospitals have regimented routines for hand hygiene,
but the department does not have the capacity to police
or monitor hand washing within the hospital system. It
is interesting to note that the key performance indicator
used in the health service performance monitoring
framework has the target for hand hygiene compliance
listed at 70 per cent. It is my opinion that the target for
hand hygiene should be 100 per cent, because we all
know that the target figures are a minimum
requirement, and on the law of probabilities 70 per cent
could easily lead to underperformance. The
Auditor-General has provided a clear pathway with his
recommendations for improving our public health
system, and I support them all.

Auditor-General: The State of Victoria’s
Children — Performance Reporting
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise to make a few remarks on the recently tabled
Auditor-General’s report entitled The State of Victoria’s
Children — Performance Reporting. I must say I have
been a little bit distracted by the events unfolding in
Canberra, with a vote likely to take place at 7 o’clock
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which may well see a change in Prime Minister. The
title of this report invoked a few similarities.
Turning to the report, the state of Victoria’s children
report has been produced annually since 2006. It was
developed by the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development in collaboration with other
departments. The report supports the legislated function
of the Children’s Services Coordination Board, which
under the Child Wellbeing and Safety Act 2005 has the
secretaries of various Victorian government
departments sitting on it.
The report has been produced annually since 2006. The
most recent report highlights a problem, which is that
the reports have varied in focus each year. Even though
the department spends about $150 000 each year
developing the state of Victoria’s children report a
number of recommendations have been made which
would strengthen its value. Many of the problems
centre around the fact that there are something like
120 indicators to be reported against in the most recent
report. That number has varied from report to report. In
the most recent report only 24 out of 120 indicators
have been reported against. Clearly there are too many
indicators, and work needs to be done to streamline
them so that the report can be meaningful. The
Auditor-General’s report also discusses these
limitations, including the frequency of data
collection — that it is unpredictable — the use of too
many indicators, the possibility that minimal
fluctuations in end results year on year mean that
reports are too frequent, and the fact that some data is
never collected.
Some significant recommendations have been accepted
by the department, including that it expedite the
completion of the project to make the Victorian child
and adolescent monitoring system (VCAMS) data
publicly available online. This project, like many Labor
projects, experienced significant challenges. Work
needs to be done in order to make it function and
function well. Another recommendation is that the
department evaluate VCAMS to determine its ongoing
relevance to the state of Victoria’s children reports and
that it establish agreed mechanisms to ensure the
quality of information in the reports. It also
recommended that the Children’s Services
Coordination Board review and clarify the role and
purpose of the state of Victoria’s children reports in
consultation with non-government stakeholders.
Non-government stakeholders are an important
audience and important partners in the delivery of
services to Victoria’s children.
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The department regularly consults with the board. I
understand it has recently been reviewing its terms of
reference and work plan, which is a good response to
the Auditor-General’s report, which I guess has also
been pre-empted. The proposed review of the role and
purpose of the state of Victoria’s children reports will
be undertaken in the context of the board’s updated
work program.
There is no more important work than reporting on key
indicators relevant to the state and wellbeing of our
children. Picking up on the recommendations made by
the Auditor-General will strengthen the value of such a
report. I commend the minister and the department for
accepting all the recommendations and progressing
them to ensure that when these reports are tabled over
years to come they are meaningful and consistent and
that information is available online to everyone — all
the partners and the entire community. With those few
words, I commend the department for a positive
response.

Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development: report 2011–12
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I will make a
statement on the report of the Department of Education
and Early Childhood Development for 2011–12. The
area I would like to concentrate on today is schooling
for children with autism. The reason for this is that I
was recently honoured to be at the opening of the
Eastern Ranges School, which is a new P–12
autism-specific school in Ferntree Gully, something for
which the people in that region had been calling for for
quite a long time, considering that there was previously
only a primary, or P–6, school — Wantirna Heights
School — for children with autism.
This is because for some time the department has had a
policy or preference for children with autism to be
integrated into the mainstream school system, which
has a lot of merit, but there were some cases where
parents in particular, as well as some experts, believed
special schools would provide a better environment for
children with an autism spectrum disorder. If that is
what parents and certain experts were calling for, fair
enough. The school was funded by successive
governments, and it came into operation at the start of
this year even though the official opening was last
week.
Getting back to what I was saying originally, something
that I think is a great idea is the teachers academy on
site. It was set up to train teachers from mainstream and
special schools in the best ways to educate children
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with autism, no matter what setting or school they are
in.
The earlier position — that children with autism should
be integrated into mainstream schools — is the best
way to go in cases where parents decide that is the way
they want to go. If teachers deal with children with
autism, they are afforded the option of training at the
academy in Ferntree Gully. This is a great, trendsetting
facility, which has been established in recent times.
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achievements. This year saw the inaugural delivery of
the Holmesglen bachelor of business in accounting at
the Metropolitan South Institute of TAFE in Brisbane;
staff members were supported in their professional
development and successfully obtained the graduate
certificate in tertiary teaching from the University of
Melbourne; the online learning and assessment
program for painting and roof tiling apprentices was
transferred to the Moodle platform; delivery of the
alternative pathways program for the advanced diploma
of building surveying continued; and the list goes on
and on.

The reason this school exists is mainly because a group
of parents took action by lobbying successive
governments hard. They had a dream about what the
school could look like and that it could be integrated
with a teachers academy. It was great to see those
parents see their dream fulfilled last week. Some of the
parents who had been pushing for this school for a
number of years could not have their child attend it as
their children graduated primary school before the
school was completed, and some children went to
another special school, like Bulleen Heights School, or
a mainstream school. That did not stop the parents of
those children from continuing to lobby and pursuing
the establishment of the Eastern Ranges School, which
is quite a selfless act. They should be congratulated.

Minister Hall said in a media release of 29 May that the
report showed that Victoria’s 14 stand-alone TAFEs
were in a strong financial position and together
generated a surplus of $58.5 million in 2012.

Gail Preston, the inaugural principal of Eastern Ranges
School, should also be congratulated. It is a fantastic
facility, and she had a great input, along with the
teachers, into how the school should be built and
developed into the future. As I said, I was honoured to
attend the official opening and see this school — as I
said, the dream of a number of parents from years
ago — come to fruition.

TAFEs are an integral part of our education system and
do the most extraordinary work over a diversified area,
giving people some quite remarkable skills. As I said,
Holmesglen itself has not only developed on the site at
Chadstone but has expanded into other areas as well. It
has a rural learning centre in Eildon, a national training
centre in Moorabbin and a new site in St Kilda Road. It
is particularly pleasing to see that this has happened.

Holmesglen Institute of TAFE: report 2012

In Labor’s last year in office TAFEs received funding
of $542 million, yet in 2011 the coalition government
provided $627 million. Last year that increased to
$643 million, a 19 per cent increase since the coalition
came to government. I will repeat that: there has been a
19 per cent increase since the coalition came to
government. It is also worth bearing mind that in March
this year the coalition government announced:

Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — It gives
me enormous pleasure to speak this afternoon on the
Holmesglen annual report for 2012. It is very
interesting to note that it was Holmesglen’s
30th anniversary in 2012, and the report says of this
anniversary:

This outcome is to everyone’s credit but particularly
that of the Minister for Higher Education and Skills,
Peter Hall. Even the Auditor-General’s report entitled
Tertiary and Other Entities — Results of the 2012
Audits shows that:
… Victoria’s TAFE institutes are in a leading position to
provide Victorians with the training needed to continue on
their journey as a world-class, highly skilled workforce.

In 2012 Holmesglen celebrated its 30th anniversary. From
humble beginnings in 1982 when the institute started out with
a range of derelict industrial buildings at the Chadstone
campus, Holmesglen has grown to achieve the status of
Victoria’s largest TAFE.

… a further $200 million injection over four years into
TAFEs to support innovation, collaboration, structural reform
and business transformation to ensure the ongoing financial
sustainability of TAFE institutes.

I think it is salutary to remember those early days. I can
remember passing the derelict leftover buildings which
stand in stark contrast to the vibrant campus that
Holmesglen is today. It is pleasing to see the wide
range of activities and courses on offer and it is
interesting to note to some of Holmesglen’s key

What are we going to see out of this? We are going to
see organisations such as Holmesglen benefit, and the
courses they provide will assist young Victorians to
obtain skills at the highest level so that they can go on
to vocations that will give them lifetime opportunities.
But it took a coalition government to pump money into
the TAFE system to enable young Victorians to avail
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themselves of this excellent opportunity. They can all
attend Holmesglen, which, as I said, has gone ahead in
leaps and bounds in its 30 years of operation.
Congratulations to the minister.

Parks Victoria: report 2011–12
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I am
pleased to rise to speak on the Parks Victoria annual
report 2011–12. At the outset I acknowledge the
contributions of the CEO, Dr Bill Jackson, and the
chairman, Andrew Fairley. Parks Victoria delivers
on-ground services across the state to ensure that
Victoria’s parks and waterways remain healthy. The
scope of its work is vast across a diverse range of
landscapes. Parks Victoria works in partnership with a
number of government departments and traditional
owners to conserve, protect and enhance the natural
environment and to provide a quality experience for the
many visitors to its sites.
Parks Victoria manages around 18 per cent of our state,
which is a very significant part of the state. It is an
estate of vital environmental, economic and social
importance to all Victorians. It includes iconic tourism
assets, national parks, many regional assets and vital
waterways. To understand the breadth of the
responsibilities of Parks Victoria it is important that
people realise it manages 45 national parks, 25 state
parks, 13 marine national parks, 11 marine sanctuaries,
3 wilderness parks, 30 metropolitan parks and
numerous other natural features and conservation
reserves. The parks and waterways attract 85 million
visits each year; Victorians love their parks and love to
visit them. Parks Victoria’s commitment is all about
providing quality, well-managed sites for visitors to
experience, and its parks are a credit to the organisation.
The return to wetter conditions across the state limited
bushfires through summer and allowed the continued
regeneration of flora and fauna. As we all know, many
of our parks really struggled not only because of the
bushfires but also because of the droughts that have
occurred over the last 10 to 15 years.
Parks Victoria had a number of significant highlights,
which are outlined in its 2011–12 report and include
works focused on weed and pest management. Of
particular note were the significant advances made to
Parks Victoria’s capacity to welcome visitors with
disabilities into its parks. A modelling and mapping
analysis was conducted on flood impact sites that will
be used to better inform communities on priority
actions, fuel breaks were created across urban parks and
Parks Victoria worked with Indigenous communities
along the Murray River to protect the river gums.
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Parks Victoria manages a collection of cultural heritage
places in the state, including sites from our Indigenous
culture, early settlement sites, coastal shipping sites,
colonial defence and mining sites as well as natural
treasures and historic huts. All of this protects and
enhances the visitor experience. Sadly, the
Liberal-Nationals coalition government is seeking to
shed another 60 jobs from Parks Victoria after a round
of redundancies last year failed to reach its 120-job
target. It is in the process of cutting 10 per cent of its
1100 workforce, and ranger and field service officers
are being offered redundancies. It is now likely that as a
result of the government’s decision parks will be
understaffed and access restricted or some sites closed
permanently. Losing rangers and field employees could
see parks become overgrown or overrun and invaded
by pests and weeds.
The size of our public park estate has increased, but
resources are being cut by the Liberal-Nationals
coalition government. It is becoming increasingly
difficult for it to manage one of Victoria’s greatest
visitor attractions. Most alarming and reprehensible
was the outsourcing of the hunting of feral goats to
New Zealand at a cost of around $42 000. This work
could have been done by our own shooters here in
Victoria — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ondarchie) —
Order! I thank Ms Darveniza for her statement on the
Parks Victoria report tonight.

Outer Suburban/Interface Services and
Development Committee: livability options in
outer suburban Melbourne
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — I will
speak on the Outer Suburban/Interface Services and
Development Committee’s report on its inquiry into the
livability options in outer suburban Melbourne. I
thought I would take this opportunity to allow the house
to look through the lens that committee members
looked through on their overseas study tour. Central to
the theme of my contribution tonight can be found on
page 264 of the report, where the committee was
looking at the approach to increased urban densities that
the government of the Province of British Columbia has
successfully deployed, in particular in Vancouver, and
the sorts of strategies they have implemented to
increase the residential density in the existing urban
areas.
The strategies were shaped by a range of forces similar
to those in Melbourne, such as dramatic increases in the
price of land and housing, but, unlike Melbourne, also
by Vancouver’s geographical constraints, as it is
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located between the Pacific Ocean and the North Shore
Mountains. The range of strategies included high-rise
developments in activity centres and increased
medium-density development, such as townhouses, and
infill development with second and tertiary suites.
I have reiterated the importance of the government
being cognisant of the concept of secondary and tertiary
suites, because members of the committee firmly
believe secondary and tertiary suites will be a
game-changing answer to the question of providing
affordable housing, especially in outer suburban
Melbourne. Secondary and tertiary suite options
provide multiple occupancy on single lots. They are
seen to be the mortgage saver. That will save a lot of
angst and tension in families when it comes to
addressing the affordability of housing and the payment
of mortgages while juggling the increased cost of
living. Vancouver has embraced this range of
approaches — and good on it for doing so — to
residential density at the same time as it has retained its
place as one of the world’s most livable cities.
Vancouver regularly competes with Melbourne on the
table of the world’s most livable cities.
The committee considered that the model of high-rise
development described by Metro Vancouver and by the
Planning Institute of British Columbia, which is widely
referred to as ‘Vancouverism’, may have significant
potential for application in selected activity areas in
Melbourne’s outer suburbs, particularly those that
would benefit most from urban renewal associated with
higher residential densities. The committee also noted
that the neighbourhood character created by such
developments may have significant potential as a
means of delivering urban renewal within appropriate
areas of Melbourne’s established outer suburbs.
The committee was mindful, too, that much of the
historical opposition to multilevel residential
developments, particularly those above four storeys,
has been due to the failure of many developments to
respond to or blend in with their surrounding
environment. As Richard Weller, who is a professor of
urban design currently holding the chair at the
University of Pennsylvania, states in his authoritative
tome, Boomtown 2050, ‘when built quickly, cheaply
and in areas of low amenity’, such developments have
given rise to ‘some of the 20th century’s worst
urbanism’. Professor Weller concludes, however, that
the Australian mindset of outright opposition to
medium and high-density living is changing, due both
to increasing population pressures and the geographical
extent to which many Australian cities have now
spread. It is worth including Professor Weller’s quote at
this point. He said:
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… if designed with attention to the users’ real needs, and to
public space, transportation links, microclimate and
viewsheds, then high-rise development, which is close to
good cultural or natural amenity, can be a successful method
of housing large numbers of people.

In the view of the committee, high-quality high-rise
development, which incorporates design principles such
as those inherent in Vancouverism and also in the 2012
London Olympics Athletes Village, is part of the
mosaic of urban forms that cities such as Melbourne
will need to increasingly embrace to preserve livability
into the future. In order to build and retain public
support for such developments, it is also crucial that
careful consideration be given to their placement, such
as in activities areas, to minimise the impact on existing
detached housing.
I could turn to the Toronto model, but — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ondarchie) —
Order! Mrs Kronberg’s time has expired.

Auditor-General: The State of Victoria’s
Children — Performance Reporting
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — Today I
wish to make some brief remarks on the important
Victorian Auditor-General’s report entitled The State of
Victoria’s Children — Performance Reporting, which
was tabled in May. I begin by acknowledging that it
was the Labor government that released the first report
on the state of Victoria’s children in 2006 to serve as a
resource for those outside government whose work
influences outcomes for children. The practice has
continued every year since. Labor members recognise
that children are in every sense our future. We
recognised that there was a growing awareness both
locally and internationally that effective support for
children and young people is vital for stability and
prosperity in a rapidly changing environment.
This Auditor-General’s report focuses predominantly
on the performance reporting aspects of the reports. It
acknowledges that the reports contain valuable
information about children’s health, development and
wellbeing and that they are recognised within
government and beyond as a valuable tool for
understanding how children and young people in
Victoria are faring. It also acknowledges that each
report to date exists as a stand-alone document, rather
than as a report in a longitudinal series.
The bottom line of this report is that there need to be
improvements in the consistency of reporting, and that
is something that I support. Contributing to the lack of
consistency is the issue of themed reports in the past —
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for example, the reports in 2007 focused on
adolescents, in 2009 on indigenous children, in 2010 on
issues affecting children aged 0 to 7 years, and in 2011
on rural and regional children. The reports all provide
valuable in-depth information on those cohorts, but the
themed reports might be coming at the expense of
comprehensive reporting.
The definition of ‘vulnerable children’ does not have a
hierarchy of indicators in order to be able to target this
cohort, despite the recommendations of the 2012
protecting Victoria’s vulnerable children inquiry. That
is just one of the many recommendations made by
Justice Cummins in that report on which the
government is yet to act.
There has been much commentary around Victoria’s
early years services. The Cummins report makes it clear
that Victoria has a high-quality early education system,
which is a positive legacy of the Labor government’s
administration, which did so much in that space and
introduced so many different reforms in that area.
In particular, I note that in recommendation 7 the
Cummins report called for further investment in
universal services such as kindergartens, on which to
date the Napthine government has done very little.
When in government Labor had solid investment in this
area. To date we have seen a heavy reliance by this
government on the federal government’s national
partnership funding, with the minister in the second
year failing to invest at all in the budget for
infrastructure.
Yesterday the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development came into the chamber and
complained that the federal Labor government has
signed up to an 18-month extension of the national
partnership on early childhood education that will see
Victoria receive a further $157 million. She failed to
mention that in all the conversations that early
childhood organisations have been having with the
federal coalition’s shadow minister for childcare and
early childhood learning, Sussan Ley, they have been
absolutely appalled that she has not only made no
commitment to continue national partnership funding at
all but in fact does not see it as a priority. I am sure that
Minister Lovell is hoping that federal Labor is
re-elected — because that will help her, given her
failure to invest in early childhood infrastructure to
date.
This is an important report which identifies issues,
particularly in relation to reporting. These issues are
important because without comprehensive reporting it
is very difficult to know whether outcomes for young
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Victorians are in fact improving. Given the
government’s history on implementing
recommendations relating to the early childhood
portfolio, we can only hope that the recommendations
in this particular report are heeded.

Auditor-General: Infection Prevention and
Control in Public Hospitals
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to be able to rise this evening and speak on the
Auditor-General’s June 2013 report entitled Infection
and Prevention Control in Public Hospitals. I am
particularly interested in this report because this is an
issue that is and should be of growing concern for
health ministers, governments, hospitals and health
services not only here in Victoria but right around
Australia and indeed internationally. We know that
rates of infection are increasing in some quarters, as is
resistance to antibiotics. In some areas resistance to
antibiotics is increasing at an alarming rate due to
super-drugs. An article published on 24 June reported
that a Senate inquiry had heard that the growth of
antibiotic-resistant infections is costing Australia
$1 billion a year and is threatening a re-emergence of
untreatable disease.
We have come a long way in the treatment of diseases
in many areas. The advent of the use of penicillin
resulted, obviously, from an Australian innovation
some decades ago, but we could be under threat of
losing the war against infection. This report highlights
some very good practices, and I am pleased that
Victoria is leading the way, or is on par with South
Australia and another state, in relation to hospital rates
of infection. In relation to hospital-acquired infections
and infections following surgical interventions, the cost
of readmission if a patient has an operation and
acquires an infection is quite substantial not only to the
individual in ongoing recovery time but also to the
hospital and in terms of ongoing medical costs.
This report speaks about Victoria’s staphylococcus
aureas bacteraemia infection rate, and it says, as I have
mentioned, that Victoria’s rate compares well against
those of other jurisdictions. Between 2009–10 and
2010–11 those rates further improved, so I think a lot of
work is being done in our hospital systems, but still
more work can be done. When I was undertaking my
nurse training we used to carbolise beds and we were
not allowed to leave the hospital in our uniforms. We
had quite stringent infection control systems. I know
many hospitals are undertaking measures such as
high-pressure steam cleaning. When I was at the
Monash Medical Centre earlier this year representatives
were talking about its improved infection rates, which
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have been achieved through new systems and infection
control measures.
This report also highlights the hand hygiene compliance
rates on the part of health-care workers reported by
occupation, and I am not surprised to see that nurse and
midwife health-care workers have a much higher
compliance rate than allied and other health-care
workers. Accordingly the report says:
… since … 2009, medical doctor’s performance has been
improving but is still lower than their nursing colleagues, as
seen by the results from compliance audits which are
undertaken three times per year.

As I said, I am not surprised that the nurses and
midwives have a very high standard of compliance, and
I note that allied and other health professionals could do
a lot more in that regard. These are all really important
measures, as increased infection rates pose an
enormous cost to health services. On that point, while
more can be done in compliance, I also note that
infection is very costly and services will be impacted by
high ongoing infection or readmission rates, so it is
imperative that we have adequate resources.
Finally I note that as 1 July approaches it is
disappointing that the commonwealth has confirmed
cuts to funding promised to Victorian hospitals and
health services amounting in this coming year alone to
$99.5 million and totalling $368.2 million over the next
three years. That is going to have a direct impact on the
delivery of services; this is exactly what we are talking
about in relation to treating people with infections. In
my area of Southern Metropolitan Region the Alfred
will experience a $7.1 million cut on 1 July and
Monash Health $12.4 million. These are substantial
cuts being made by the federal Labor government, and
they should be condemned.

Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development: report 2011–12
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — This
afternoon I would like to make some comments on the
Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development’s annual report for 2011–12. The report
notes that the Victorian government likes to refer to
Victoria as a learning community. That sounds like a
lovely aspiration, and perhaps one could imagine an
education system in Victoria where the government
was fully acquitting its moral obligation and indeed its
legal obligation to ensure that every Victorian child had
the best possible education the state could provide and
that every child, no matter where they lived or what
their personal circumstances, could fulfil their potential.
I think, however, of kids in homes without books. I
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think of kids living with the learning challenges that
come with living with a disability, and I think of kids
living in families under the stress that comes with
insecure employment or the reality of or imminent
threat of unemployment. The challenges to providing a
learning environment are many and varied, and these
are the things governments need to overcome to ensure
that all children can reach their full potential.
If it is the government’s aspiration that Victoria be a
learning community, I think the government needs to
provide the tangible support necessary to make that
real. The government’s form in education funding is
woeful. Just today the Premier again confirmed that the
Victorian government is playing around with education
funding. Victoria has already been left behind in
signing up for the federal Labor government’s Gonski
reforms, which seek to dramatically reshape the criteria
for funding so that children in schools across Australia,
and across Victoria, can receive the kinds of support
they need. Year in and year out, the statistics reflect the
relationship between social and economic disadvantage
and poor student outcomes, and these important
reforms seek to fundamentally address the underlying
causes through more targeted funding. Yet the
Victorian government has not signed up and is playing
around with alternative formulas and funding measures
while the rest of the commonwealth is getting on with
the game.
The government has every obligation to ensure that
children, no matter their living circumstances, are able
to reach their potential, and yet what the government
has done to TAFE funding, to funding for early years in
kindergarten and everything in between is the exact
opposite of providing the learning community with
what the government’s spin machine claims is its
aspiration. In primary schools the Free Fruit Friday
program and breakfast programs have been the target of
government cuts. Those types of programs help to
overcome disadvantage in accessing education and put
students in the right frame of mind at the start of the
day so they can fully focus on their lessons.
At the vocational training end of the school experience
we know that the cuts to TAFE and the Victorian
certificate of applied learning have had devastating
consequences for those kids for whom an academic
pathway is not the best option. There are additional
pressures for everyone in the in-between years. Cuts to
programs like Reading Recovery make it much harder
for the government to ensure that children have every
opportunity to learn and to achieve the best that they
can. On top of the pressures that are put on classroom
teachers, there was the incredible time it took to resolve
the teachers dispute and the blatant lie that was told to
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Victorian teachers about their being the best paid under
a future coalition government. This report talks about
the government’s aspiration to create that learning
community in Victoria, but the government’s action
over three successive budgets has done exactly the
opposite.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
effective decision making for successful delivery
of significant infrastructure projects
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise this
evening to say a few words on the government’s
response to the recommendations of the 112th report to
the Parliament from the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee (PAEC) on its inquiry into effective
decision making for the successful delivery of
significant infrastructure projects, dated December
2012. I particularly refer to the first recommendation of
the response:
… government establish a new advisory body, the Victorian
Infrastructure Council, with the roles and responsibilities set
out in section 2.2.1 of this report.

Whilst that recommendation has not been supported by
the government, the government responded as follows:
… the government agrees with PAEC that further action is
required to improve skills and capability in infrastructure
delivery across the Victorian public sector. To this end, the
government will establish an expert advisory panel to provide
advice to the government on public sector capability, training
needs and issues in major project and infrastructure delivery.
This includes providing advice on skills and capabilities
required to deliver major projects, monitoring Victoria’s
public sector infrastructure capability and skills, identifying
emerging issues and opportunities for improvement. The
panel will also promote best practice for infrastructure
delivery across the public sector and periodically review
infrastructure guidelines and practices.
The expert advisory panel will report to the Treasurer with
DTF providing secretariat support.
The government considers that establishing an expert
advisory panel will better position government and its
delivery agencies to appropriately identify, access and
develop the skills needed to support the successful delivery of
major infrastructure projects.

These are important points to make because, with
regard to the delivery of any project and particularly
significant infrastructure projects, we are talking about
large sums of public money — money that is not ours.
It is not the Parliament’s money nor is it the Treasury’s;
in fact, it is the Victorian taxpayers money, and that is
something we must keep in mind at all times.
Whilst reading the report and the government response
to the report, it surprised me a little that one
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recommendation that seemed obvious to me was not
made — that is, if you want decision making and the
delivery of significant infrastructure projects to be
handled properly, the first recommendation should be:
do not give it to the Labor Party. Do not let the Labor
Party anywhere near it, because it has shown time and
again that it has not got a clue. The Labor Party in this
state and in this nation stands for incompetence, and it
shows that time and again. It does not matter whether it
is the desalination plant — it blew billions of dollars on
a desal plant which we do not need. Labor Party
members listened to Sandbags Flannery who said it
would never rain again, so they put in a huge desal
plant. Of course, when it did rain the desal plant
flooded because it had been built on a flood plain,
which in itself is quite extraordinary.
Then we got EastLink. Who could forget former
Premier Bracks saying at the time that there would be
no tolls, that it would be on time and that it would be on
budget? That was before the election of 2002. Shortly
thereafter — in fact, on my birthday — in 2003, he
announced there would be tolls on EastLink, and the
people of the eastern suburbs are still paying for that. I
could go on to myki, and if you want to go to the
federal government, we can talk about pink batts. Who
gave us the pink batts? Who gave us that debacle? It
was the former Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, who quite
frankly will probably be the next Prime Minister within
the next hour or so. It does not matter whether you go
to Spring Street, to Canberra, to Sydney or wherever
you go; if you want incompetence and if you want
things stuffed up, you give them to the Labor Party,
because it will screw them up for you every time; it
always does. If you want something stuffed up, give it
to the Labor Party; on that it will not let you down.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan).

VICTORIAN AUDITOR-GENERAL’S
OFFICE
Performance audit
Message received from Assembly seeking
concurrence with resolution.
Assembly’s resolution:
That under section 19 of the Audit Act 1994 Mr Andrew
Nicolaou, lead partner — Victorian government,
PricewaterhouseCoopers be appointed:
(1) to conduct the performance audit of the Auditor-General
and the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office (VAGO);
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(2) in accordance with the agreement for the provision of
performance audit of the Victorian Auditor-General and
the VAGO, as detailed in the request for tender attached
as appendix 1 of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s Report on the Appointment of a Person to
Conduct the Performance Audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General and the Victorian Auditor-General’s
Office Under section 19 of the Audit Act 1994;
(3) at a fixed fee level of remuneration of $270 000 plus
GST, plus $2000 plus GST in capped costs for expenses.

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Assistant
Treasurer) — I move, by leave:
That the Council concurs with the Assembly and resolves:
That pursuant to section 19 of the Audit Act 1994:
(1) Mr Andrew Nicolaou, lead partner — Victorian
government, PricewaterhouseCoopers, be appointed to
conduct the performance audit of the Auditor-General
and the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office;
(2) the level of remuneration for the performance audit be
$270 000 plus GST, plus $2 000 plus GST in capped
costs for expenses; and
(3) the terms and conditions of the appointment and
payment of remuneration will be in accordance with the
terms and conditions and remuneration of a person
appointed by the Parliament of Victoria pursuant to
section 19 of the Audit Act 1994, as appended to the
relevant tender brief in appendix 1 of the report of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee on the
appointment of a person to conduct the performance
audit of the Victorian Auditor-General and the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office (parliamentary paper no. 239,
session 2010–13).

Motion agreed to.
Resolution agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. E. J. O’DONOHUE (Minister for Liquor and
Gaming Regulation) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Wild horses: control
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — The
matter I raise tonight is for the attention of the minister
for zoos and landfill, who is also sometimes known as
the Minister for Environment and Climate Change. The
matter I refer to the minister is the important public
policy matter I have raised on two occasions in this
house — that is, Goatgate. For the benefit of those who
are not familiar with Goatgate, it was a botched tender
by the current government, which just goes to show that
the Liberals cannot manage money; 23 goats were
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hunted down by a group of Kiwi hunters and their dogs
at a cost of $1800 a goat.
If we look at the Victorian National Parks Association
(VNPA) information and media reports, the same Parks
Victoria that answers to this minister is about to let a
tender for the culling of wild horses in the alpine high
country. There is a Parks Victoria wild horse
management plan and the VNPA commentary is that
the shooting of some of these wild horses may be
necessary to protect the parks.
We now have an organisation, Parks Victoria, that
reports to a minister who gave us Goatgate. What I am
seeking from the minister tonight is action that means
we will not have another botched tender from this
Liberal government, a government that cannot manage
money, to the point where we are not spending $1800 a
goat as we did in Goatgate 1, and hopefully when the
cull of the brumbies happens in the national park there
will be an appropriate tender, there will be local jobs
and the sporting shooters will be included. The action I
seek from the minister is that the Liberal government
learn how to manage money.

Government: leadership
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The matter I wish to raise is for the Premier, and it is to
commend him for his leadership in defending the
interests of Victoria across all of government and in
particular some specific departments. We see that
defence of the state’s interests bearing fruit already. I
commend the Minister for Local Government, Jeanette
Powell, for opposing Canberra’s power grab
referendum, disguised with some clever wording, in
order to centralise its power and reform the funding of
local government with strings attached, which I believe
is no guarantee of better funding of local government. I
commend the minister for defending the interests of all
Victorians.
I would also like to commend the Minister for
Education for holding firm on the negotiations by press
release of the soon-to-be deposed Prime Minister, Julia
Gillard, and her Gonski negotiations. We have held out
despite a divide-and-conquer strategy from the Prime
Minister and the federal Minister for Education in
trying to pick off the various states and offering various
deferring agreements in order to weaken Victoria’s
position, or the position of any state that chooses to
demand the details of the agreement.
Typically, federal Labor governments expect a leap of
faith from state governments. They pat their laps, and
state Labor governments jump in without asking the
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hard questions and teasing out the implications. We saw
that, for example, with the previous state government
committing to universal kindergarten access — the
15 hours — without having teased out the implications
for facilities, teaching staff and costs, and hijacking
more of the state budget. We saw the same effort with
Gonski. The federal government wanted us to agree to
the plan without teasing out the details. It means more
of the state funding would have been marshalled to
expenditures driven by the federal government and
indeed having less for some of the priorities of our
system.
We have a longstanding commitment to effective
school reform focusing on strengthening the
curriculum, strengthening learning, teaching and
leadership, strengthening governance and the provision
of the necessary facilities for schoolchildren. I
commend the Premier and the Minister for Education
for holding out to make sure that no Victorian child or
school is worse off under the Gonski agreement.

Vocational education and training: Eastern
Victoria Region constituent
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Higher
Education and Skills, Peter Hall. The matter relates to
the plight of a family living in Eastern Victoria Region
that has been severely disadvantaged by the minister’s
decision to cut $1.2 billion out of the TAFE budget.
Ms Dale Burnham wrote to me about the issues facing
her son, Scott, that have resulted from the closure of the
TAFE diploma course in which he was enrolled at
Swinburne University of Technology in Lilydale.
Ms Burnham explained to me when I visited her at her
home that Scott is a young man who has
high-functioning autism. Scott had begun his part-time
evening course at Swinburne for a diploma in computer
programming at the beginning of 2012, and he had just
completed his certificate IV in that subject.
Unfortunately for Scott, the diploma course was
suddenly closed in the middle of this year, and the
TAFE is set to close at the end of the year.
Ms Burnham has told me that Scott’s only options were
to travel to campuses at Hawthorn or Wantirna, both of
which are impossible for him to reach independently.
Scott does not drive, and he would need to use public
transport at night, which would involve him having to
navigate a number of interconnections and expose him
to unreasonable personal danger because he has
difficulty in reading people’s faces, making it difficult
to negotiate any unwelcome situations. In any event,
Ms Burnham is not even sure that places would be
available at Hawthorn or Wantirna, because so many
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courses have been disrupted and students displaced. At
present, Ms Burnham told me, Scott is attending a
social group at Kallista that is offered by the local
council once a week.
I ask the minister to provide me with advice as to how
Scott can be practically assisted to resume his course in
computer programming given his circumstances. Here
we have a young man who is challenged with a serious
condition but who, nevertheless, is having a go at
meaningful education to make something of his life.
Scott has been successful in his endeavours, but he has
been knocked sideways by this government, and I ask
the minister to consider Scott’s options very carefully.

Multiple sclerosis: pharmaceutical benefits
scheme
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — My
matter on the adjournment tonight is for the Minister
for Health, Mr David Davis. On Thursday last week I
met two remarkable women campaigning for multiple
sclerosis (MS) sufferers: Brenda Fisher, a resident of
Sunbury, and Trish Mifsud from Wallan. Brenda’s
husband, Mark, suffers from MS, as does Trish Mifsud,
who is an MS ambassador.
They raised with me the confusion around the MS drug
Ampyra, which is not currently available on the
pharmaceutical benefits scheme (PBS). Ampyra is a
symptom-reducing drug that has the potential to
dramatically improve the lives of those suffering from
MS. This drug offers hope. It is proven to reduce
symptoms of MS and improve mobility, and whilst
effective, this drug costs more than these families can
afford.
The solutions being offered by the federal Minister for
Health, Tanya Plibersek, are that sufferers take the
generic brand, which is not clinically tested, or another
drug, which is unsuitable but is on the PBS. Brenda and
Trish have a petition with 4000 signatures and a letter
from Tanya Plibersek that suggests that they use
another drug, which is an inappropriate treatment for
Mark’s and Trish’s diagnoses.
There are more than 1000 people diagnosed with MS
across Australia. I ask that the state Minister for Health
write to Ms Plibersek to seek advice on the status of
Ampyra, as this drug would make a huge difference to
the mobility of MS sufferers and their way of life.

Housing: carbon tax compensation
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the issue of public housing. This matter is for
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the attention of the Minister for Housing, Ms Lovell.
The minister announced recently that public housing
tenants would be required to pay back or pass on some
of the compensation they have received from the
federal government as a result of the introduction of the
carbon tax. We are talking about around $2 a week. The
minister believes that money should be in the state
government’s pocket rather than those of the most
vulnerable individuals in our society. Two dollars a
week might not sound like a big amount, but for these
people it is basically the cost of 2 litres of milk or a loaf
of bread. It is a very big amount for these people. It was
to compensate them for potential increases in energy
costs, such as electricity. It was not meant to be paid to
landlords or the state government.
I would like to point out to the minister that she should
understand the pressures on people who live in public
housing. Many public housing tenants are the most
vulnerable in our community, and they deserve support
from the government, not punishment. I call on
Minister Lovell and the Napthine government to
reverse their decision to make compensation provided
by the federal government to tenants assessable income
for rent levels. That money should be kept by these
people, not by the government.

Local government: federal referendum
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Premier, and it concerns
the national referendum to secure federal funding for
local government, statements by the Minister for
Planning that the referendum is idiotic and a waste of
money, and claims by the Minister for Local
Government that the referendum will make it harder to
sack democratically elected councils. I take this
opportunity to call on the Premier to show some respect
for local government and take into account the funding
needs of local communities. I refer the Premier to a
number of statements, including one from the president
of the Municipal Association of Victoria, Cr Bill
McArthur, who is on the record as accusing states of
running a fear campaign and who said he is amazed that
states were opposing a measure to guarantee direct
federal funding of councils. Cr McArthur said:
This direct funding has the ability to ease the pressure on the
ratepayers’ pockets by providing sorely needed money for
local facilities and roads …

I also refer to the mayor of Mildura, Cr Glenn Milne,
who said in relation to the referendum:
Its goal is to guarantee what already occurs; that direct federal
funding to our community for sporting clubs, libraries,
cultural facilities, swimming pools and local road
maintenance and upgrades can continue.

2235

I also refer to statements by the Lord Mayor of
Melbourne, Cr Robert Doyle, who said he would be
happy to put his council’s $70 000 contribution to the
national referendum campaign on city rates notices. I
quote:
But I’ll also put on there the $43 million we’re collecting for
the fire services levy and the $1.7 million for the landfill levy,
because those two are state government charges that are being
done through the rates.

I would like to give some particular examples from
northern Victoria of the important funding from the
federal government that would be secured through this
referendum. The headline of an article in the Sunraysia
Daily of 24 June on the mayor’s statement was
‘Referendum is vital for future’. The significant support
through federally funded assistance programs such as
the national disaster relief and recovery arrangements
has provided more than $15 million over the year, some
$2 million towards the Mildura arts centre and more
than $5 million for the riverfront development. No-one
has seen the state government putting up its hand to
provide that funding, which is much needed and comes
from the federal government.

Fruit growers: Goulburn Valley
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security, Peter Walsh. The matter
concerns the very difficult situation that fruit growers in
the Goulburn Valley are facing, particularly the
protective measures the government will be putting in
place for the remaining SPC Ardmona fruit growers to
ensure that their trees and fruit will not be vulnerable to
disease and infection from rotting trees that growers
have not been able to afford to remove given that they
are no longer going to be supplying SPC Ardmona with
fruit in 2014.
Fruit growers so far have ripped out thousands of fruit
trees, with 750 000 expected to be uprooted before
spring, and I have spoken about all of this before in
some detail. The uprooting of these trees comes at great
cost to the growers. The concern is that trees that are
not removed can cause disease and infect the trees in
the remaining orchardists’ crops. Industry leaders are
saying that many growers cannot afford to remove their
trees and this poses a risk for the entire industry. Trees
that are not removed before spring when the trees bud
may develop a host of pests and diseases. Fruit Growers
Victoria general manager John Wilson has said that
unwanted fruit left on trees next season threatens to
create a ‘perfect storm’ for pests and disease. He said:
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If we have 70-odd orchards with lots of fruit left, we’ll be
dealing with fungal diseases, moths and fruit fly, and that
won’t only affect the processing fruit industry. It will be a
disaster, and it’s preventable …

My specific request to the minister is that he outline the
protective measures he will put in place so that the
remaining Goulburn Valley fruit growers can rest
assured that their crops are safe from the risk of pests
and disease.
There are many heartbreaking stories in the Goulburn
Valley of growers facing financial ruin.
Third-generation grower Andrew Routley from
Katunga is devastated that his farm, which has supplied
SPC Ardmona since his grandfather established it as a
soldier-settler in the late 1940s, is facing ruin. The
federal government announced an investigation into the
impact of imported fruit on Goulburn Valley fruit and
tomato growers and SPC Ardmona, and we welcome
that investigation. We also welcome the federal
Minister for Trade and Competitiveness, Craig
Emerson, and Assistant Treasurer David Bradbury
saying there will be two separate Productivity
Commission inquiries for the fruit and tomato
industries.

Aged care: residential facility closures
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — The matter
that I wish to raise this evening is for David Davis, the
Minister for Health, who is also the Minister for
Ageing. I have been contacted by a constituent of mine
who is concerned about his mother’s wellbeing in light
of the government’s plans to sell off public nursing
homes. The woman in question, who suffers from
Alzheimer disease, is the mother of a Mr Egeberg of
Ballarat. Mrs Eileen Egeberg was originally admitted to
a private aged-care facility which purported to be
particularly capable in caring for people with dementia.
Disappointingly, due to the manner in which private
aged-care facilities are staffed, compared to the way in
which public aged-care facilities are staffed, I am
informed that ‘there never seemed to be sufficient staff
rostered, whether that be general, nursing or specialist
skill employees’. Mr Egeberg wants it to be made clear
that the failure to meet the competing demands of the
varying ageing and specialist needs of the residents
does not stem from a lack of care by staff at the
particular aged-care facility but from the ‘apparent
insufficient number of staff’.
Mr Egeberg’s mother was subsequently placed in the
Bundoora Extended Care Centre, a publicly-run
aged-care facility, and he informs me that the ‘care
provided by the nursing staff and specialist teams has
been outstanding at this exceptional facility’.
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Mr Egeberg also tells me that the ratio of staff to
patients is far superior to what he saw at the private
facility and such intensive care is vital for the needs of
patients like his mother. A grab for cash is not the
answer in relation to the health and wellbeing of
Victorians in aged care. My request of the minister this
evening is to put the health and wellbeing of ageing
Victorians first and foremost and reverse the plans to
sell off public assets in order to prop up the state
budget.

Responses
Hon. E. J. O’DONOHUE (Minister for Liquor and
Gaming Regulation) — A number of members raised
matters on the adjournment. Mr Lenders raised a matter
for the Minister for Environment and Climate Change,
Ryan Smith, and notwithstanding Mr Lenders’s
oversight of the electronic gaming machine auction
process and his gratuitous comments about managing
money I will refer that matter to the minister.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. E. J. O’DONOHUE — It was $3 billion that
Mr Lenders oversaw, according to the Auditor-General.
Mrs Peulich raised a matter for the Premier,
congratulating him and imploring him to continue his
and the Minister for Education’s strong negotiations
with the Gillard government — currently the Gillard
government — in relation to the Gonski proposals.
Mr Scheffer raised a matter for the Minister for Higher
Education and Skills seeking advice regarding a mutual
constituent in respect of access to education. I will pass
that on to Mr Hall.
Mrs Petrovich raised a matter on behalf of her
constituents for the Minister for Health, seeking to
enlist his support to advocate in relation to certain
multiple sclerosis drugs being placed on the
pharmaceutical benefits scheme. I will pass that matter
on to Mr Davis.
Mr Melhem raised a matter for the Minister for
Housing relating to matters flowing from the
imposition of Labor’s carbon tax. I will pass that on to
Ms Lovell.
Ms Broad raised a matter for the Premier regarding the
proposed local government referendum, and I will pass
that matter on to the Premier.
Ms Darveniza raised a matter for the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security relating to Goulburn
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Valley fruit growers and decisions taken by SPC
Ardmona. I will pass that matter on to Mr Walsh.
Ms Pulford raised a matter for the Minister for Health
in relation to nursing home matters, and I will pass that
on to Mr Davis.
I have a written response to an adjournment debate
matter raised by Mr Leane on 17 April this year.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ondarchie) —
Order! The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.44 p.m.
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