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The SPEAKER (Hon. Jenny Lindell) took the chair
at 2.04 p.m. and read the prayer.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The SPEAKER — Order! I welcome to the
Parliament today Mr Tony Piccolo, who is the member
for Light in South Australia.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Broadcasting of proceedings
The SPEAKER — Order! I advise members that
our broadcasting project is still under way. The cameras
are not yet fully operational, and the video of
proceedings is not being broadcast. However, the
cameras will move when the microphones are activated
and audio broadcasting will continue as usual this
week. The project is on target, and we will be
broadcasting the video of proceedings from the sitting
week beginning 4 May.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Questions without notice: admissibility
The SPEAKER — Order! On 24 March the Leader
of The Nationals asked the Premier a question referring
to a ministerial media plan prepared for a former
Minister for Major Projects.
After initial points of order requesting a copy of the
document referred to, my attention was drawn to a 1993
ruling of Speaker Delzoppo disallowing a question as it
related to a matter arising before the period of the
Premier’s administration. On the basis that the media
plan referred to by the Leader of The Nationals was
dated January 2007, before the present Premier took
office, I ruled the question out of order.
In line with a commitment I gave after hearing later
points of order, I have subsequently had a chance to
consider the 1993 ruling in more detail. After going
back and reading Hansard, I now have a different view
of the context of the ruling. The summary in Rulings
from the Chair correctly mentions Speaker Delzoppo’s
reference to the period before the Premier’s
administration. However, it is apparent from reading
the whole record that he made that reference in the
context of a change of government, rather than a
change of Premier within a period of the same
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government’s administration. In essence he gave the
phrase ‘Premier’s administration’ the same meaning as
‘government’s administration’. His ruling, with which I
agree, is that a question addressed to the Premier asking
about something which occurred when he was Leader
of the Opposition was not about government
administration and was therefore inadmissible.
Having taken the full circumstances of the 1993 ruling
into account, I see the situation is different where there
is a change of Premier within the same government
administration. It is appropriate that the Premier should
answer questions generally about government in
connection with the whole period of that government’s
administration. Accordingly in the future I will allow
questions of that nature.
However, in giving my ruling, I also take this
opportunity to comment on the length of the preamble
to the question, 90 words, and the one asked by the
Leader of The Nationals the following day, 174 words,
including a substantial quotation. Neither is acceptable
parliamentary procedure and, in addition, they were not
helpful to the Chair. The Chair has many issues to deal
with during question time in what is often a noisy and
intense environment. Longwinded questions are
difficult to follow and digest, particularly if they give
rise to points of order on admissibility.
Previous Speakers have ruled that long preambles are
unacceptable and that asking a question is not an
opportunity to make a statement or a speech. The
preambles to the two questions under discussion
exceeded what was reasonable. I seek the cooperation
of all members in restricting the length of preambles in
the future.
As I mentioned, the second preamble also contained a
lengthy quotation. In 1987 Speaker Edmunds ruled that
quotations should not form part of questions. That
restriction follows the procedure in the House of
Commons. I accept that since then the practice of the
house has changed. In recent years quotations have
been allowed to the extent that they are necessary to
make the question intelligible.
I confirm that I will continue to allow succinct
quotations but only to the extent that they are directly
relevant to the question and strictly necessary to make it
comprehensible. May, 23rd edition, page 391, deals
with quotations in the context of notices of motions,
stating that the Speaker has ruled against excessive use
of quotations as attempts to write statements or
speeches made by persons outside the house into its
record. I support that view and its application broadly.
My ruling about quotations therefore applies equally to
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questions on notice and notices of motion. In future I
will not permit quotations that do not meet the criteria I
have specified.

Members: provision of information
The SPEAKER — Order! On Thursday, 25 March
2010, the member for Box Hill raised with me by way
of point of order what procedure should apply when a
member gives a commitment to the house to provide
information. I have taken the opportunity to review the
Westminster practice of holding answers referred to by
the member for Box Hill and the procedures of other
Australian parliaments in search of guidance on this
issue. However, I have been unable to find a
comparable practice in any other jurisdiction.
The member for Box Hill made the point that an
undertaking given by a member should be kept within a
reasonable time, and what amounts to a reasonable time
will depend on a range of factors, including the ease
with which the relevant information can be obtained
and the importance of the issue. I agree with the
member for Box Hill that any member giving a
commitment in the house must be expected to honour
that commitment within a reasonable time. What
constitutes a reasonable time will be dependent upon
the circumstances of each individual case.
In my view any member who has made a commitment
in the house is expected to meet that commitment as
soon as practicable, taking into account the
circumstances in which that commitment has been
given. Where a member feels a commitment given by
another member has not been met within a reasonable
time, then that member is entitled to raise the issue in
the house by way of point of order.
In response to the particular matter raised, I note that
the Premier gave a commitment to respond to the
member, and I understand this has occurred.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Standing Committee on Finance and Public
Administration: ministerial advisers
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Given that the independent
Clerk of the Legislative Council has advised that the
conduct of the Attorney-General in directing staff not to
appear at a parliamentary inquiry is a contempt of the
Parliament, will the Premier now direct his staff to
appear before the Madden inquiry, or does the Premier
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endorse this ongoing contempt of the Parliament and
this continuing Labor cover-up?
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. As I have made very
clear in relation to this matter, there are longstanding
precedents and conventions which have applied in this
place for more than a hundred years. The last time these
powers were exercised by a parliamentary
committee — that is, in subpoenaing witnesses before a
committee and then using the ultimate sanction — was
back in the 1860s and 1870s.
I have always made very clear that the longstanding
understandings and arrangements in relation to our
Westminster system are that a minister is responsible
for the discharge of his or her responsibility. The
minister in this case, the Minister for Planning, has
made it very clear that he is happy to appear before the
committee and answer any questions that are asked of
him.
As the Attorney-General has made very clear, staff will
not be appearing before the parliamentary committee.
That has been a longstanding commitment and
convention, as I have said, under successive
governments in our state. You can go back to the period
of the Kennett government, to the period of the Bolte
government, to the period of the Cain government or to
whatever era you want to pick, and you will see there
has never been an abuse of those sorts of powers by
parliamentary committees.
The person responsible for making decisions about
planning matters is the Minister for Planning. The
planning minister is required to do that without fear or
favour in accordance with the law and with his oath of
office. I am satisfied that he has discharged those
responsibilities.
Mr Ryan interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of The
Nationals!
Mr BRUMBY — The minister has appeared before
the committee and is happy to answer as many
questions as the committee would want to ask.

Employment: government initiatives
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — My question is to the
Premier. I refer the Premier to comments in May last
year that referred to the 2009–10 budget as ‘a house of
cards’ and saying that the government ‘cannot be
trusted when it comes to promises on jobs’, and I ask:
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can the Premier update the house on the government’s
commitment to job creation?

our budget initiatives and making our state the best state
in which to live, work, invest and raise a family.

Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — I thank the honourable
member for her question. As the honourable member
will recall, when we brought the budget down last
year — an excellent budget, by the way — we
committed in that budget to 35 000 new jobs. It was a
budget that committed $11.5 billion towards critical
infrastructure projects. There were commentators at the
time who used those expressions and made silly
statements to the Parliament and outside Parliament.
The member for Scoresby was of course the person
who made those statements. The member for Scoresby
could not be more wrong in the claims that he made.

As I have said at a number of functions recently, we
have been fortunate in our state that we have been able
to deliver, if you like, the double dividend: it is the
dividend of a strong economy but also the dividend of
the most livable capital city and the most livable state in
Australia. That is why people continue to move to our
state in record numbers, and it is why our jobs growth
continues to lead the nation.

Last week the Australian Bureau of Statistics released
its monthly unemployment data. It was a fantastic result
for our state. It was a sensational result, with more jobs
again being generated in our state, which is the
powerhouse in generating jobs across the nation. The
data released last Thursday shows that 93 500 new
Victorian jobs have been created since the government
started investing in the $11.5 billion of new
infrastructure projects on 1 July last year.
To put this into perspective for the member for
Scoresby and the Leader of the Opposition, since 1 July
last year more than half of all the full-time jobs created
in Australia have been Victorian jobs. In fact the figure
at the moment is more than 60 per cent of all those jobs.
These are the new full-time jobs generated across
Australia this financial year. This is why many
commentators have described our state as the economic
powerhouse of the nation. In fact, contrary to the
statements made at the time by the member for
Scoresby, we have created more than two and a half
times as many jobs as we predicted in last year’s
budget.
I will comment on a couple of other factors.
Engineering construction is very important to building
the long-term economic infrastructure that we need for
our state. It has risen in Victoria by 26.5 per cent over
the past 12 months, while the national average has been
3.5 per cent. In regard to the value of building
approvals, Victoria’s total of $22.5 billion is higher
than that of any other state, and it is well ahead of the
New South Wales figure of $19 billion and the
Queensland figure of $17 billion. I might say this is a
record for building approvals; this is the highest number
ever approved for our state. Victoria has had the highest
number of dwelling approvals of all of the states for
22 consecutive months now. One in every three new
dwelling approvals in Australia in the last year has been
in Victoria. We continue to forge ahead, delivering on

More recently we have had some great announcements
on projects. In Ballarat last week the Minister for
Health, with the federal minister, announced a new
$55 million partnership for a regional integrated cancer
centre, and 230 jobs will result from that. The
Nagambie bypass is a project that is now getting under
way. There is also the return of passenger rail services
to Maryborough. I was up there with the Minister for
Public Transport and the local member the other week,
and major works are starting on that project. There will
be eight new level crossings as well, generating 60 new
jobs.
Again with the Minister for Health I was in Coburg
recently for the announcement of a major new
investment there in a new private hospital and the
refurbishment of the John Fawkner Private Hospital.
Two weeks ago I was in St Kilda at Wipro, one of the
largest IT companies in the world, announcing the
expansion of its operations there and 100 new jobs. We
also had a vote of confidence in our state of Victoria
from Bunnings when it announced a few weeks ago its
commitment to spending $230 million over the next
three years to open 12 new stores and 3 new trade
centres across the state. As I have mentioned in the
Parliament before, Boeing has come from New South
Wales and is expanding its operation here at
Fishermans Bend, bringing with it 300 new jobs in
aviation technology.
All of this is a great story for our state. It is a story
about good budget fundamentals; it is a story about
successive reductions to business taxes in our state,
including successive reductions on WorkCover
premiums; and it is a story about a jobs-building budget
from last year with the biggest infrastructure program in
our history. We have been able to deliver projects
across the state in Melbourne and in regional Victoria,
push down our unemployment rate and generate more
than one in two new jobs across Australia. It is a great
performance, and it happened because of the great
budget we delivered last year.
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Standing Committee on Finance and Public
Administration: ministerial advisers
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — I refer the
Premier to the fact that the advice of the Clerk of the
Legislative Council that ministerial staff are able to
give evidence to a parliamentary committee is
supported by former ALP member for Werribee and
former Speaker in this house, Ken Coghill; former
Victorian Supreme Court Justice Tim Smith; Monash
University Associate Professor in constitutional law,
Dr Greg Taylor; Odgers’ Australian Senate Practice;
Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice; the Senate
Finance and Public Administration Reference
Committee; the House of Commons Public
Administration Committee; and the New South Wales
Legislative Council Practice, and I ask: why is it that
the Victorian government is the only Westminster
system in the world that puts a cover-up before
accountability?
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — As I indicated, I think
last time the house sat when this question was raised, in
terms of appearances before parliamentary committees
all of our ministers, including me as Premier and
obviously my predecessor, have always appeared
before parliamentary committees. That is very different
from the approach of former Premier Jeff Kennett, who
would not appear before any parliamentary committee.
Here we have the Leader of The Nationals demanding
that staff appear when the former Premier in a
Liberal-Nationals coalition government could not bring
himself to appear before a committee.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Premier and the
member for Kew to stop having a conversation with
one another across the table.
Mr BRUMBY — I will not go to the preamble of
the Attorney-General’s letter, but I will read the
relevant sections. It states:
As my letter dated 12 March 2010 noted, the committee is a
creature of the Parliament which both gains its powers and
privileges from the conventions of Parliament and is bound
by those conventions. Those conventions establish the
immunity of the members of one house from the process of
another, extend that immunity to advisers of such members,
and provide that those advisers should be held to account
through their respective ministers. This convention in its
application to advisers, called the McMullan principle, has
been asserted by state and federal governments, whatever
political party has been in power.
The Clerk of the Legislative Council’s letter states that he is
directed to advise Ms Duke of a number of legislative
standing orders. He refers to standing order 18.04, which
provides that witnesses will be summoned in order to be
examined at the bar of the Council or a select committee, by
orders of the Council signed by the Clerk. The reference to
that order is not appropriate in these circumstances. It is clear
that there has been no order of the Legislative Council.
The Clerk of the Legislative Council’s letter fails to refer to
the one standing order which is relevant — namely, standing
order 18.06(1). That order provides that a select committee
may summon witnesses by its own order, signed by the clerk
of the committee. If the Clerk’s letter is intended to constitute
the order summoning Ms Duke, it is clearly deficient. Not
only is it expressed in terms implying that it is he who is
summoning the witness, it is not signed by the clerk of the
committee.

The letter further states:
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker,
self-evidently the Premier is debating the point, and I
ask you to have him answer the question he has been
asked.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order and I ask the Premier not to debate the question.
Mr BRUMBY — The Attorney-General has written
to the secretary of the Standing Committee on Finance
and Public Administration, and he is happy to release
that letter or to table it in the house. I am happy to read
the letter to the house.

If the standing committee intends to persist in calling — —

Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is clearly debating the question. This is not the
time, with respect, for the Premier to be reading out
some apologist explanation from the Attorney-General.
The practical fact is that a contempt has been
committed, and the Premier should ensure that steps are
taken to accommodate the orders that have been made
in the other place.

An honourable member — What are you going to
do?

The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. I suggest to the Premier that he has been
speaking for some time, and I ask him to conclude his
answer.

Mr BRUMBY — I am about to read the letter, and
you would do well to listen.

Mr BRUMBY — I am happy to save the time of the
house and table the letter.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Police: government initiatives
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — My question is to
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. Can
the minister outline to the house how the Brumby
Labor government’s record level of investment in
policing and the method of allocation is making
Victoria a safer place to live, work and raise a family,
and can he advise whether the government considered
any alternative policies?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask for some
cooperation from the members for Kilsyth, Warrandyte
and Hastings.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — I thank the honourable
member for Seymour for his question. Can I say that
the Brumby government is proud of the record budget
we have for police and the record number of police that
we have as a consequence. Last week there were claims
by some of those opposite about the slashing of police
numbers by Labor, but there is only one party, one
group in this house, that slashed police numbers, and
that is the one opposite.
When we say we are going to deliver, we deliver. In the
past, when in each term of government we have said we
are going to deliver police, we have delivered police.
We are a police-delivering party. We said that in this
term we would deliver 350 police, but at the end of this
term we will have exceeded that, as is shown, for
example, by our providing an 120 additional police. As
members know, the Chief Commissioner of Police has
established the operational response unit. Some people
may ask, ‘Where are they? Where are all these police
that Labor has put on?’. The opposition actually knows
the answer to that, because it lodged an FOI
application, the response to which said that 97 per cent
of those additional police are involved in operational
roles. We have increased the police-to-population ratio.
For every 100 000 people in Victoria there are
210 police.
This is in stark contrast to a time in this state’s history
last decade when the National Party held the police
portfolio and the Leader of the Opposition was the
Liberal Party president and the government of the day
slashed 800 police. We were down to 199 police per
100 000 people. We have allowed police to make
decisions around allocation. We have said, and they
have said, that allocation should be done on the basis of
professional policing decisions, and we have seen the
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results of that with a 25 per cent reduction in crime in
the last decade.
The grants commission has revealed that as a result of
our budget, given the density of the state and also the
crime rate when you look at that, Victoria’s investment
in police is above the average. Certainly when you look
at the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics crime
statistics relating to the number of offenders, Victoria’s
statistics are the lowest when it comes to offenders
against the person, offenders related to assaults and
offenders in relation to robbery.
But I am aware there is a different approach from
another organisation. Three years ago this organisation
took the view that politicians should decide where
police should go; it said there should be this many
police or that many police in certain areas of the state. I
know this organisation has now taken another view and
has said that the Chief Commissioner of Police should
decide where police go. However, there seem to be a
number of contrary views, because one member of this
organisation, one from the Wodonga area, has declared
to the Border Mail that Wodonga will get 14 officers.
This is in contrast to the view of another member of this
organisation, from the Shepparton area, who in the past
said that Shepparton should get 50 police but who has
now said to the Shepparton News that she could not
commit to 50 new police. A police spokesman for this
organisation says — in typical form I have to say, given
the party — Melbourne will get the first increases. This
is in stark contrast to another member of this
organisation, one from out Horsham way, who was
reported in the Wimmera Mail-Times as saying that the
coalition will make regional police numbers a priority.
This organisation that says there should be an increase
in police is the same organisation that says the
operational response unit should be defunded. These
are the same people who say there should be more
protective services officers and then turn up in
Parliament a month later and vote against legislation
that would provide for that. When it comes to police
and police numbers there is only one party you can
trust, and that party is Labor.

North–south pipeline: protester privacy
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — My question is to the
Minister for Water. I refer the minister to media reports
that the Sugarloaf Pipeline Alliance has engaged in
spying, monitoring and intimidation of Victorians
opposed to this government. I refer the minister to his
claims last year on radio 3AW that:
… the provisions of the privacy act override any
memorandum of understanding or any other arrangement that
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people enter into … people have to obey the law. Everybody
has to obey the law.

I ask: will the minister give this chamber an
undertaking that this government, its agencies and its
bodies have not acted in breach of the Information
Privacy Act in spying on and monitoring critics of this
government?
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Water) — I thank the
member for Swan Hill for his question, because I am
happy to make it clear that all organisations in Victoria,
certainly all government agencies, are required to obey
the laws that apply in this state. That is not surprising. It
is worth providing information to the house about the
context in which activities safeguarding — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HOLDING — Safeguarding pipeline alliance
work — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HOLDING — Safeguarding pipeline alliance
workers, safeguarding the community and
safeguarding — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The members for
Warrandyte and Malvern are both warned.
Mr HOLDING — It is worth providing the context
to this house of the circumstances in which Melbourne
Water was required to safeguard Sugarloaf Pipeline
Alliance workers, safeguard the community in the
pipeline corridor area and safeguard the delivery of this
project. When this project was announced some
pipeline protesters, some opponents, indeed some from
Plug the Pipe itself, including Mike Dalmau, one of the
Plug the Pipe spokespersons, circulated information
which advocated blockading of the Hume Highway and
other highways by dumping car bodies and other refuse
on them; stopping or interfering with water flowing to
Melbourne by targeting Sugarloaf, Yan Yean,
Greendale and Maroondah reservoirs; blockading rail
lines at Seymour and elsewhere by pouring gravel on
the tracks; shorting out the rail signal system; targeting
firms working on the project; blockading offices of
members of Parliament, as well as Goulburn-Murray
Water; removing or displacing survey pegs along the
proposed route; and warning contractors or civil
engineers involved in the project that their lives would
be made miserable with blockades and water bombs if
they participated in the delivery of the project.
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What then occurred when the pipeline project was
being delivered — and it is very important to
understand this — was that a number of actions were
undertaken by an admittedly limited but nevertheless
serious number of pipeline protesters which — —
Mr Walsh — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. The issue raised was
about whether the government or any of its
instrumentalities was breaking the privacy act, not
about the actions that demonstrators carried out.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The minister is being relevant to the question,
in particular in relation to the Sugarloaf pipeline, and at
this stage I will allow him to continue.
Mr HOLDING — We then saw a number of
instances occur which often required the intervention of
law enforcement authorities and Melbourne Water staff
to protect pipeline alliance workers, to protect the
community and frankly sometimes to protect protesters
as well from themselves and from the pipeline work. It
was a very — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HOLDING — Members of Parliament scoff.
These are the circumstances to which I refer. In one
instance a pipeline protester arrived at the Toolangi site
when seismic blasting was under way, ignored site
safety controls and walked inside the 200-metre
exclusion zone. Blasting had to be stopped to
accommodate that person’s removal. In other cases
Plug the Pipe protesters threatened to invade the
Premier’s property. In one case a Plug the Pipe
protester arrived at the alliance headquarters in
Chirnside Park demanding to see a particular staff
member. They then rushed through the security doors
as an employee was leaving, went into a staff member’s
office, locked the door and police had to be called.
In another instance a pipeline protester swerved their
car at a pipeline worker, hit them and had to be
charged. That charge was upheld by Victoria Police. In
yet another instance a Plug the Pipe protester arrived at
a security infrastructure facility where there were
security workers of Indian extraction and said to them,
‘I hope you niggers can swim, because I will be
returning with some friends to throw you into the river’.
Again reports had to be given to police about that.
In another instance a Plug the Pipe protester removed a
metal bar from a car and threatened pipeline workers
with assault. Again police had to be called in relation to
this incident. In one instance a Molotov cocktail was
thrown at the Glenburn facility office, and again police
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had to be notified because of course a Molotov cocktail,
which is an incendiary device, can cause considerable
damage, particularly in a bushfire-prone area.

liquor licensing, the newly established compliance
directorate and our hardworking men and women of the
Victoria Police force.

In other words, Melbourne Water workers and the
security agents that the pipeline alliance employed have
had to make sure not only that the public was safe and
not only pipeline workers were safe but also sometimes
that the protesters themselves were safe so this pipeline
project could be delivered.

Last year through the regulatory impact statement we
costed the necessary resources for this adequate
compliance program at in excess of $30 million a year.
At that time we resolved that the industry should pay
those costs, not Victorian families, the vast majority of
whom are not connected in any way, shape or form
with licensed industries.

This is a very important infrastructure project for
Victorians. It was delivered ahead of schedule and
under budget. We have made it absolutely clear that we
expect all agencies to obey the law in responding to
these incidents. I believe in every instance Melbourne
Water has bent over backwards to make absolutely sure
that people’s legitimate rights to protest have been
respected, but at the same time the safety of the
community, the safety of pipeline workers and the
safety of protesters has been upheld and protected while
this important piece of infrastructure was being
delivered.
I congratulate those pipeline workers and the security
agents who have been employed to make sure the
project could be delivered. Often they have been placed
in extremely sensitive and provocative situations, but in
every instance they have responded with dignity and
with restraint to make sure the legitimate rights of
Victorians to protest has been respected but at the same
time the project could be delivered in a way that was
effective and appropriate for Victoria.

Liquor licensing: regime
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — My question is to
the Minister for Consumer Affairs. I refer to the
Brumby Labor government’s commitment to make
Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a family,
and I ask: can the minister outline to the house how the
increased resources available to ensure compliance with
Victoria’s liquor licensing laws are getting results and
advise the house of responses to the heightened
compliance effort and ways in which the effort can be
maintained?
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I thank the member for Ballarat East for his
question. I understand that he shares the government’s
objective of achieving a comprehensive compliance
program right across the state in respect of our liquor
licensing laws. He does that because Victorians expect
the government will do no less and that it will
adequately resource those agencies that have
responsibilities in this field — namely, the director of

I can say to the member for Ballarat East that the results
of the compliance program to date are significant and
growing. We have seen the director of liquor licensing
involved in a record number of disqualifications from
the industry. In the space of less than a year we have
seen the new compliance directorate undertake more
than 20 000 inspections, resulting in some
1700 warning notices and around 3800 compliance
letters; and we have seen Victoria Police have more
resources available to it and be better organised than
ever before, particularly, as the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services has indicated previously, via the
new 120 member-strong operational response unit.
In the regulatory impact statement we costed the
Victoria Police effort at around $20 million a year,
which comprises around $4 million for operational
visits to premises and almost $10 million in associated
operations. Importantly, then and since then — and in
fact always with this government — we have never
gone around promising where it is precisely that those
police resources should be allocated. We have always
said that that is the role of the Chief Commissioner of
Police. In the last few minutes we have seen a very
good explanation of why you should do that, because
otherwise you will tie yourself in knots very quickly.
I have been asked by the member how we will sustain
this compliance effort. It is self-evident in the real
world that the resources of the director of liquor
licensing, the compliance directorate and Victoria
Police — particularly in respect of the new operational
response unit — cannot be maintained if all the
licensees in the industry are promised a fee reduction.
In the real world you cannot do more with less. You
might be able to do that in the Noddyland of opposition,
where you can go around promising you will do more
but people will pay less, but it does not happen in the
real world.
Equally you cannot maintain that level of compliance if
the fee system is scrapped. This point is important,
because there is one leading industry figure in the state
of Victoria who has very loud opinions on this. His
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name is Peter Iwaniuk. He is the leading strip club
operator in Victoria. Mr Iwaniuk has opinions on just
about everything. For example, he does not support free
water for patrons. He does not support codes of
conduct. He does not much like the media — he
believes the Herald Sun is running a vendetta against
his industry. He does not particularly like police — he
says they threaten licensees. Incredibly he says that
alcohol does not cause violence.
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a royal commission. Speaker Andrianopoulos made a
number of rulings, the fourth one of which was to the
following effect:
Under no circumstances were members to canvass evidence
before the commission but broad issues could be discussed …

I put it to you, Speaker, that this is a specific piece of
evidence that has come before the royal commission.
Mr McIntosh interjected.

Finally, there is one thing Mr Iwaniuk certainly does
not like, and that is the new fee system. He detests the
new fee system — and that is not surprising, given that
he is now being charged $30 000 a year per venue,
which is 75 times the fee cafes and restaurants in
Victoria are being charged. He does not like lots of
things, but I can guarantee all members of the house
that there is one thing he likes, one thing he loves. He
loves to hear people telling the world that they are
going to scrap the new licensing fee system. He loves
that. It brings a smile to his face. It is music to his ears.
In conclusion, I can assure the member for Ballarat East
that the government will not be bowing to whackers
like Peter Iwaniuk. He and his type might be comforted
by the promise of the opposition to scrap our new fee
system, but he will gain no comfort from the Brumby
government, which understands the community’s desire
for a continuation of our comprehensive compliance
program, involving as it does the director of liquor
licensing, the new compliance directorate and
particularly the 120 hardworking officers of the
Victoria Police operational response unit.

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Will the Premier advise the
house, and indeed all Victorians, when he first became
aware that the former Chief Commissioner of Police
and deputy coordinator-in-chief of emergency
management, Christine Nixon, left the emergency
control centre around 6.00 p.m. on 7 February, at the
height of the tragic Black Saturday bushfire crisis, and
did not return that day?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Government members
will come to order.
Mr Batchelor — On a point of order, Speaker, I refer
you to page 181 of the December 2009 edition of Rulings
from the Chair in relation to royal commissions and a
ruling concerning a matter of public importance relating to

Mr Batchelor — Notwithstanding what the member
for Kew might say, the ruling of Speaker
Andrianopoulos is quite clear. The ruling goes on to say
that members should refrain from pre-empting the
outcome of the commission’s investigations where the
commission has not tabled a report.
The salient point is the point I mentioned earlier: that
under no circumstances are members to canvass
evidence. Here we have a specific piece of evidence
that has come directly from the royal commission and I
put it to you, Speaker, that under the ruling of Speaker
Andrianopoulos this question is out of order.
Mr Baillieu — On the point of order, Speaker, this
was a simple question as to when the Premier became
aware. This was a question in regard to the Premier’s
awareness. This issue has been canvassed widely in the
media in the last week, and indeed it was canvassed in
the media this morning. The specific question has to be
addressed by the Premier in the house.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order.
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. As I made clear last
week when I was asked about this matter, the first I was
aware of the chief commissioner’s movements on that
night was when she revealed them last week.

Justice: reform initiatives
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — My question is
to the Attorney-General. I refer to the Brumby Labor
government’s commitment to make Victoria the best
place to live, work and raise a family, and I ask: can the
Attorney-General outline to the house government
reforms to Victoria’s justice system that are making it
fairer, more accessible and more responsive to the
Victorian community?
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank the
honourable member for her question. Obviously our
criminal justice system exists, quite rightly, to punish
wrongdoing and also to keep the community safe.
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There is obviously a need for police, and that is why, as
the police minister has indicated, we have dramatically
increased police numbers by over 1400 since coming to
office, with a further substantial number on the way.
We have also invested in a record police budget of
more than $1.8 billion in 2009–10.
There are within our population hardened criminals
who have committed appalling crimes and for whom
long-term imprisonment is the only sensible and indeed
decent option. Under Labor, serious crime means
serious jail time. As recent studies of Victoria’s prison
population have shown, the average length of sentences
of imprisonment handed down by the courts continues
to increase significantly.
It is lazy politics if you think that saying ‘lock ‘em up
and throw away the key’ is the easy fix to all justice
issues. As Jesuit Social Services research suggests,
there is no logic to policies that will create more
criminals and more victims of crime and will mean new
and bigger prisons, which is the most expensive and
least effective public policy solution for dealing with
law and order. That is why you have to be not only
tough on crime but also tough in dealing with the
causes of crime, whether they be mental health issues,
drug addiction or a history of an offender being a victim
themselves.
There has been a quiet revolution taking place in
Victoria’s legal system in recent years: a process of
making it far more innovative, responsive and engaged
with the people who appear before it, and indeed more
connected with the communities it seeks to support.
Whether it be through our Koori Courts right around
the state, the Drug Court in Dandenong or the court
integrated services program, which links defendants to
support services such as drug and alcohol treatment,
crisis accommodation and disability and mental health
services, it is about addressing the issues of crime
whilst at the same time ensuring that victims are heard
and that the impact of the offences on victims is
acknowledged.
Last week I was very pleased to be at the
Neighbourhood Justice Centre to celebrate its third
birthday and to release the evaluation completed by the
University of Melbourne, Flinders University, the
Brotherhood of St Laurence and
PricewaterhouseCoopers. The evaluation speaks for
itself, I have to say. It shows that recidivism rates
among Neighbourhood Justice Centre offenders
dropped from 41 per cent to 34 per cent; NJC offenders
were 14 per cent less likely to reoffend than offenders
at other courts; a community-based order completion
rate of 75 per cent at the NJC, compared with 65 per
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cent, being the state average; NJC offenders completed
an average of 105 hours of unpaid community work;
and the Yarra crime rate has actually dropped by 12 per
cent since the NJC was established.
I am not saying that the Neighbourhood Justice Centre
is the entire reason for that, but it certainly is one of the
reasons, there is no doubt about that. I have to say that
these results are certainly very pleasing; I think that
they are tremendous results. However, they are not
unexpected, because of the innovative work that the
NJC has been delivering to tackle crime and deliver
justice to the community.
These results negate the doom and gloom merchants,
who have previously said that the Neighbourhood
Justice Centre is nothing more than apartheid justice. I
am pleased that the shadow Attorney-General appears
to have changed his tune in relation to the NJC, because
he was there at the third anniversary celebrations and
certainly enjoyed the birthday cake at those
celebrations.
The next challenge in our justice system is to take the
lessons learnt from places like the Neighbourhood
Justice Centre and attempt to integrate best practice in
our mainstream courts. That is the challenge, and that is
what the Next Generation Courts project, as set out in
the justice statement 2, will endeavour to do. I will
conclude on this note: this government will certainly
stand firm. We will continue to do the hard work and
continue to be tough on crime, but will also be smart
when it comes to the justice system in this state.

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My question
is to the Premier. Given that the former Chief
Commissioner of Police and deputy coordinator-in-chief
of emergency management has admitted that she left her
post at the height of the tragic bushfires on 7 February and
that this was, as the Premier agrees, a significant error of
judgement, and given that now Victorians have learnt that
she even failed to advise the Premier of this extraordinary
behaviour, will the Premier show real leadership and sack
her from her present role?
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
The Nationals for his question. The Leader of The
Nationals in the preface to his question was right: last
week when I became aware of these matters I indicated
that in my view the former chief commissioner had
made an error of judgement. She acknowledged that
she made an error of judgement and that if she had her
time again, she would do things differently. I have also
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made the point that there are many Victorians who in
hindsight would have done things differently on the
day.
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cooperate with the smooth running of question time and
to cease interjecting in that manner. I remind the
member for Hastings that when the Chair stands he
should cease interjecting.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members,
particularly the member for Bass, to cease interjecting
in that manner.
Mr BRUMBY — In relation to the work that
Christine Nixon does as chair of the Victorian Bushfire
Reconstruction and Recovery Authority, I have spoken
in the highest possible terms about the work that she
does. I believe that she has undertaken that role with
passion, with commitment and with diligence. She has
put her heart and soul into working with communities
to rebuild in those areas. In terms of the views
expressed — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
Bass that if he does not cease interjecting in that
manner, he will not stay in the chamber. I ask the
member for Narre Warren North to cease interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — In terms of the specific question
raised by the Leader of The Nationals, it is worth
reminding the house of his statement in September last
year:
… I think as a state, we need to make sure that we maintain
the great efforts that Christine’s involved in, because this is a
generational issue.

Further, in October last year an article referred to the
Leader of The Nationals and stated:
Peter Ryan … also attended the Sunday workshop and
commended Ms Nixon on the work she had done for all
communities affected by the bushfires.

In terms of people in bushfire-affected areas, again as I
have said publicly since last week, I understand fully
that there will be a range of strongly held views that
people have about this issue. However, I conclude by
reading from a letter published in the Herald Sun of
10 April:
We want to state clearly that we have complete confidence in
Christine Nixon’s ability to lead the Victorian — —

An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — For goodness sake, you are an
embarrassment.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Premier to
ignore interjections. I ask the member for Polwarth to

Mr BRUMBY — This is the Herald Sun of
10 April:
We want to state clearly that we have complete confidence in
Christine Nixon’s ability to lead the Victorian Bushfire
Reconstruction and Recovery Authority.
She has demonstrated an unfailing commitment to the
wellbeing of those of us who have been so acutely bereaved.

The letter is signed by Gary Brown, Robyn Brown,
Leanne Brown, Rebecca Buchanan, Di Rolands, Jan
Chambers, Sheryl White, Jane Bayliss and Owen
Bayliss. All these people are from families in those
areas which directly lost lives, and they are expressing
their full confidence in Christine Nixon.
I acknowledge that there will be a range of views.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
South-West Coast.
Mr BRUMBY — Christine Nixon will be appearing
before the bushfires royal commission again this week.
I urge members of this place and elsewhere not to reach
judgement until the commission has completed its
work.

Government: financial management
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — My question is to
the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport
Accident Commission. I refer to the Brumby Labor
government’s commitment to make Victoria the best
place to live, work and raise a family, and I ask: can the
minister outline to the house the benefits of the Brumby
government’s sound fiscal management and any
challenges to this approach?
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Finance, WorkCover
and the Transport Accident Commission) — I thank the
member for Burwood for his question. As well as any
member on this side of the house the member for
Burwood is aware that the government’s prudent and
responsible financial management is delivering huge
benefits for Victorians. In fact Victoria has maintained
a AAA credit rating throughout the life of this
government, as members would be aware.
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Moody’s Investors Service said in January 2009:
Victoria’s credit quality reflects a sound record of financial
performance underpinned by the state’s prudent fiscal
practices along with —
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press release claiming that the surplus for the half-year
period was $1.2 billion, then another saying it was
around $40 million and then learning that the surplus
for the half-year period was $85 million. I mean, what
is a billion dollars between friends!

the state’s strong —
… tax revenues and commonwealth grants, a modest debt
burden stemming from positive cash operations over many
years, and a sizeable and diversified economic base which
amply supports the state’s financial obligations.

Standard and Poor’s said in September 2009:
The ratings reflect the state’s strong balance sheet, diversified
economy, ongoing fiscal discipline and strong system
support.

We have delivered budget surpluses for every year we
have been in government. We are forecasting budget
surpluses in each year of the forward estimates. In fact
we are the only state in Australia that has current
published estimates forecasting a surplus each year
until 2012–13.
This sound record of responsible financial management
is delivering benefits, because we have been able to
invest a record amount in employing additional police,
employing additional nurses, reducing classroom sizes
for primary school students in particular and treating
more patients in our hospitals. These are the
consequences of sound and responsible financial
management. The government’s responsible approach
has been acknowledged by none other than Barry
O’Farrell, the New South Wales opposition leader — I
cannot believe I am quoting Barry O’Farrell — who
said, ‘Victoria has spent a decade improving
productivity and the delivery of government services’
and went on to say that Victoria was one of the states
that had ‘worked hard to keep their taxes low, red tape
under control and bureaucracies focused on the
economic needs of their states’.
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr HOLDING — The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition interjects and says he is wrong on that point.
There we have it: a debate between — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
ignore interjections, which are disorderly.
Mr HOLDING — Tempting as they are, I will
ignore them, Speaker. It is very important that we
continue the strong record of sound financial
management and that we continue to produce strong
surpluses going forward. I was surprised, therefore, on
11 March this year to see one commentator issue a

The reason it is important that commentators get the
surplus right is that some of these same commentators
are proposing to spend some of this surplus to recruit
additional police officers. We think it is important that
Victorians understand where the money will come
from, according to some commentators, for funding
extra police. Some have said they should spend some of
this surplus, despite not knowing what the surplus
actually is; other commentators have said — and I was
asked about alternative approaches — —
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. I ask you to bring him
back to answering the question with respect to
government business.
The SPEAKER — Order! I believe the minister is
answering the question asked, which did canvass
alternatives.
Mr HOLDING — Responsible and prudent
financial management is an important precondition to
being able to deliver improved services to Victorians.
Not only have we had the suggestion from some
commentators that the budget surplus should be used to
fund additional police but others have said that in fact
reducing the state’s advertising spend should be the
place to go to find the bucket of money to fund
additional police.
What I was surprised to learn was that these
commentators have raided this so-called bucket of
money not just on the occasion of placing protective
services officers on our rail infrastructure but that they
then did the same trick and said the same bucket money
could be used to fund the recent announcement in
relation to 1600 police.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I believe the minister is
debating the question, and I remind him that he has
been speaking for some time. I ask him to conclude his
answer.
Mr HOLDING — We make it absolutely clear that
we have an ironclad commitment to keeping the budget
in surplus. We see that as an absolute precondition to
providing high-quality services to Victorians, whether it
be in the form of additional police, additional nurses,
lower primary school class sizes or treating more
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patients in our public hospital system. It is necessary to
keep the budget in surplus if we are to do that.
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BUILDING AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and first reading

Today’s budget surplus is tomorrow’s investment in
additional infrastructure. This is a commitment that we
take absolutely seriously, and we are derisory of those
opposite who would spend the budget surplus that they
cannot even calculate or proceed with multiple
commitments on reducing government advertising
when they have no credibility on the issue of
responsible financial management.

COURTS LEGISLATION
MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to amend the
County Court Act 1958 in relation to certain pension
entitlements, to amend the Constitution Act 1975, the
Supreme Court Act 1986, the County Court Act 1958, the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 and the Coroners Act
2008 in relation to the office of judicial registrar, to amend the
Coroners Act 2008 in relation to acting coroners, to make
consequential amendments to various acts and for other
purposes.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I ask the
Attorney-General to provide a brief explanation of the
bill.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — This bill does
three things really. Firstly, it amends the County Court
Act to preserve the entitlement to a pension of associate
judges, who were formerly known as masters, as the
member would know, and who were originally
appointed to judicial office before the commencement
of the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act. Secondly, it
amends the Coroners Act to permit an acting coroner to
be paid the same salary and allowances as a magistrate.
Thirdly, the bill creates the office of judicial registrar in
the Supreme, County, Children’s and Coroners courts.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

PRAHRAN MECHANICS’ INSTITUTE
AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Local Government)
introduced a bill for an act to amend the Prahran
Mechanics’ Institute Act 1899.
Read first time.

Mr WYNNE (Minister for Housing) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to amend the
Building Act 1993 and for other purposes.

Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — May
we have a brief explanation of the bill from the
minister?
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Housing) — The bill
increases the maximum penalties in the Building Act 1993
for certain building and plumbing offences to improve the
operation of the building sector by increasing compliance
with building and occupancy permits, which I know will
be of interest to a number of members. The bill also
specifically identifies the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority as a designated insurer within the terms of
section 137AA(2) of the act to support the introduction of
a government-underwritten domestic building insurance
scheme.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

FAIR TRADING AMENDMENT (UNFAIR
CONTRACT TERMS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to amend the Fair
Trading Act 1999 in relation to unfair contract terms and for
other purposes.

Mr O’BRIEN (Malvern) — I ask the minister to
provide a brief explanation as to the contents of the bill.
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I would be delighted to do so. The objective
of the bill is to make amendments to part 2B of the Fair
Trading Act to achieve broad consistency between the
unfair contract terms provisions in part 2B and similar
provisions in the commonwealth Trade Practices
Amendment (Australian Consumer Law) Bill 2009.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
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GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(LICENSING) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Gaming) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to amend the
Gambling Regulation Act 2003, the Gambling Regulation
Further Amendment Act 2009, the Casino Control Act 1991,
the Confiscation Act 1997 and for other purposes.

Mr O’BRIEN (Malvern) — I ask the minister to
provide a brief explanation as to the contents of the bill.
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Gaming) — The bill
will supplement provisions which have already been
implemented in the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Licensing) Act 2009 and the Gambling Regulation
Further Amendment Act 2009 for the regulatory
arrangements for the post-2012 gaming machine
industry structure as well as to implement further
provisions for the post-2012 wagering and betting and
keno licensing procedures.
Motion agreed to.
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Insurance: fire services levy
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house the inequitable nature of the current fire services
levy (FSL) on house, property and business insurance and
points out to the house that everyone who benefits from fire
services should contribute to its funding not just those who
take out insurance whose premiums are effectively doubled
by the FSL and associated taxes.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria investigate and implement a fairer
model of funding fire services.

By Dr SYKES (Benalla) (135 signatures).

Electricity: smart meters
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of citizens of the state of Victoria draws to the
Legislative Assembly’s attention the Brumby government’s
mismanagement of smart meters, in particular:
the Auditor-General’s finding that the project cost has
blown out from $800 million to $2.25 billion, all of
which will be paid for in higher bills;
the Auditor-General’s finding that the electricity
industry may benefit from smart meters at the expense
of the consumers who pay for them;

Read first time.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I advise the house that
under standing order 144 notices of motion 16, 17,
189–191, 223 and 224 will be removed from the notice
paper on the next sitting day. A member who requires
the notice standing in his or her name to be continued
must advise the Clerk in writing before 6.00 p.m. today.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Lentil As Anything: tenancy
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house the need to urgently reconsider the proposed
cessation of Lentil As Anything’s tenure at the Abbotsford
Convent. Upon signing this petition, I am showing my
support and vote of confidence for Lentil As Anything and
overturn any decision by the Abbotsford Convent office that
will negatively impact on Lentil’s tenure.

By Dr SYKES (Benalla) (31 signatures).

the unfairness of many consumers and small businesses
having to pay for smart meters before they are installed;
and
findings by Melbourne University that many families
will have to pay around $300 per annum in higher
electricity bills as a result of Labor’s smart meters.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly require the Brumby Labor government to
immediately freeze the rollout of smart meters across Victoria
until it can be independently demonstrated that consumers
will not be forced to pay for the Brumby government
mistakes in the smart meter project.

By Dr SYKES (Benalla) (224 signatures),
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) (343 signatures),
Mr CRISP (Mildura) (23 signatures) and
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) (31 signatures).

Rail: Mildura line
To the Honourable Speaker and Members of the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria:
This petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house the reinstatement of the Mildura–Melbourne
passenger train.
The petitioners register their request that the passenger service
be suitable for the long distance needs of the aged and
disabled who need to travel for medical treatment, for whom
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travelling by coach or car is not a comfort option, and for
whom flying is financially and logistically prohibitive.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria reinstate the passenger train to service
the needs of residents in the state’s far north who are
disadvantaged by distance.

By Mr CRISP (Mildura) (42 signatures).
Tabled.
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Mildura be considered next day on
motion of Mr CRISP (Mildura).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Lowan be considered next day on
motion of Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan).
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Benalla be considered next day on
motion of Dr SYKES (Benalla).

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 5
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Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notice under
s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule 180/2009
(Gazette G7, 18 February 2010)
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Primary Returns March 2010 and Summary of
Variations notified between 16 September 2009 and 12 April
2010 — Ordered to be printed
National Environment Protection Council — Report 2008–09
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Alpine — C24
Boroondara — C97
Brimbank — C132
Colac Otway — C60
Darebin — C79
Glen Eira — C67
Glenelg — C48
Greater Bendigo — C101
Greater Geelong — C185
Hobsons Bay — C75
Hume — C117

Mr CARLI (Brunswick) presented Alert Digest
No. 5 of 2010 on:
Education and Training Reform Further
Amendment Bill
Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill
Levies) Bill
Equal Opportunity Bill
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of
Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill
Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill
Trustee Companies Legislation Amendment Bill

Latrobe — C21
Melbourne — C133, C151
Melton — C96
Moreland — C97
Mornington Peninsula — C139
Moyne — C5
Pyrenees — C23, C28
Stonnington — C123
Surf Coast — C46

together with appendices.

Warrnambool — C17, C61 Part 1

Tabled.

Whitehorse — C125

Ordered to be printed.

Whittlesea — C134
Wodonga — C68

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Order under s 17D
granting a lease over Albert Park Reserve

Yarra Ranges — C87, C96
Professional Standards Act 2003 — Under s 14:
Australian Computer Society Limited Liability (NSW)
Scheme (Gazette G10, 11 March 2010)
Instrument Amending the Victorian Bar Professional
Standards Scheme (Gazette G10, 11 March 2010)
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Law Institute of Victoria Limited Scheme (Gazette G10,
11 March 2010)
Professional Surveyors’ Occupational Association
Scheme (Gazette G10, 11 March 2010)
Victorian Bar Professional Standards Scheme
(Gazette G10, 11 March 2010)
Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — Report of the Special
Investigations Monitor under s 30Q
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006
Report 2009 on the operation of the Act — Ordered to be
printed.

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were tabled by the Clerk in accordance with an order of
the house dated 19 December 2006:
Credit (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2010 — Part 1, Part 2
and ss 11, 19, 29, 33, 39 and 48 — 1 April 2010
(Gazette S114, 31 March 2010)
Liquor Control Reform Amendment (ANZAC Day) Act
2010 — Whole Act — 25 March 2010 (Gazette G12,
25 March 2010)
Liquor Control Reform Amendment (Party Buses) Act
2009 — Remaining provisions except s 9 — 1 April 2010
(Gazette G13, 1 April 2010)
Transport Legislation Amendment (Hoon Boating and Other
Amendments) Act 2009 — Section 11 — 31 March 2010;
remaining provisions of Part 9 — 30 April 2010
(Gazette S110, 30 March 2010).

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 30 March to:
Credit (Commonwealth Powers) Bill
Magistrates Court Amendment (Assessment and
Referral Court List)
Statute Law Amendment (National Health
Practitioner Regulation) Bill
Victoria University Bill.
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That:
(1) So much of standing and sessional orders be suspended
so as to allow on Tuesday, 4 May 2010, following the
introduction and motion for the second reading of the
annual appropriation bill:
(a) the minister moving the second reading to retain
their right to speak for 15 minutes on the question
later in the debate;
(b) John Lenders MLC, Treasurer, under section 52 of
the Constitution Act 1975, be permitted to attend
the house for the purpose of giving a speech of
unlimited duration in relation to the Victorian state
budget 2010–11.
(2) A message be sent to the Legislative Council advising
them that under section 52 of the Constitution Act 1975,
approval has been granted for John Lenders MLC,
Treasurer, to attend the Legislative Assembly on
Tuesday, 4 May 2010, for the purpose of giving a
speech in relation to the Victorian state budget 2010–11.

Motion agreed to.

Program
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That, under standing order 94(2), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 15 April
2010:
Education and Training Reform Further Amendment
Bill 2010
Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies)
Bill 2010
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime
Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010
Livestock Management Bill 2009 — amendment of the
Legislative Council
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill 2010
Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill 2010.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE
Message read recommending appropriation for
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime
Assistance and Other Matters) Bill.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Budget speech 2010–11
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — By leave, I move:

Trustee Companies Legislation Amendment Bill 2010

The motion on the government business program that I
have just moved has identified seven items of
government business we seek to have dealt with by this
chamber by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 15 April. One of
those, the Livestock Management Bill, involves
amendments from the Legislative Council being sent
back to this house. The government indicates that it is
anticipated those amendments will be accepted, leaving
another six pieces of legislation to be progressed during
the course of the week. I expect those six pieces of
legislation and the amendments from the Legislative
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Council will be able to be dealt with by 4.00 p.m. on
Thursday.
In the unlikely event that we are able to conclude that
task before Thursday there is the annual statement of
government intentions, on which a number of members
have yet to speak, and that would provide an
opportunity for them to do that. If that is not possible
then of course it will remain on the notice paper, but we
are seeking to advise members that that is a possibility.
For the assistance of the house I point out that it is the
intention of the government to start the government
business program today with the fifth order of the day,
the Trustee Companies Legislation Amendment Bill,
debate that to its conclusion today and then proceed in
roughly the order set out in today’s notice paper. In that
context I would be surprised if there were any objection
to this program, because it provides the opportunity to
achieve the objectives set out in the motion and will
also provide plenty of speaking opportunities for
members of this house. I commend the motion to the
house.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The opposition will not
oppose the government business program but I put on
the record that we were profoundly concerned about the
government business program on the last occasion. My
recollection is that we did not oppose the program in
the previous sitting week but the government decided to
bring on two significant debates. One related to the
growth areas infrastructure contribution referral to the
Dispute Resolution Committee. That motion had been
sitting on the notice paper since the end of last year but
the government chose to introduce it during the course
of the week. But most importantly, there was also a
motion on water which occupied the time of the house.
As a consequence we did not conclude the program,
having given all members the opportunity to speak on a
number of pieces of legislation. In particular a number
of opposition speakers wanted to make their
contributions to debate on the Equal Opportunity Bill. I
also note that a number of opposition members are still
to speak on the Justice Legislation Amendment
(Victims of Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill,
and that although through an arrangement with the
government in the previous sitting week many
members had their allocated time cut short, we were
still unable to provide them all with the opportunity to
speak.
When I initially see six bills listed for debate on the
government’s business program this week, together
with the amendment from the Legislative Council, I am
perhaps not confident, but accept that there will be a
sufficient amount of time to get through them all. One
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thing that does concern me is the Members of
Parliament (Standards) Bill, on which a large number of
opposition members wish to make contributions to
debate. There are a number of other bills, of course, but
I note that a number of opposition members want to
make a contribution in relation to that bill. I have also
given notice to the Leader of the House that there are a
number of amendments the opposition wants to make
to that bill to improve its operation and we would like
ample opportunity to put all those amendments to this
place in order that all members have the opportunity to
canvass and, if necessary, vote on them.
As I said, at first blush I think this is a business program
that will meet the time limits provided by the normal
sitting times. I hope the government does not try to pull
any fast tricks and put on other matters that will occupy
the time of the house, as it did in the last sitting week,
which prevented every member having the opportunity
to make a full contribution in the debate on respective
bills. Indeed, a number of bills went to the guillotine
without the completion of those contributions.
Most importantly this week, the Members of
Parliament (Standards) Bill is a matter of some
significance to this place, including to members of the
coalition parties. There should be an opportunity to
move amendments to that bill in an appropriate fashion,
not just in the last 10 minutes on Thursday. Some
significant time should be allocated to that important
matter. I hope that the government gives ample
opportunity for it to be debated in full, but also for
consideration of the amendments to that bill that the
opposition proposes to move.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — Acting Speaker, it
is good to see you in your rightful position in the
Parliament. I want to make just a few comments on the
business program from the point of view of The
Nationals. As you, Acting Speaker, know, we travel
long distances to get here to make contributions to
debate on legislation that is important not only for
Victorians generally but also specifically for the
electorates that we represent right across Victoria. The
Leader of the House referred to seven items that are
planned to be debated this week. We do not see any
problem with them. Like the member for Kew, The
Nationals will not be opposing this government
business program.
As I said, there are seven items in the program for this
week. They are as outlined: six bills, with their
second-reading debates to finish by 4.00 p.m. on
Thursday, and also an amendment of the Legislative
Council to the Livestock Management Bill 2009 to be
considered. It is interesting to note that we have had a
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few amendments come back from the Legislative
Council. It is good to see the upper house doing its
rightful job in reviewing legislation before it becomes
law. My recollection is, and it is interesting to note, that
from 2002 to 2006 no amendments were made by the
Legislative Council and returned to this house. It has
only happened because of the reform of the upper
house by this government. The government often does
not like what happens, but the reality is that the upper
house is working as it should and it is appropriately
reviewing legislation.
The member for Kew raised the matter of the last
sitting week. I raised a concern then that I did not
believe we would get through the business program in
an appropriate amount of time to allow members,
particularly the country members from across Victoria,
the opportunity to contribute to debate on matters of
importance to them. We also had a couple of other
items brought on at late notice. One was the motion on
water, which is critical for us in western Victoria but
also right across country Victoria. Water is a lifeblood
that drives our community not only economically but
also socially and it is important to the environment.
We also had the motion on the growth areas
infrastructure contribution, which again took a lot of
time out of the government business program.
Therefore many bills that were debated got very little
time for contributions by members. As the Leader of
the House says, we want to give everyone the
opportunity to contribute to debate on the bills that are
important to their electorates. We know that not every
one of the 87 members in this place will get that
opportunity, but I think it is appropriate that they are
given every opportunity to contribute to debate on the
bills that are important to their electorates. There is
often an agreement between the whips — the Labor
Party whip, the Liberal Party whip and myself — to try
to limit the amount of time that members have so that
all members who want to contribute to debate can do
so.
The other thing I note — and the Leader of the House
spoke about it — is that the annual statement of
government intentions is still on the notice paper. I am
pleased to say that we are ploughing through debate on
it much better than we did on the statement in 2009. I
do not think too many members had the opportunity to
speak then, but this year I believe that all Nationals and
Liberals have spoken on it and only a few Labor
members are still to make a contribution.
Also on the government business program are items 11
and 14. I will address item 14 first because it relates to
consideration of amendments of the Legislative Council
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to the Water Amendment (Critical Water Infrastructure
Projects) Bill 2006. That item has been on the notice
paper for four years. We see also item 11, which is
consideration of an amendment of the Legislative
Council to the Water Amendment (Entitlements) Bill
2009. I will be interested to see how long that sits on
the notice paper under government business, orders of
the day, before it is debated.
As I said, water is critical to our area. I am pleased to say
that on Thursday in western Victoria we will be having a
major event, the opening of the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline. That will mean that the Premier will not be here
on Thursday. My understanding is that he will not be in
this place tomorrow either. So I doubt whether the
government will bring on some other motions that may
take up time.
I think we have adequate time to debate the matters that
are important to members of The Nationals and all
other members of the house. The Nationals will not be
opposing this government business program.
Mr HODGETT (Kilsyth) — I rise to make just a
few brief comments on the government business
program. As has been stated by the member for Kew,
we do not oppose the government business program for
this sitting week.
Just to repeat a couple of comments, if you like, I note
there are seven items on the government business
program, one being consideration of an amendment of
the Legislative Council to the Livestock Management
Bill, which I agree we should be able to move through
pretty quickly, as the Leader of the House said.
I have some concerns, though. A number of speakers
on this side of the house want to make contributions to
the debate on any number of the other items, and two or
three in particular. I trust adequate time will be allowed
for members to be able to make their contributions to
the debate on those important bills.
At the risk of repeating what the member for Lowan
said, I just draw the attention of the house to item 14 on
the notice paper. It begs the question, and I renew the
call, as to what the government intends to do with that
item, which is consideration of amendments of the
Legislative Council to the Water Amendment (Critical
Water Infrastructure Projects) Bill 2006. In 2006,
following a state election, members were dragged back
into the Parliament to deal with this critical water
infrastructure projects bill, and it has sat on the notice
paper since 2006. We are now in 2010. It raises the
question of what the government is going to do with
this and certainly what its definition of ‘critical’ is,
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given that it is titled the critical water infrastructure
projects bill.
That said, I will conclude on the note that we will not
oppose the government business program for this
sitting week.
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learn that with a school of less than 200 students, we are not
entitled to any funding at all for a qualified
teacher-librarian — not even for two days per week! The
national standard recommended by the Australian School
Library Association is one teacher-librarian per 318 primary
students …

My constituent goes on to explain:
Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
TarraWarra Museum of Art: Bushfire
Australia exhibition
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for the Arts) —
Recently I was pleased to join members of the
Healesville and Yarra Valley communities to officially
open the Bushfire Australia exhibition at the
TarraWarra Museum of Art. The exhibition offers
reflection, inspiration and hope to both the local and
wider communities following the tragic events endured
in February last year. The Brumby government is proud
to have provided TarraWarra with $33 000 to help
present this exhibition.
The exhibition examines current and historical
portrayals of bushfires through art. It gathers together a
range of superb Australian work from public and
private collections by well-known artists such as Rick
Amor, John Longstaff, Joy Hester, Arthur Boyd and
Fred Williams. It also features stunning new works by
artists such as Richard Larter, Claudia Terstappen,
Peter Wegner, Glenn Morgan and Susan Purdy. A
major feature of the exhibition is the 3-metre-long
iconic work by William Strutt, Black Thursday,
February 6th, 1851, which is considered to be one of
Australia’s most important colonial paintings and is on
special loan from the State Library of Victoria.
Bushfire Australia is at the TarraWarra Museum of Art
until 25 July. The museum is providing free entry to
visitors and I encourage everyone to take the time to
visit. TarraWarra Museum of Art has been a generous
gift from Eva and Marc Besen to the people of Victoria.
It is a wonderful place worth visiting at any time, but
especially during the Bushfire Australia exhibition.

Caulfield Primary School: library funding
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — Yesterday I
received a letter of complaint from a parent about the
absence of library funding for Caulfield Primary
School. My constituent claims that:
It is completely incongruous, with the much-publicised
emphasis on improving literacy levels in schools, that we

Our library is funded and supported solely by parents club
fundraising efforts and parent volunteers who recognise the
importance of the library as the intellectual hub of the school
and work tirelessly to support this for our children. What is
missing, though, is the qualified teacher-librarian —
something that is compulsory in New South Wales!

As my constituent points out:
Studies over the past two decades have consistently
highlighted the direct correlation between student
achievement and well-staffed school library programs.
Australian research has also confirmed that extensive use of
the school library is associated with a significant difference in
students’ literacy achievements.

If governments are in the least bit genuine in claiming
they wish to improve the quality of teaching and
literacy and resource-based learning, then they should
acknowledge that all students deserve professional
school library services managed by professionally
trained teachers.

Essendon Lions Club: 57th anniversary
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — Last night I had
the pleasure of joining members of the Lions Club of
Essendon at Windy Hill to celebrate the 57th
anniversary of their club. I think the Lions Club of
Essendon is an organisation that deserves to be
admired. Over the 57 years it has operated in Essendon
it has shown real community service and made a real
difference to the community. I would particularly like
to congratulate president Selva Selvendra, secretary
Kevin Plant and Neil Baudinette, the club’s longest
serving member, who gave a history of the club last
night.
This club has become an established part of the
community of Essendon, having been involved in many
community activities over the years. Perhaps its most
famous achievement was the establishment of
Lionsville, which provides accommodation for older
people. More recently it has become extremely
well-known for an event that has become part of the
calendar of most Essendonians — the I Love Australia
breakfast, which of course is held on Australia Day.
The club continues with its community service and its
fundraising for causes in the area, particularly on issues
related to the lack of sight.
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I congratulate Essendon Lions Club on its 57 years and
I wish it all the best for the future. Last night it had the
great pleasure of inducting several members who will
form the new Lions Club of Taylors Lakes, a Lions
club that is being supported by Essendon.

Budget: Lowan electorate
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — The Lowan
electorate is looking for a fair share of funding in this
year’s state budget. There is a need to upgrade the
Coleraine and Edenhope hospitals, and there is a
mounting need for increased mental health services.
Our young people are our investment in the future and
require access to top quality education and training
facilities. Funding is needed to upgrade the Hamilton,
Dimboola and Horsham colleges and the Horsham
Special School.
There is a growing need for more public housing and
supported accommodation for people with disabilities.
Many country sporting facilities such as ovals, courts,
change rooms and toilets need upgrading, including
those at Balmoral, Coleraine and Rainbow. Transport
funding is needed not only for the Dooen freight hub
but also for roads and bridges along our B and C-class
roads across western Victoria. Lake Bolac, a
progressive town, is still waiting for wastewater and
sewerage infrastructure.
There are also increasing pressures on small businesses
which impact on their sustainability. They want a
reduction in red tape and in fees and taxes, such as
liquor licence fees, payroll tax and the fire services
levy, which is also impacting heavily on private
residents. With western Victoria having a strong
reliance on the agriculture sector, greater support for
agricultural research and development is needed at the
Department of Primary Industries centres at Hamilton
and Horsham.
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Emergency Service Authorities Council. Dr Danielle
Clode, the presenter of the workshop, is also the author
of A Future in Flames, an account of our fire-prone
country, from our ecological past into the future. The
book discusses fires across Australia in an attempt to
understand why, after so many fires, people are still
dying in bushfires.
Dr Clode, who is also a psychologist, explored and
explained the psychology of preparation and response
to fires. The participants learnt of the importance of
being not only physically prepared but also
psychologically prepared to make the decisions we
need to survive and in order to recover from fires.
I congratulate David Baker and Peter Schmidt for
organising the workshop and thank all emergency
services workers and interested community members
for attending.

Sport and recreation: Gembrook electorate
Ms LOBATO — I also wish to congratulate
organisers of other events that were held over the
weekend. On Saturday I attended Yarra Junction’s first
footy match of the season where the club versed
Powelltown. Yarra Junction was the victor in the match
and therefore received the Jeff Cole medal, which I was
privileged to be asked to present. The Minister for Sport
and Recreation also attended to officially open the
adjoining new netball courts. That opening was
celebrated by all members of the netball club and
members of the Upper Yarra Community House, who
work so hard to ensure that the success of local netball
continues and is shared with the footy club. Well done
to the Upper Yarra Community House. Congratulations
also for the RecSpo exhibition, held on Sunday, which
showcased and encouraged local sport and recreation.

Michael Knibbs

I remind the Acting Speaker and members of the house
that Victoria is bigger than Melbourne. The Lowan
electorate is looking for these services and projects to
be funded in this year’s state budget.

Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — I was honoured to be
asked to speak today at a retirement function for
Detective Sergeant Michael Knibbs, who has served for
43 years as a member of the Victorian police force.
Mike and I met in the Nunawading migrant hostel in
February 1967 when he was first applying to join the
force. Mike has proudly served the state with
dedication, decency and integrity. I am proud to call
him my friend.

Bushfires: psychology workshop

Tony Van Gorp

Law and order is an increasing concern, and adequate
funding is required to ensure a police presence in our
towns and cities across the Lowan electorate.

Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — Last week I was
honoured to be asked by the Country Fire Authority
region 8 to launch a bushfire psychology workshop
organised by the authority and the Australasian Fire and

Mrs FYFFE — On another matter, deep sadness
has been expressed in the Yarra Valley at the sudden
death of police Sergeant Tony Van Gorp. Tony was a
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much loved officer, having served 30 years. Tony was a
darn good local country copper who knew his
community and whose community knew him. He was
approachable and accessible. He had an exuberance for
life, and a smile was never far away. I knew of Tony
and then knew him for many years. As the tributes that
have flooded in since his death have shown, he was
held in high regard by schools, the Aboriginal
community, members of the police force, the State
Emergency Service, the Country Fire Authority and
service clubs. Tony was a leader during and after Black
Saturday. He worked tirelessly for the community.

I saw the evidence of many hours of volunteer labour in
the shop as I had purchased some Kriss Kringle items
last December and the change since then has been
enormous. The shop looked great, and I managed to
pick up some new recycled goods. I was honoured, in
partnership with the mayor of the City of Whitehorse,
Bill Pemberton, to have been asked to officially open
such a fantastic initiative that pulls together so many
different sections and people in the Forest Hill area.
Well done, Julia; we are very proud.

The details behind the circumstances of Tony’s sudden
resignation will no doubt be revealed at the inquest into
his death. However, I and many members of the
community and the police force are asking why there
was no intervention, no counselling, no reprimand, no
reassignment, instead of the matter being taken straight
to the section of the Police Regulation Act that allows
the supreme executive power.

Mr CRISP (Mildura) — A proposal has been
developed to establish a second Victorian casino at
Mildura. People in Mildura and elsewhere are already
lining up for what could soon become a very messy
debate, all because an idea for a casino has been
proposed but in circumstances where no-one knows the
ground rules for its consideration. The Brumby
government must confirm that it has been quietly
planning for a second casino and, if it has not, it should
say so and put an end to the matter. If it is, it should set
out the basis on which the licensing process is to
proceed.

Youth Education Support, Forest Hill: op shop
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — I am always
pleased to bring to the attention of the house an
individual or organisation that has achieved a
significant goal or reached a milestone. The opening of
the Youth Education Support op shop in Mahoneys
Road, Forest Hill achieved both of these.
Julia Mosley, the wonderful chairperson of YES and
the person whose idea it was to set up a shop the profits
of which directly assist the struggling students of Forest
Hill through scholarships, amongst other things, set
herself the goal of meeting, communicating and
indirectly collaborating with other not-for-profit
organisations located in Mahoneys Road to ensure the
maximum benefit to our community, not just to local
disadvantaged youth, who are her primary focus. This
collaborative approach was evident in the number of
other local businesses present at the opening.
The friendship and respect between Julia and Forest
Hill management, other groups that had provided pro
bono assistance and the many friends and supporters
present on the day is testament to Julia’s ability to
motivate, inspire and guide us. Our master of
ceremonies was Julia’s good friend, the talented Jennie
Deane, a former councillor and mayor in South
Gippsland; and natural entertainer, friend — and by her
own clarification — not retired New South Wales
magistrate and author Barbara Holborow was the guest
speaker, who provided the audience with a
thought-provoking speech.

Gaming: second casino licence

The Brumby government must remove the potential for
community fragmentation in Mildura and other feature
locations around regional Victoria which might be
considered for a casino. Communities need to
understand what processes the government will enter
into to determine the level of community support and
also explain how the positive and negative outcomes
will be measured. The community of Mildura needs the
assurance of a socioeconomic impact study. Such a
study was a condition of Crown Casino’s approval for
additional tables. The least the Premier could do is
indicate that a socioeconomic study will be part of any
process.
The Brumby government must demonstrate the
responsibility that goes with being in government and it
must do so urgently. It must resolve the many
uncertainties which now prevail and it must do so first
and foremost in the interest of the people of Mildura.
This must be resolved before the community
disintegrates under an uninformed debate.

Schools: Clayton electorate
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I congratulate the following
schools in my electorate. On 22 February I attended
Clayton South Primary School and met the new
principal, Lynne Dickins, and their 2010 school
captains. Ms Dickins informed me of the work of the
Halogen Foundation, a non-profit organisation that
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aims to inspire and influence young people to lead
themselves and to lead others. The Clarinda Lions Club
supported the school by sponsoring four students,
school captains Gity Amiri and Stephen Ghosh, and
sports captains Justin La and Madonna Tangiau, to
attend the Halogen Foundation National Young
Leaders Day at the Melbourne Convention Centre on
12 March. The Halogen Foundation is supported by the
Brumby government and the National Young Leaders
Day has become one of the largest and most significant
leadership events in Australia. I am confident the
experience will encourage the young leaders to help
their fellow students and school community.
On 17 March I attended a local leadership group of six
primary schools at Clayton Primary School. This was a
two-day program involving student leaders from
Clayton primary, Clayton North primary, Huntingdale
primary, Amsleigh Park primary, Oakleigh primary and
Sussex Heights primary schools. School principals
Darren McDonald, Rukshana Verzijl, Monica Scully,
Frank Catalano, Cheryl Sanders and Michael Cormick
are to be commended for the operation of the program
which identifies potential leaders from their schools and
teaches them about leadership.

Planning: Cowes jetty
Mr K. SMITH (Bass) — Just when we thought the
Minister for Planning could not show any greater
stupidity than the dodgy consultation process for the
Windsor Hotel redevelopment, he comes up with
another doozy, the Stony Point–Cowes vehicular ferry
project, and the release of a directive that shows the
proposed jetty at Cowes does not need an environment
effects statement before it is built. There was no option
offered, only the directive that if the jetty is to go ahead,
it will be built adjacent to the current jetty without any
consideration of the impact of the north-facing beach of
Cowes, which is a major tourist attraction in itself, or of
the traffic chaos that will be created in Thompson
Avenue and down at the triangle at the bottom of
Thompson Avenue that will have to become a holding
bay for vehicles coming or going on to the ferry. This is
not an option for the people of Bass Coast.
As with the desalination plant at Wonthaggi, this
project has been forced on the people of Bass Coast,
particularly those living at Phillip Island. This has been
an issue for many years on both the Mornington
Peninsula and Phillip Island. After 25 years is this all
the government can come up with? It is nothing but a
push by the government to be seen to have something
happening before the election later this year. I am not
against the extension of the link highway from the
peninsula, but it should be built with full community
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support and consultation, not as proposed by the
Department of Planning and Community
Development — that is, down near the current jetty. It
should not happen there, and it will not happen there.

Yarraville community centre: restoration
Mr NOONAN (Williamstown) — Next Tuesday,
20 April, the Yarraville community centre will
officially reopen its doors on Francis Street, following
the completion of major restoration work to the historic
building. The reopening of the centre is cause for great
celebration and will add another wonderful chapter to
this building’s proud history. A concerted campaign
over a 10-year period, led by hardworking quarrymen
and local residents brought Yarraville its first school at
the site in 1875. Tragedy was to strike nine short years
later when the building was destroyed by fire. But the
community of Yarraville banded together and
overcame adversity to rebuild the school on the same
site. In 1975 the school was closed and the building
became the new home of the Yarraville community
centre.
When the building started to deteriorate, it was our
local community that once again stood tall and agreed
to find a way to preserve one of the best and most
important buildings in the western suburbs of
Melbourne. Funding for the building’s renovation was
eventually sourced from all three levels of government
in partnership. The commonwealth and state
governments each contributed $1.8 million and
Maribyrnong City Council contributed $1 million. I
thank the many people involved in this project,
including Christine McCall, Tina Soumbassis, Toni
Pearson, Catherine Hamm, Jo Denton, Rebecca Cleaver
and John McCartin. I also thank and congratulate
Maribyrnong City Council CEO Kerry Thompson and
her team for successfully delivering this great project
for local residents of the Yarraville community.

Police: numbers
Mr TILLEY (Benambra) — When it comes to the
facts on crime in Victoria they do not lie. Fact: since the
election of Labor, total violent crime against the person
has risen 40 per cent. Fact: since the election of Labor,
assaults have risen 70 per cent, reports of rape have
increased 32 per cent, weapons and explosives offences
have increased 57 per cent and Victorian families have
had enough. Fact: in the first term of a Baillieu-led
Liberal-Nationals coalition government, 1600 new
front-line officers will be recruited to give police
command the ability to cover the shortfall of
on-the-beat officers which has developed under Labor.
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Fact: this will be the largest single recruitment of
officers over one term of government in Victoria’s
history. Fact: a visible police presence is a key driver in
preventing crime from taking place in the first instance.
Fact: only the coalition has policies on the table today
to stop crime in its tracks and to make our streets safe
again. Fact: if Victorians want more bashings, glassings
and assaults on our streets, at November’s election
there is Labor. However, if Victorians want 1600 new
front-line police officers on the street to stop the
violence and a plan to make Victoria safe again, the
choice has to be a Baillieu coalition government. The
sad fact is that Labor has failed Victorian families when
it comes to keeping them safe on our streets.

Pascoe Vale Soccer Club: funding
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I pay tribute to
the work and spirit of the Pascoe Vale Soccer Club and
particularly to the Tona family. The Tona family’s
pivotal role has been crucial to the enjoyment of
community sport for the club’s playing and social
members, supporters and volunteers and to our general
Moreland community. The significant growth and
success of the club, especially its 300 junior members,
is a tribute to the Tona family’s long-term dedication,
spirit and inclusiveness. Dimatar, who is known as Jim,
and Angelina Tona arrived in Australia from Bitola in
Yugoslavia in March 1996. They were a young married
couple with one child, Athena, who later had an
Aussie-born sister, Alex, and a brother, Lou. Jim and
Angelina love soccer and they helped form the club
which originally comprised players from their old club,
known as Pelister, a mountain range in what is now
known as Macedonia.
In November-December 1966, the club was officially
formed in Wicklow Street, Pascoe Vale and was called
the Pascoe Vale Soccer Club. The Tonas and many of
their original friends, including Michael Puljevic, still
enjoy weekends together at Pascoe Vale Soccer Club
games. We thank them and all the original stalwarts for
what they have done in the 44 years of this wonderful
club.
On Saturday I visited the club along with Lou Tona, the
club president, and informed them of the $60 000 state
government Sport and Recreation Victoria funding
which will be matched by the Moreland council as well
as by club funds and labour costs plus volunteering of
time. This funding partnership will provide great
improvements to the club’s facilities.
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Police: Neighbourhood Watch
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) — During recent
public meetings about the changes taking place to the
Neighbourhood Watch program, the message conveyed
by the presenters was that the program is
underperforming and needs to justify the resources
allocated to it. The overwhelming majority of people at
the meetings were Neighbourhood Watch volunteers
who have supported the program for 25 years. They
consider that their views and experience are now being
ignored. While I recognise the need for police resources
to be allocated to the areas most in need, it saddens me
to hear from volunteers who are losing their
enthusiasm. Local crime fighting has fallen victim to
the Brumby government’s failure to properly fund our
police force. This further highlights the need for another
1600 police officers to make our streets safer — and
only a coalition government will commit to delivering
them.

Hospitals: government performance
Mrs VICTORIA — In yet another example of the
Labor government’s failure to adequately resource our
health system, a constituent living in Boronia has been
on the public hospital waiting list for shoulder surgery
for more than two years. She has been told that doctors
will not operate due to issues with ageing medical
instruments. How can this state be called the best place
to live, work and raise a family when doctors in its
hospitals cannot even get access to the instruments they
need to perform common operations? The Brumby
Labor government has completely dropped the ball on
health.

Ringwood Highland Games
Mrs VICTORIA — Congratulations to Sue
McLeod and everyone else involved in the Ringwood
Highland Games on Sunday. The event was as
colourful and as much fun as ever. The wonderful sense
of community spirit displayed by participants and
spectators alike made for an enjoyable afternoon of
great Scottish fun.

Cathy Vescio-Dibella
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — Today, I rise to
acknowledge the fantastic work being done in Yuroke
by local resident Cathy Vescio-Dibella. Cathy has
recently been appointed an ambassador for the
Craigieburn Football Club’s pilot program to crack
down on drinking and violence at football games.
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Cathy is a mother of two who has lived in the local
community for 35 years. She owns and runs an
extremely successful local hairdressing business and is
an active member of the community. In 2004 Cathy
formed the Body Culture group, which promotes
healthy body image, self-esteem and confidence in
young people. Body Culture runs workshops in
Victorian schools. They encourage young people to
respect themselves, their bodies and others. I have
received terrific feedback about the Body Culture
program, and I am sure that young people gain
invaluable skills from attending those sessions.
Antisocial behaviour at sporting events is not welcome
in Victoria, and the Craigieburn Football Club is
leading the way in stamping out that sort of behaviour. I
take this opportunity to thank Cathy for the tremendous
work she does in the local community. I know she will
bring a great set of skills to the Craigieburn Football
Club and will be a great ambassador. She is a great role
model for young people. If people look at Cathy and
emulate her life, they will do well.

Government: purchasing policy
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — I refer to the Australian
Industry Group (AIG) submission to the Brumby
government on its 2010–11 budget priorities and
specifically note page 9 of the submission under the
heading ‘Government procurement’. I concur with the
sentiment expressed by the AIG about the Brumby
government’s procurement policy which, in the opinion
of AIG — and might I say many others — excludes the
‘net community benefit’ of government procurement.
As pointed out by the AIG, the Brumby government’s
procurement policy seems to focus on the cheapest
possible price of goods and services and not on best
value. Best value should include important aspects such
as skills development and the development of
Australian industries. However, the Brumby
government continues to ignore this point.
It is interesting to note the third paragraph under this
section in which the AIG notes:
Government departments have not sufficiently supported
Victorian and Australian businesses.

This rings true for many businesses. An example relates
to Australian Paper’s Maryvale mill based in the
Morwell electorate. It is Australia’s largest white paper
manufacturer and it has to compete extensively with
overseas paper manufacturers which neither provide the
economic benefit nor environmental performance to
match Australian Paper’s contribution to Victoria. This
is replicated across the state. In many instances local
manufacturers and businesses are not afforded the
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opportunity to provide goods and services to the
Victorian government or its departments. If the Brumby
government is serious in its endeavours to grow and
support regional Victoria, it must reconsider aspects of
its purchasing policy and demonstrate its commitment
to better support Victorian manufacturers and
businesses, particularly those based in regional
Victoria.

Schools: Cranbourne electorate
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — Recently I joined
the Minister for Education in visiting some very
exciting education projects in the electorate of
Cranbourne. Together we officially opened
Langwarrin’s Elisabeth Murdoch College’s
$8.3 million modernisation. This major transformation
is the result of a combined Brumby-Rudd Labor
government investment in education. It includes a new
senior centre, a student lounge and extensive IT access.
The college has also benefited from the refurbishment
of its science, arts and home economics faculties.
We also officially opened the state-of-the-art
Cranbourne Carlisle Primary School. This year more
than 170 city of Casey children are enjoying the
benefits of studying at a brand-new multimillion-dollar
state-of-the-art primary school. Modern features of the
school include learning spaces filled with natural light;
state-of-the-art ICT, including comprehensive wireless,
electronic whiteboards and multimedia systems;
energy-efficient buildings and a wetland; integrated
science, technology and arts spaces; an indoor
gymnasium; and outdoor plexipave courts and a sports
oval. This school complements the new state-of-the-art
Brumby Labor government P-12 college that is being
constructed in Cranbourne East.
Also on the day together we officially opened the
$400 000 new and redeveloped years 1 and 2 learning
spaces at the Belvedere Park Primary School.
Education remains the no. 1 priority for the Brumby
Labor government. I am proud to be part of a proactive
government.

Government: performance
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — With this being the last
parliamentary sitting week prior to the Treasurer
handing down the 2010–11 state budget on 4 May, this
statement condemns the past 11 years of a tired and
out-of-touch state Labor government. It is a
government which has benefited from over $300 billion
in revenue yet has lurched from one disaster to another.
Despite the unprecedented record revenue flow,
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Victorians are still faced with deteriorating basic
government services and crumbling infrastructure.
In addition, our total state public sector net debt has
increased alarmingly and is forecast to reach
$31.3 billion in 2013, leaving future generations with a
heavy burden to pay back. Do members know how this
government fixes problems? Rather than actually
improving government services and infrastructure
deficiencies, the Brumby Labor government spends
millions of taxpayers dollars on spin, blatantly political
advertising and rhetoric in a bid to cover up its
shameful neglect. This is a disgrace and totally
unacceptable. However, it is typical Labor; it is all
about spin and no substance.
Labor simply cannot be trusted to manage taxpayers
money. Victorians may well ask where all the money
has gone — because they have not seen anything for it.
Our road network is increasingly congested; our trains
are crowded, forever late and unreliable; our hospitals
simply do not have enough beds — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr K. Smith) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Libraries: St Albans
Ms KAIROUZ (Kororoit) — On Thursday, 8 April,
I had the pleasure of attending the official opening of
the redeveloped St Albans library. The state-of-the-art
$1.26 million library, thanks to a partnership between
the Brumby Labor government and Brimbank City
Council, was officially opened by the Minister for
Community Development.
The funding for St Albans library was secured from the
$31.5 million Living Libraries grants, which are
dedicated to the renewal of public library infrastructure,
and the Brimbank City Council. The library is located
on Alfrieda Street, one of the main shopping strips in
St Albans. The redeveloped library will no doubt be
used as a gathering place for local residents, students,
community service providers and traders.
The partnership between the Brumby Labor
government and the council has produced a much
larger library, including a lounge, a customer service
area and dedicated spaces for children and teenagers, as
well as more access to programs and activities. The
redeveloped library has 30 more computers with
expanded technological resources. This was a central
part of the project. The library also provides access to
hundreds of newspapers from around the world which
can be read online.
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This is indeed a 21st-century facility. Through its
modern and inviting facilities and services the library
will foster lifelong learning and job opportunities for
local visitors and students. I congratulate the Brumby
Labor government on continuing to address the gaps.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr K. Smith) —
Order! The member for Albert Park has 1 minute.

Albert Park electorate: bowls clubs
Mr FOLEY (Albert Park) — I wish to bring to the
attention of the house the great work done by the Port
Melbourne Bowling Club and the Albert Park VRI
Bowls Club in my community. I recently had the
privilege of joining the Minister for Sport, Recreation
and Youth Affairs in announcing a series of grants to
assist these two clubs to develop and adopt
water-saving technologies to secure each of the clubs in
this increasingly dry environment.
Each of these wonderful clubs acts as much more than a
repository and centre for the fine art of bowling. They
are centres where the community can come together in
a range of ways that go well beyond bowling. I take the
opportunity to acknowledge the good work done by
each of their committees and look forward to working
with them in the many years to come and continuing to
promote their activities.

TRUSTEE COMPANIES LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Finance, WorkCover
and the Transport Accident Commission).
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rise to speak on behalf
of the coalition on the Trustee Companies Legislation
Amendment Bill 2010. I say from the outset that we
support this piece of legislation. I would like to thank
the Treasurer for organising the briefing we had; it was
excellent.
The purpose of this bill is to complement
commonwealth legislation that will see the transfer of
responsibility for the regulation of private sector trustee
companies from the state to the commonwealth.
There are four main provisions in this bill. Firstly, it
repeals the sections of the Trustee Companies Act 1994
relating to trustee companies being regulated by the
state. However, it retains the general powers and
obligations of trustee companies. Secondly, it makes
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consequential amendments to the Administration and
Probate Act 1958 and the Guardianship and
Administration Act 1986 to preserve certain powers of
the Supreme Court and the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal under those acts. Trustee
companies are still subject to Victorian law with respect
to probate and estate administration, and
unincorporated trustees remain under Victorian law.
The third provision of this bill amends the State
Trustees (State Owned Company) Act 1994 to provide
that State Trustees Ltd — a fully owned state
corporation — remains regulated by Victorian
legislation by agreement with the commonwealth. Due
to State Trustees Ltd performing functions which are
performed by unincorporated public trustees in other
states, the trust, the state and the commonwealth agreed
to State Trustees Ltd remaining under Victorian
regulation, and the coalition sees the common sense in
that. The fourth provision aims to have this legislation
enacted prior to the enacting commonwealth legislation
becoming operational on 1 May 2010 to avoid conflict
between state and commonwealth regulations.
I would like to make a couple of comments on this bill.
The proposal to transfer the regulation of trustee
companies from the states to the commonwealth was
flagged as early as the 1990s. It was delayed due to the
view that APRA (Australian Prudential Regulation
Authority) could not take on further prudential
regulatory programs until its responsibilities in
overseeing the banking, superannuation and insurance
sectors had been fully met. There was a final
commitment by COAG (Council of Australian
Governments) in July 2008 for the commonwealth to
assume regulatory authority over trustee companies.
Although it was originally foreseen that APRA would
assume prudential responsibility over trustee
companies, due to the commonwealth using its
constitutional corporation powers there was no need for
referral of powers from the states. Trustee companies
will be regulated through a national licensing and
consumer protection model administered by the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission.
The bill’s purpose is generally not opposed by legal and
tax practitioners, who believe that the national
regulation of trustee companies under the
commonwealth Corporations Law regime is logical and
reduces any false parts here and there and any burden
between state jurisdictions. The only concern that has
come across to us in our consultations is that trust
structures are used by many businesses and charities for
legitimate purposes for business continuity and estate
planning. Stakeholders have raised concerns regarding
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the recent emphasis of the Australian Taxation Office
and the State Revenue Office on targeting trusts. That is
just some of the feedback that has come back to us.
Examples of those private sector trustee companies are
ANZ Trustees Ltd, Equity Trustees Ltd, National
Australia Trustees Ltd, Public Trustees for the ACT,
Public Trustees for the Northern Territory and
Sandhurst Trustees. There is a list of about 16 major
trusts. As I mentioned, this was being proposed in the
early 1990s. However, a number of issues had arisen at
that time, including the formulation of regulations for
the superannuation and banking industries. The
Australian Prudential Regulatory Authority had its
hands full and, as a result, wanted this put off until a
later time. That is the point we are at now.
I turn to the background of trustee company services.
Traditionally only a natural person could discharge the
role of a personal trustee in the sense of acting as an
executor or an administrator appointed by a will. For
this reason a body corporate, having limited liability,
could not act as a personal trustee, and governments
enacted legislation to license trustee companies to
provide an alternative to natural trustees and to allow
for a long-term trust, such as a charitable trust, to be
established. Governments generally conferred trustee
company status only on large public companies that had
a broad spread of ownership. Such companies were
thought to be best able to ensure proper administration
of trusts because of their resources and stability. A
smaller proportion of the business of trustee companies
is personal trust work, and trustee companies offer a
range of other financial services, such as insurance,
superannuation and estate planning services.
As I mentioned, in May 2008 it was announced that as
part of the Council of Australian Governments reform
agenda the commonwealth would be assuming
responsibility for the regulation of trustee companies.
The Financial Services Moderation Act 2009 will
commence on 1 May 2010. In August 2009 the Trustee
Corporations Association of Australia put out a paper
entitled National Consumer Credit Protection Bill 2009
and Related Bills — Submission to the Senate
Economics Committee. The opening section of the
executive summary states:
The TCA welcomed the announcement last year that the
commonwealth would take over responsibility for the
regulation of trustee companies.
Such a move, by eliminating duplication of licensing and
reporting arrangements and a number of restrictive
operational requirements in the various state and territory
legislation, was expected to reduce the regulatory burden on
trustee companies, while creating a national market for trustee
services.
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It would also be expected to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of the industry’s supervision.
However, we have concerns with several aspects of the
approach proposed in the Corporation Amendment (Financial
Services Modernisation) Bill 2009.

I will just pick up the one point. Whereas the exposure
draft says the states and territories will repeal their
respective trustee companies acts, the bill provides for
the commonwealth to assume exclusive responsibility
for entity-level regulation of traditional trustee
company services with existing state and territory
legislation and the rules of common law and equity
continuing to govern the functions and powers of the
trustee companies. It is unclear how that amended
model would work in practice — for example, how the
obligations imposed on trustee companies by
commonwealth legislation interact with the
responsibilities of state and territory tribunals in respect
of represented persons.
The last point I make is that it is my understanding that
the regulations have still not been fully formulated at
this point but that a discussion paper was put out in
March 2010 by the Australian Securities Investment
Commission. It is consultation paper 132 entitled
Trustee Companies — Financial Requirements and
Conduct Obligations. This paper has been circulated
widely. I have great confidence that the regulations will
be put in place quickly. The discussion paper states
how this will unfold. It states that stage 1 was the
release of the paper on 15 March; stage 2 was that
comments were due on the consultation paper on
7 April 2010, which leaves a couple of weeks in April
for the drafting of amendments to RG 166; and stage 3
is the re-release in May 2010 of RG 166. We hope the
commission will stick to the time lines and that the
regulations will be up and running quickly. On that
note, as I said at the start, the coalition will be
supporting this bill.
Ms RICHARDSON (Northcote) — I am pleased to
rise to speak in support of the Trustee Companies
Legislation Amendment Bill 2010. This bill has
received overwhelming support from the trustee
companies, and I was pleased to learn that the parties
opposite will also be supporting the bill.
The support from the trustee companies has followed
extensive consultations conducted by the
commonwealth. The bill will transfer responsibility for
the regulation of private sector trustee companies to the
commonwealth, and the referral of the regulations will
be undertaken via the commonwealth’s powers over
corporations, as private sector trustee companies, by

Tuesday, 13 April 2010

definition, are corporations. No further referral of
powers is required.
As a result of a number of inquiries into the financial
services system during the 1980s and the 1990s a
consistent view was formed that we needed to have a
national approach to the regulation of financial services.
That has been done consistently and in stages with, for
example, the commonwealth assuming responsibility
for the non-bank financial institutions such as building
societies and credit unions. The transfer of
responsibility of private sector trustee companies was
due to take place during the introduction of other
financial regulatory reforms but was deferred to ensure
that these measures were properly implemented before
this important measure was proceeded with.
In July 2008 the Council of Australian Governments
confirmed its commitment that the commonwealth
would assume the authority over the regulation of
private sector trustee companies. The commonwealth’s
legislation is expected to commence on 6 May 2010 at
the latest. Therefore the Victorian Parliament needs to
debate and pass this bill to avoid overlapping provisions
between the state and commonwealth jurisdictions.
Specifically the bill repeals provisions of the Trustee
Companies Act 1984 to impose a regulatory regime on
trustee companies while retaining provisions that
facilitate those companies’ activities in relation to
estates and asset management. It also amends
provisions of the Administration and Probate Act 1958
and the Guardianship and Administration Act 1986 to
enable trustee companies regulated by the
commonwealth to continue to undertake the estates and
asset management activities they previously undertook
under a state regulatory regime. Finally, it amends the
State Trustees (State Owned Company) Act 1994 to
provide that the repealed provisions of the Trustee
Companies Act 1984 continue to apply to State
Trustees Ltd.
State Trustees Ltd continues to be regulated by the state
because it performs the functions of a public trustee in
Victoria even though it was established as a
corporation. In all other states this role is carried out by
unincorporated government agencies, which are not
covered by the commonwealth’s corporations
legislation. Given that State Trustees Ltd undertake
some activities of a non-commercial nature, both the
Victorian government and the commonwealth
government agreed to keep the regulation of it in the
hands of the state for the time being. However, State
Trustees Ltd will still be subject to the same provisions
given the similarities between the state and
commonwealth regulation regimes.
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The Australian Securities and Investments Commission
will be the regulator of trustee companies, because the
regulation is being implemented by the Corporations
Act. While there are changes that trustee companies
must make to comply with the new commonwealth
regulations, these changes are considered to be of a
minor nature and worthwhile given that they will
provide uniformity for these usually nationally
operating organisations. This will forever do away with
the need for compliance with eight different sets of
regulatory requirements and will therefore improve the
efficiency of those organisations. It is for these reasons
and more that I commend the bill to the house.
Mr WELLER (Rodney) — It is with great pleasure
that I rise today to speak on the Trustee Companies
Legislation Amendment Bill 2010. I say from the outset
that the coalition is supporting the bill. The bill
complements commonwealth legislation that will see
the transfer of responsibility for the regulation of
private sector trustee companies from the state to the
commonwealth.
I turn to the main provisions of the bill. Firstly, it
repeals sections of the Trustee Companies Act 1984
relating to trustee companies being regulated by the
state; however, it retains the general powers and
obligations of trustee companies. Provisions of the
existing Victorian legislation, such as fees, accounts
and reporting requirements, are repealed and are
assumed under the commonwealth regulatory regime.
Secondly, the bill makes consequential amendments to
the Administration and Probate Act 1958 and the
Guardianship and Administration Act 1986 to preserve
certain powers under those acts of the Supreme Court
and the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal.
Trustee companies will still be subject to Victorian law
with respect to probate and estate administration.
Unincorporated trustees will remain under Victorian
law.
Thirdly, the bill amends the State Trustees (State
Owned Company) Act 1994 to provide that State
Trustees Ltd, a fully state-owned corporation, remains
regulated by Victorian legislation by agreement with
the commonwealth government. Due to State Trustees
Ltd performing functions which are performed by
unincorporated public trustees in other states, the state
and commonwealth governments mutually agreed that
the corporation remain under Victorian regulation.
Fourthly, the aim is to have this legislation enacted
prior to the enacting commonwealth legislation
becoming operational on 1 May to avoid conflict
between state and commonwealth regulations.
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I went through the bill and found some interesting parts.
I bring the house’s attention to new section 26B,
‘Exemption from state tax’. I quote:
… exempt matter means the transfer of the estate assets and
liabilities of a transferring company to a receiving company
under Division 2 of Part 5D.6 of the Corporations Act …

It is good that we are getting out of the way and not
putting unnecessary charges on business and on
people’s estates. It is a very good thing to be doing. The
section also defines ‘state tax’ as meaning:
… application or registration fees, duty under the Duties Act
2000 or any other tax, duty, fee or charge imposed by any Act
or law of the State.

It continues:
… State tax is not payable in relation to —
… an exempt matter —

which is a good idea —
or
… anything done because of, or for a purpose connected with
or arising out of, an exempt matter.

This will minimise the cost of the operation of these
estates.
I turn to new section 61, ‘General transitional
provision’, which says:
… The amendments and repeals made by the Trustee
Companies Legislation Amendment Act 2010 are not taken to
affect any duties, obligations, rights, liabilities, immunities
and privileges that apply to a trustee company pursuant to this
act that are not otherwise dealt with by Chapter 5D of the
Corporations Act.

I think that makes immense sense.
I turn to part 3, ‘Administration and Probate Act 1958’.
Clause 18, ‘Executors’ etc commission’, inserts
section 65(2), which says:
Despite subsection (1), the commission or percentage allowed
by the court in respect of a licensed trustee company must not
exceed the commission or percentage that a licensed trustee
company may charge under Chapter 5D of the Corporations
Act.

Once again, this limits the cost, which I think is a
positive thing.
In part 4, ‘Guardianship and Administration Act 1986’,
clause 19, ‘Remuneration of professional
administrator’, puts a limit on how large fees can be. It
is a great thing that we ensure charges are minimal so
that the cost of doing business is minimised for estates
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and estate beneficiaries. That is a positive thing, and I
give the bill my full support.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I am delighted to
support the bill. I heard the member for Rodney give it
his complete support, and I am very pleased about that.
I also heard that the member for Rodney is a low-tax
man, and I wonder if this is prescient. Later on we will
see that there will not be enough money to fulfil the
promises made by the Liberal Party and The Nationals.
This is a bill that deals with financial services. Victoria
has had strong leadership when it comes to financial
services, particularly over the last 10 years. Trustee
companies are very much part of the financial services
industry. The member for Scoresby, for example,
would be well aware that under the previous Liberal-led
coalition government there was a great failure when it
came to financial services. It was prepared to cede
leadership of financial services to Sydney. However, in
the last 10 years Victoria has assumed leadership in
financial services. The Victorian Labor government is
supporting the financial services industry. We are
delighted to be the proponents of this bill as part of the
general move towards national regulation of financial
services.
Victoria now has a healthy financial services industry,
as opposed to what it had during the seven dark years of
former Premier Kennett’s era. Victoria has been the
proud home to many trustee companies.
Mr Wells interjected.
Mr STENSHOLT — The member for Scoresby is
not too sure. I remind him that this is the Trustee
Companies Legislation Amendment Bill and that he
should be proud of the Victorian financial services
industry, of which trustee companies are part.
The bill repeals provisions of the Trustee Companies
Act 1984 in regard to the regulatory regime for trustee
companies, while retaining provisions that facilitate
those companies’ activities relating to estates and asset
management. It amends provisions of the
Administration and Probate Act and the Guardianship
and Administration Act to enable trustee companies
regulated by the commonwealth to continue to
undertake estate and asset management activities that
they previously undertook under the state regulatory
regime. This is part of the changeover from a state
regime to a federal one. The bill also amends the State
Trustees (State Owned Company) Act 1994 to provide
that the repealed provisions of the Trustee Companies
Act continue to apply to State Trustees Ltd.
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As has been mentioned by previous speakers, this bill
relates to the follow-on to inquiries such as the
Campbell and Wallace inquiries into the financial
system and the willingness of the commonwealth and
the state to get complementarity in the financial
services area in terms of national regulation of the
provision of such financial services. That is being done
in stages.
As we saw, the Council of Australian Governments just
decided to implement a new wave of national
regulation reform. This occurred when a commitment
was made by the government at the July 2008 meeting
of COAG to implement national regulation of trustee
companies. I am very proud of Victoria’s record and
leadership under COAG. Under the Bracks and
Brumby governments Victoria has shown real
leadership in terms of national reform in this area, and
some of the ideas that Victoria has put forward have
come through — many of them, in fact, because the
Victorian ideas are very much to the fore when it comes
to national reform. This is another example of that sort
of change.
Part of this reform includes national responsibility for
the regulation of credit and other financial services
provisions. We have already had several bills which
have become acts in the last couple of years as part of
the general package of these reforms. Of course the
regulation of the trustees, as has been mentioned by
others, will occur under the Corporations Act, and the
principal regulator of the trustee companies under that
act will be the Australian Securities and Investments
Commission.
State Trustees Ltd will continue to be regulated by the
state, and that is because it has a special place in the
financial services system here in Victoria. Although it is
a corporation and hence generally subject to
commonwealth corporations regulation, Victoria and
the commonwealth have agreed that at least for the time
being State Trustees Ltd will continue to be regulated
by the state because it performs the function of public
trustee here in Victoria. It is a very important function.
I am sure other members of Parliament would know of
examples of constituents coming to their door to talk
about the issues relating to the trustees and have asked
members of Parliament to help by making
representations to State Trustees Ltd on their behalf to
try to clarify situations in individual cases. I do not
propose to go into any of those today, but I am well
aware of a number of cases that have occurred over the
years. I should say for the record that I believe State
Trustees Ltd has improved its performance over the last
10 years and is far more outgoing, far more explanatory
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and far clearer in its dealings with the people it is
looking after. These dealings relate to activities of a
non-commercial nature, which is a community service
obligation that State Trustees Ltd performs — that is,
looking after people who find it hard to look after
themselves or their families. As I said, the work State
Trustees Ltd is doing has improved quite significantly
over the last few years.
This bill is part of the package for the move towards
national regulation of financial services. As I have said,
we do financial services regulation far better in Victoria
now than was done more than 10 years ago. This is part
of the national reform, and I commend the bill to the
house.
Ms HENNESSY (Altona) — I rise to speak in
support of the Trustee Companies Legislation
Amendment Bill 2010. Trustee companies manage
assets on behalf of a large number of Australians. As
they are looking after the interests of beneficiaries they
are expected to exercise a high degree of diligence and
care. This bill marks another important step in
providing greater focus to a more effective and efficient
regulation of financial services providers.
It has been a long time since the Campbell and Wallace
inquiries, and since that time we have seen a broad
consensus emerge amongst all sides of the political
spectrum and amongst all stakeholders in support of
national regulation of financial service providers. The
process of implementation has been a staged one over
the past two decades, with the focus having been on the
larger financial services sector. It is a good thing, given
that it was the focus of this regulation that largely
protected Australian consumers, Australian
shareholders, Australian employees and Australian
companies from the chill winds of the global financial
crisis.
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in this reform process. Fortunately there are no
constitutional law issues here, which is often an oddity
when it comes to national reform, because the subjects
of this transfer are corporations. The commonwealth
will be relying on its corporations power to regulate,
and it will appropriately regulate under the
Corporations Act.
State Trustees Ltd is exempt. This is because its work
involves both commercial and non-commercial
activities, and so it would be misconceived to regulate
State Trustees Ltd via a mechanism that was focused
exclusively on commercial regulation. These activities
will continue to be regulated by the state government,
with the commercial activities still being regulated in
accordance with the principles of competitive
neutrality.
This bill is an important step in enabling the provision
of a single standard national regulatory regime. This
will end multiple state-based regulations. It will also
ensure that consumers continue to be appropriately
protected. As the Australian Securities and Investments
Commission will be the sole national regulator for the
trustee company sector, any concern from the sector
could be appropriately dealt with through the
commonwealth consultation as it goes through the
processes of the development, adoption and
promulgation of its regulations under the Corporations
Act.
But this bill will help lead us towards a truly national
market for trustee services. It will make it easier for
trustee companies to operate across Australia. This will
benefit consumers and will also give us uniformity
around consumer protection. It will remove artificial
barriers to entry and provide greater competition. On
that basis I happily support the bill.
Motion agreed to.

When we are transferring responsibilities for the
regulation to the commonwealth it is important that we
consider the putative regulatory regime involved. It is
important that we be satisfied of its effectiveness and
that we have evidence of its performance in the larger
financial services sector. It has done a good job of
striking a balance between efficiency, fairness and
consumer protection.
The Council of Australian Governments has now
embarked on the process of a new wave of regulation
reform. An important part of this wave of reform
pertains to nationalising the regulation of credit and
other financial services provision. This has provided us
with a great opportunity to address unfinished business
and enable trustee company regulation to be dealt with

Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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Council’s amendment
Message from Council relating to following
amendment considered:
Clause 63, page 39, after line 22 insert —
“( ) The regulations are subject to disallowance by a House
of the Parliament.”.

Mr MERLINO (Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Youth Affairs) — I move:
That the amendment be agreed to.

Mr WELLER (Rodney) — It gives me great
pleasure to support this amendment from the upper
house. The amendment reads:
Clause 63, page 39, after line 22 insert —
“( ) The regulations are subject to disallowance by a House
of the Parliament.”.

I believe this makes a lot of sense. The industry, the
Victorian Farmers Federation and its dairy group,
United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, and other
organisations were supportive of adding this
amendment to the original version of the Livestock
Management Bill of 2009. The reason we asked for this
power of disallowance was that even though there has
been consultation there has sometimes been extreme
pressure put on the farmer members of some of these
consultation groups. It puts unfair pressure on members
of these committees for them to not have the option of
going through the political process for disallowance.
Prior to coming to Parliament I was a member of a
consultative group on animal welfare for Animal
Health Australia. We used to sit with government and
industry bureaucrats, and extreme pressure was put on
the farmers on those committees to accept regulations
that they perhaps did not want to accept. If you had
taken away the right of disallowance of some of these
regulations, the pressure on the farmers in those
negotiations would have been far too great. The
disallowance of these processes was widely supported.
Animal health is a very important area and the animal
industries are very important to this state. We have to
make sure that biosecurity measures are practical and
can be adopted by the industry without putting undue
pressures on the industry. When I was on the Animal
Health Australia committee there was a proposal to
double fence all the farmland in Australia. That would
have been a massive impost on the farming community
and one that farmers could not afford. However,
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because we were able to negotiate and we had the
option where we could have either house of Parliament
disagree with it and stop it, we had the ability to bring
those regulations back to common sense.
That is why we, the coalition, put forward this
amendment in the lower house. Unfortunately it was
not agreed to in the lower house, but the upper house
has seen the light of day and has agreed to it, and I am
pleased to hear that now it has come back to the lower
house the government will be agreeing to it. With those
few words, I wish the amendment a speedy passage.
Mr HELPER (Minister for Agriculture) — As has
been indicated, the government intends to accept the
amendment passed by the upper house. In indicating
that I just want to make some comments. The first set
of comments concentrate on the absolute hypocrisy we
have seen from both The Nationals and the Liberal
Party on this particular set of amendments.
Mr Walsh — You’re the one that has backflipped.
Mr HELPER — If I can come first to the disorderly
interjection about the backflip, let me just make the
comment that the industry we represent, an industry
that only a Labor government appears to be
representing well in this state, is keen for this legislation
to become part of the law so that we can move on.
Overlooking the hypocrisy associated with The
Nationals, the Liberal Party and the Greens hopping
into bed together is a small price to pay for getting the
greater gain for the industry. Let me just highlight this
hypocrisy. Since 2008 there have been 28 new principal
acts enacted with regulation-making powers. There
have been 28 opportunities for members of the
opposition, including the member for South-West
Coast, the member for Swan Hill or any member of the
Greens in the upper house, to support this high principle
and argue that the ability for either house to disallow
regulations should be held sacrosanct.
I have seen some Liberal quotes and media reports
which came out after debate in this house. In every
instance in those 28 principal acts the regulations are
not disallowable by either house of Parliament. In other
words, they adopted the system of disallowance that
was originally intended by the government — that is,
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee would
recommend the disallowance of a regulation. In that
time no principal act has been passed that has included
a provision for disallowance other than by the SARC
process. In fact there was no debate, there were no
amendments, there was no voting and there were no
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requests from the opposition for this type of
disallowance to be built into any of that legislation.
When we go to some of the legislation that we are
talking about, the opposition would certainly not want
to claim that any of these pieces of legislation is less
worthy of the principle of disallowability by either
house. We have legislation such as the Police Integrity
Act 2008, the Coroners Act 2008, the Major Sporting
Events Act 2009, the Criminal Procedure Act 2009, the
Sheriff Act 2009 and the Transport Integration Act
2010. All of those acts provided a power to make
regulations, all are disallowable by SARC and none of
them is disallowable by either house of the Parliament
on their own; that is the system that we actually put
forward. So I put to the chamber that this is a display of
gross hypocrisy — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr HELPER — I suggest that the member for
South-West Coast may want to listen; I will come to
him in just a moment.
Let us work out why opposition members may have
been motivated to pick the 29th occasion on which they
could have been upset by the procedure for the
disallowance of regulations in this Parliament in recent
history to be upset about it. I suspect it is not exactly
news to most people who are observers of politics that
the only way we will have Greens representation in this
chamber will be at the behest of the Liberal Party.
Simple logic suggests that is the case. Who is in
coalition with the Liberal Party? It is The Nationals, so
you could argue, by extension, that it is members of the
Liberal Party and The Nationals who are the greatest
threat of Greens members being introduced into this
house of Parliament.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HELPER — The member for South-West
Coast knows as well as anybody else that it will be the
preferences of the Liberal Party which will provide the
only chance of a member of the Greens being elected to
this chamber.
Let us go through some of the fine gems that can be
attributed to the member for South-West Coast
immediately after this legislation was last before this
chamber. In the Weekly Times of 17 March 2010 he is
reported as saying that the bill handed power directly to
unelected persons and ‘went against all the tenets of
Westminster systems’. On the 29th occasion it seems to
matter that organisations outside this Parliament could
be involved in the development of regulations, but it did
not seem to matter or bother the member for
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South-West Coast at all the previous 28 times. The
Weekly Times article goes on:
Dr Napthine said there was no guarantee farming bodies
would be involved in the new legislation, and groups such as
the RSPCA and People for Ethical Treatment of Animals
could be directly involved in forming legislation.

That did not seem to bother the member for South-West
Coast on the previous 28 occasions it occurred. When
speaking in Parliament on 9 March, the member for
Benalla said ‘there is always the risk that these
standards can be hijacked by zealots’. It does not seem
to have bothered him on the 28 prior occasions that
zealots could hijack the regulation-making power of
Parliament.
Let us go through some of the things that will scare the
living daylights out of the industry in the view of the
Greens, with whom The Nationals have hopped into
bed. Circulated in one of their newsletters was a quote
from a publication titled Eating Up the World. There is
a terrific quote in it, and I am sure the industry will
appreciate The Nationals inviting the support of the
Greens for its amendment. I quote from this august
publication:
Eating fish and other sea life is killing our oceans, agricultural
industries are polluting our waterways, and vast areas of land
are wasted with the grazing of animals. These practices are
unsustainable and the global impacts are being felt more than
ever before.

These are the sorts of views that The Nationals are
representing in relation to this legislation. These are the
sorts of views that The Nationals are expecting industry
to cop. The government is ultimately prepared to accept
the amendment but not because it came out of any
particular set of principles; as I said, a 1-in-29 principle
is hardly a principle held dearly by those opposite. On
that basis we support the amendment because we want
the substantive legislation to be of benefit to industry.
Members of The Nationals really have some explaining
to do about who they choose to be their bedfellows as
they move amendments to legislation through this
Parliament.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the Livestock
Management Bill. I must admit that I am aghast at the
comments made by the minister and at his lack of
understanding of his own legislation. He talked about
the number of bills that have passed this house that
have not been the subject of disallowance motions.
With the majority of the bills the minister talked about
there is a process in Victoria whereby those regulations
are developed and implemented as part of legislation.
The Livestock Management Bill is considerably
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different in that the regulations in the bill are developed
at a national level by national industry bodies. We went
through this whole debate when this legislation was
considered, and we moved what I consider was a very
good amendment. We considered the fact that national
standards are developed nationally and are then inserted
into Victorian legislation without the normal regulatory
impact process having to be gone through in Victoria to
have them developed.
Mr Helper interjected.
Mr WALSH — I know it is unruly to respond to
interjections, but I cannot help but comment about the
minister constantly saying that we are sucking up to the
Greens with this amendment.
The coalition has put forward what I consider to be a
very good amendment to improve this particular piece
of legislation within the Victorian parliamentary
process. The national standards are being developed
nationally but there are no checks and balances from
the Victorian Parliament on those particular processes.
They will now come back and under this legislation
will be disallowable by either Victorian house of
Parliament, which is an important part of the
parliamentary process and what we are elected to do.
Although the minister supports the amendment, he says
he does not like it. He is effectively saying that the
Victorian Parliament should have no say in any
regulations that are brought in under the Livestock
Management Bill. From memory, when we had this
debate last time it was said that over time 22 different
lots of codes will be brought in as regulations in
Victoria, and the Victorian Parliament would
effectively not have had any say on that. The minister is
reluctantly accepting this amendment. I congratulate
him on that because I think what is happening is a good
thing.
The minister talked about the Victorian livestock
industries. Last week the policy council of the VFF
(Victorian Farmers Federation) met and talked about
this issue and the amendment the coalition put forward.
The policy-setting body of the whole VFF supports the
bill and the amendment the coalition has put forward.
There is no dissent within the Victorian livestock
industries about the amendment. The minister talked
about people in the Victorian industries not being
happy with this amendment, but the VFF policy council
actually supports the bill and the amendment — —
Mr Helper — They support the bill.
Mr WALSH — The council supports the bill and
the amendment that we put forward because it believes
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that it actually adds value to the bill. The minister is
ill-informed about that particular issue.
Mr Helper — Sucking up to the Greens.
Mr WALSH — It is interesting that we are coming
up to an election this year and the government will
bend over backwards to get Greens preferences when
push comes to shove. It will huff and puff in this house,
it will slag off at and bag the Greens, but at the end of
the day it will be out there — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
On the motion.
Mr WALSH — The government will be out there
touting for Greens preferences when they count in
November. Government members are very brave in
here at the moment in the Greens. I think the Greens in
the upper house actually saw the logic in the
amendment that we put forward and supported it on its
merits.
The minister is very brave in bagging the Greens, but
Greens preferences could end up saving him in his
electorate; I think he is under significant threat there. I
would be very careful if I were the minister about how
much I actually — —
Mr Helper — You know what? I won’t turn into a
suck!
Dr Napthine — What about Tasmania?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask the Deputy Leader of The Nationals to speak on the
motion.
Mr WALSH — Acting Speaker, I am speaking on
the motion. A significant part of the minister’s
contribution was around the whole issue of the Greens
supporting this amendment, so any comments about the
Greens are in the context of the minister’s contribution.
I do not know who wrote the minister’s contribution. I
hope it was not one of his advisers, who might be
sitting in the box at the moment. I thought it was an
appalling — —
Dr Napthine — No. They are shaking their heads.
They are dissociating themselves!
Mr WALSH — It was not a contribution that was
worthy of a minister in this place and it was not a
contribution that was worthy of the current minister. I
know he can do better. He probably needs to change his
speechwriter so that in future he actually sticks to the
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issues in the bill rather than just trying to slag off about
the Greens in particular.
Mr Ingram — Are you defending the Greens?
Mr Helper — I think so.
Mr WALSH — Absolutely. The coalition
welcomes the fact that the minister accepts this
amendment, albeit reluctantly. I am glad it has come
back to this place to be dealt with so we can get this bill
through and that it is not something else that has been
taken off into the charade of the Dispute Resolution
Committee, as some other bills have been in the past.
Unlike what happened with the fishing industry
regulations that we dealt with last year, the minister has
brought back the good amendment that we put forward
to make sure it is actually put into legislation here in
Victoria, and that is good to see. It is good that the
industry will have the opportunity to talk to members of
Parliament in the future about whether the regulations
coming out of the national body are to become part of
this legislation and that they will have the opportunity
then to decide whether those regulations need to be
disallowed or whatever. As was discussed when this
bill was originally debated, livestock management
issues in the Northern Territory on the range country
can be very different from livestock management issues
here in Victoria, and vice versa.
We are elected as Victorian parliamentarians to
represent our particular constituencies in Victoria. The
Victorian Parliament deserves an opportunity to look at
these particular national standards as they become
regulations in Victoria and not just have them
rubber-stamped by a process that has no opportunity for
scrutiny by this Parliament.
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — It is
an honour to speak on this motion. I certainly enjoyed
the contribution from the member for Swan Hill. I will
call him the new green warrior of the house, defending
the Greens — —
Mr Walsh — And proud of it.
Mr DONNELLAN — Oh? I think we will run that
one out in the Weekly Times.
Mr Walsh — So don’t you care about the
environment?
Mr DONNELLAN — Yes, of course I care about
the environment, and I care about livestock.
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Since 2008, 28 new principal acts with
regulation-making powers have been enacted, but this
is the first one on which The Nationals have obviously
decided to get into some type of arrangement with the
Greens. That is fair enough, but I think members of The
Nationals need to be honest and say that this
amendment providing for a disallowance motion is
largely being done for their friends in the upper house.
That is fine, but I do not know whether that is
particularly what people in the industry would want.
It sets an unusual precedent whereby we have what I
would call an unholy coalition. On one side are people
who to a large extent do not support the livestock
industry, the production of beef and things like that; on
the other side are The Nationals, whose members do
support livestock, the dairy industry and the like. These
two sides are somehow getting into bed on this issue
and the consequences could be quite substantial. At the
end of the day no-one from the industry will thank The
Nationals if this turns a little bit pear-shaped for them.
It is fine to make deals in the upper house and bring
matters back to the lower house for consideration and
acceptance by the government — and we have accepted
the amendment — but at the end of the day it is with no
great delight that you see this unholy alliance in the
upper house starting to move its way back to the lower
house.
Mr Walsh — So you don’t want Greens
preferences?
Mr DONNELLAN — I do not rely on Greens
preferences at all. This is not an issue about Greens
preferences. It is about whether this is important for the
livestock industry. These national regulations will be
put in place eventually, and the idea of the disallowance
motion, when 28 other principal acts without such a
provision for a disallowance motion have been enacted,
actually smells. It looks like a bit of an unholy alliance
up there and it is an inappropriate way to treat a serious
industry.
I cannot wait until we actually get the regulations sent
down. I look forward to seeing what happens to some
of the regulations with the prospect of a disallowance
motion. I would have thought that there were
differences between the Northern Territory and Victoria
and so forth in the way livestock is managed, but if you
are going to go down that path, you will potentially
have a lot of things disallowed and it will create havoc
in the industry. I do not know whether this will do The
Nationals much justice. When you look at the
consultation that has taken place for this bill, you see
that it was substantial. There were 116 different
submissions on the first draft standards released for
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public consultation, so I think the legislation was
widely discussed.
As the member for Swan Hill said, the Victorian
Farmers Federation is supportive of this, but I am not
convinced that when the discussions took place the
issue of putting back a disallowance motion was
actually raised with federation members. I think that
might cause them a fair bit of concern. I do not know
whether this disallowance motion is something they
would support. I suspect they probably would not. I
suspect they would probably have some fears that it
could be used in an inappropriate way, and I suspect
that at the end of the day, had the matter been
discussed, they would have encouraged their country
representatives not to support such an idea. When
members go back to their seats they will probably want
to raise these issues and find out whether this
disallowance motion will cause problems for them in
the long run.
At the end of the day, as the government has indicated,
we will support this amendment because it is important
to get the bill through the Parliament, but it is with a lot
of reluctance and a great deal of concern that we have
this unholy alliance in the upper house I was talking
about before, which I think in the long run will
probably damage more than assist The Nationals. With
that small contribution I commend the bill to the house.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I rise to
speak on the motion before the house and the
amendment made by the Legislative Council, and I
make it very clear that I support the amendment made
by the Legislative Council, which was originally moved
in this house. It did not go through this house but it has
been supported by the Legislative Council and brought
back to this house for consideration. I welcome the fact
that the government has accepted this amendment as an
amendment that improves the legislation. That is why it
is supporting it.
There are three fundamental reasons why this
amendment is a positive one that will improve the
Livestock Management Bill 2009. Firstly, it is logical
and sensible that any regulations that are made under
this legislation are subject to disallowance by either
house of Parliament. That is a logical and sensible
move because it provides the houses of Parliament with
the ultimate say about the regulations and laws that
apply to this great state. I think everybody would agree
with that. Secondly, the industry bodies, the VFF
(Victorian Farmers Federation), the livestock division
of the VFF, and the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria
agree with this amendment, so it has the support of the
relevant industry bodies. That is the second reason it
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should be supported. The third reason it should be
supported is that it fundamentally shifts some of the
power back to the elected Parliament on these key
issues.
The member for Narre Warren North questioned how
the provision might be used, and I will tell him how I
expect it might be used. It would be used by either
house of Parliament to protect the interests of Victoria,
to protect the interests of Victorian farmers, to protect
the rural communities and their interests and to protect
the Victorian economy, so that if there are proposals
through this process for regulations or laws or standards
that do not further or improve the interests of Victorian
farmers, Victorian communities or the Victorian
economy, they can be disallowed by either house of
Parliament.
To understand how it works you need to understand the
way this legislation works, which is quite different to
most other legislation — in fact to nearly all other
legislation I have seen in more than 20 years in this
house. That is why it is absolutely essential for this
amendment to be moved. This legislation is unique. It is
quite an interesting piece of legislation because what it
fundamentally says is that standards developed through
a national process by unelected people who are not
accountable to the wider Victorian community, not
accountable to this Parliament and not subject to
parliamentary scrutiny will become black-letter law in
this state. That is fundamentally wrong. There needs to
be a check and balance and there needs to be scrutiny
by this Parliament, and this amendment goes at least
some way to doing that.
The legislation says there will be 22 codes under the
Australian standards and guidelines, but only one of
those has even been written, and it is in draft form. Two
others are in the process of being developed. There are
another 19 that are in the conceptual stage; they have
not even been drafted, yet this legislation, as it stood,
would allow those codes to be developed by unelected
people — people who are unaccountable in a
democratic way to this Parliament and to the Victorian
community. Those people would be writing standards
that would become law in this state. That is
fundamentally wrong. It is law on important issues, law
on controversial issues, law on issues that ought to be
the proper purview of this Parliament, which is
democratically elected by the people of Victoria —
issues such as animal welfare, which can be
controversial; biosecurity standards, which can
certainly be very controversial; and livestock
management standards.
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There are 22 standards that will be developed by a
national process, about which there is not even any
agreed structure in the legislation. Yes, there is a
national process in train but there is no provision to say
that it will apply to the development of the whole
22 standards. That could change, and that is why I
say — and I have said it in the Weekly Times — that in
future it may be that people from extremist groups such
as People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals and
other animal liberation groups are on those bodies
developing national standards.
If that is possible, then certainly this Parliament should
retain the right to disallow those standards. That is what
this is about. It is about what is fundamentally
important to the democracy of this state, the supremacy
of the Parliament of the state and the best interests of
Victoria, the Victorian economy, Victorian farmers and
the Victorian community. What this legislation does
without the amendment is fundamentally abdicate
responsibility to unelected, unaccountable people who
will draft standards that have no checks and balances by
this Parliament.
This amendment at least inserts some provisions to
allow those regulations to be subject to disallowance by
either house of Parliament, irrespective of the political
hyperbole mouthed by the minister, which was absolute
bunkum and rubbish and one of the most ridiculous
speeches I have ever heard in this place from a minister
of the Crown. He should have more respect for the
legislation, the Parliament and the people of Victoria.
What we should be debating and what I am debating
are the merits of this amendment, and they are
overwhelmingly powerful. That is why I support this
amendment.
I am standing up for democracy, I am standing up for
the parliamentary process, I am standing up for the
Victorian economy, I am standing up for Victorian
farmers and I am standing up for Victorian rural
communities. We need the protection of this
amendment in relation to any regulations or standards
drafted by people out in the ether about whom we do
not know anything. We need to be able to say that those
standards should not apply as law in Victoria unless
they meet the approval of this Parliament. We need this
disallowance motion as a basic protection for Victoria.
The legislation itself is fundamentally flawed, and it
will be proved to be so. This amendment gives at least
some protection to democracy, some protection to our
Parliament and some protection to Victoria, and that is
why I support it.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I rise to make a
brief contribution to the debate on the motion to accept
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the amendment passed through the other place. When
the legislation went through this Parliament I supported
the amendment to the legislation put forward by the
member for Swan Hill. I agreed with the premise that
there needs to be some level of check and balance, but,
with some of the debate in this place on this
amendment, it is fairly easy to see that there is an
election in the air.
On a number of occasions in this Parliament I have
attempted to defend the rights of this place to ensure a
whole raft of changes, including the transfer of powers
from this Parliament to the commonwealth or to
national regulatory bodies. We have had legislation
which reduces the power of this Parliament to scrutinise
major changes on a whole range of fronts. One of the
obvious areas where we have enacted a number of
pieces of legislation are the changes to electricity
regulation. As democratically elected members of
Parliament we have the very important obligation to
ensure that the laws we pass retain for us the power to
do our jobs to protect our constituents. There has been a
lot of debate on this particular matter. It is important
that as long as the Victorian state Parliament exists we
are able to scrutinise regulatory processes or the direct
legislative obligation.
This legislation is critically important to the economic
welfare of a whole range of industries in regional
Victoria. The rules and regulations developed under
this piece of legislation can potentially have serious
impacts on the future of those industries. It is important
that we get it right. If the right process is put in place to
develop those new rules, we will get the right outcome.
The amendment proposed here is that if those changes
do not meet the desires of the members of either this
place or the other place, then we can block them. That
is a sensible measure. It puts that extra check and
balance between executive governments or a
bureaucracy in Canberra to ensure that the new rules or
regulations put in place meet the needs of industry,
protect the way things are done in Victoria, improve
animal welfare and provide other opportunities in the
essential industries of the agricultural sector in Victoria.
It is a good thing that the amendment was put forward,
and it is a good thing that the government is supporting
it so that this piece of legislation can move forward, and
those new standards that are being developed — the
first one in relation to livestock transport — can be
implemented. Everyone in this place would agree that it
is important to have national standards and to continue
to improve the way things are done, not only to protect
the industry from extremists in our community but
importantly also to weed out those people in sectors of
the industry who do not do the right thing. The industry
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needs to be seen to be standing up to ensure that it is
performing in line with commonly accepted best
practice models in the state. I support the legislation
and the amendment, as I did in the previous debate, and
I look forward to this bill being implemented.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I wish to make a brief
contribution to this debate on the amendment to the bill.
I support it for the reasons espoused by previous
speakers, in particular the arguments enunciated by the
member for South-West Coast. My position is based on
considerable feedback from livestock producers in my
community. Providing for regulations to be disallowed
clearly reinforces the proper role of the Parliament of
Victoria.
Given that the government had the numbers in both
houses, over the years it used its numbers to push
through legislation so that it could achieve its
objectives, often running them through the media and
just using the Parliament to rubber-stamp legislation.
Now we hear the government crying foul as the upper
house exercises its proper role as a house of review and
sends various pieces of legislation back to be
considered again because with the benefit of
consideration there is clearly a need to review some of
it. Certainly the people I represent and I are reluctant to
accept the notion that we should give the Brumby
government the power to do as it wishes and to trust it,
because we have been burnt on things like the
north–south pipeline.
In a previous role I had a lot to do with animal welfare
interests. I managed national research into animal
welfare for a number of years, and I interacted with a
lot of groups that had extreme views. It is not on animal
welfare that the views are extreme; it is the
philosophical animal liberation view and the animal
rights view we have to deal with. Those people have a
great ability to present their arguments in a plausible
way. If you read the book Animal Liberation, you will
see that if you accept the first premise in the book then
the rest of the argument follows logically. Regrettably
people can be overwhelmed by the cleverness of the
arguing and debating skills of extreme groups.
Therefore it is possible to have inappropriate
regulations coming into the system, and as has been
said by previous speakers, that is why we have the
Parliament of Victoria with democratically elected and
accountable members who need to stand up and ensure
the right legislation is passed and that peoples’ interests,
and animals’ interest in this case, are adequately
protected. I support the amendment and look forward to
further common sense prevailing in this Parliament.
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Motion agreed to.

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
AMENDMENT (LANDFILL LEVIES) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Energy and
Resources).
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Doncaster) — I am pleased
to lead the debate for the coalition on the Environment
Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill 2010. At
the outset I thank the minister, his staff and the
department for the very comprehensive briefing we
had; it was greatly appreciated. I would like to make it
clear from the outset that the coalition is entirely
supportive of measures which promote recycling and
resource recovery and which reduce waste landfill. We
also support measures that positively engage with
families, communities, businesses and governments to
improve the management of recyclable materials and to
reduce the amount of reusable resources that are being
delivered into landfill.
The coalition has a proud history of supporting and
strengthening the management of waste in Victoria.
The Kennett government created EcoRecycle Victoria,
which has now become Sustainability Victoria. We
introduced the prescribed waste levy, signed the
national packaging covenant and expanded the
geographic application of landfill levies across Victoria.
Let us not forget the Environment Protection Authority
was an initiative of a former Liberal government.
However, there are some aspects of the bill that we do
not support in terms of this government’s approach, and
they include the lack of consultation and the lack of
transparency and clarity when it comes to handling
important legislation such as this and handling public
policy matters. Victoria has one of the cheapest landfill
disposal costs in the country. In simple terms Victoria is
a cheap place to dump waste. Environment Victoria
chief executive officer Kelly O’Shannassy welcomed
the increased levy and stated:
… for too long the cost of dumping waste in Victoria has not
reflected the costs for the environment and the community;

Reducing the amount of waste going into landfill will
create better environmental, economic and health
outcomes for many Victorian families and communities
and for the Victorian environment as a whole.
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In 2007–08 Victoria generated just over 10 million
tonnes of waste. Of that, 4 million tonnes went to
landfill and 6 million tonnes was recycled. The highest
percentage of waste has as its source construction and
demolition, predominantly concrete, and then
commercial and industrial waste, particularly steel and
paper. The third highest source of waste is municipal
waste, but interestingly nearly half municipal waste is
organic waste.
However, the highest proportion of waste going into
landfill is municipal waste, and as I said, a significant
portion of that is organic. It is a big generator of
methane gas emissions. It is important that we reduce
these emissions to ensure we can meet broader
greenhouse gas targets as well. The government has
promised that an increase in the landfill levy will
increase efficiency and recycling by up to 33 per cent
and will also create up to 700 additional jobs.
A reduction in waste going to landfill is expected to
occur for two reasons. First, if households, industry and
local councils are paying higher costs to dispose of
waste to landfill they will be encouraged to reduce or
better manage their waste through other means such as
recycling, reuse or other cost-saving measures. The
second important point is that local councils and the
recycling sector are now to be better funded to manage
waste. Education and awareness programs should be
funded in tandem with improved waste management
infrastructure, research and development.
The government will collect approximately
$200 million over the next five years from the landfill
levy. The money will be directed towards initiatives
which promote the environmentally sustainable use of
resources and waste management, particularly via the
Sustainability Fund. A proportion of funding has
already been committed and will assist councils, the
community and industry to reduce waste to landfill and
increase recycling activities.
The government’s $54 million announcement will
provide $14 million for businesses to reduce waste
generation, $14 million for councils and recyclers for
increases in recycling rates, $8.5 million for councils
for improved waste collection, $6 million to combat
illegal dumping and $5.7 million for environmental
agencies and waste management groups. This pool of
funds is intended to encourage lower landfill disposal
and assist communities, businesses and governments to
work towards positive waste management solutions. I
will talk a little more about that later.
The objectives of the bill are to increase recycling and
reduce the amount of waste delivered to landfill. To fulfil
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this objective the Environment Protection Act 1970 will
be amended to increase municipal and industrial landfill
levies. To summarise, municipal landfill levies in
metropolitan Melbourne will increase from $9 per tonne
to $40 per tonne by 2011–12. In rural areas municipal
levies will rise from a current rate of $7 per tonne to
$20 per tonne by 2011–12. Industrial landfill levies in
metropolitan areas will increase from a current rate of
$15 per tonne to $40 per tonne by 2011–12, and rural
areas will also see a rise in their industrial landfill from
$13 per tonne to $35 per tonne in 2011–12. Levies in
metropolitan Melbourne will experience an initial increase
of 233 per cent for municipal waste and 100 per cent for
industrial waste in the first year. For rural areas the
increases will range from 114 per cent for municipal waste
and 92 per cent for industrial waste.
The bill is very short; there are only four clauses. I do
not know whether that sets a record in terms of the
shortness of a bill. Importantly there is a lot of detail to
be found in a government press release which was
issued on the same day the bill was introduced. I will
take a moment to talk about the levy increases. While
the legislation projects levy increases for the next two
years, the press release sets out landfill levy charges for
the next five years. According to the minister’s press
release Victorians should expect an annual increase in
their landfill levy each year for the next five years.
The increases for the next two years are in the bill.
According to the press release, the increases represent a
10 per cent rise each year from 2011–12 to 2014–15.
The government has promised an interim review into
the impact of the levies. Many of the people I talked to
in the process of consultation about the bill believed
there would be two years of increases and then the
review would determine subsequent price rises.
However, the fact is that the subsequent three increases
are set at 10 per cent. The government is not required to
return to the Parliament to do this, as it is permitted
under the regulations to impose increases of up to
10 per cent.
Those increases will happen as a matter of course and
not as a result of the review in two years time, so it is
absolutely critical that this review is genuine and
transparent. Future increases must take into account the
outcomes of this review and the way waste is being
managed in Victoria. I certainly encourage and look for
the commitment of the minister to that review being
genuine, open and transparent so that it may assist in
ensuring that those future rate increases — which have
already been announced and are able to be enacted —
have the desired outcome.
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To reiterate my earlier point, we are entirely supportive
of measures which reduce waste to landfill. Having said
that, we do have some reservations and concerns about
the government’s handling of this legislation. I will use
this opportunity to present the views of many
individuals, businesses and local government bodies
which I have approached and which have approached
me. I thank them all for their very thoughtful
contributions to this legislation and policy.
The first area is local government. The government’s
decision to increase the landfill levy has unfortunately
angered local councils right across Victoria. Councils
and councillors see this levy as yet another attempt by
the state government to interfere in local government
matters and impose more costs on currently
cash-strapped councils. The president of the Municipal
Association of Victoria, Bill McArthur, believes that,
and I quote:
… the majority of landfill levies collected by councils through
garbage charges for kerbside collection services and gate fees
to dispose of waste have not been reinvested by the state into
local waste management and resource recovery initiatives.

While councils will be responsible for the collection of
the levy, the reality is that the funding from the
increased levies will end up back in state government
coffers, with the intention of being reinvested into state
government programs and initiatives. Elected
councillors fear that any resulting community
disapproval will end up having heavy political
repercussions in their municipalities. The mayor of the
City of Banyule, Wayne Phillips, stated:
When we collect that charge it will read as a municipal charge
so people will think that we are getting the money …
The state government should be collecting its own taxes and
not us.

Similarly, the president of the Municipal Association of
Victoria stated that councils:
… faced the brunt of community backlash for the hidden
costs of complying with state policy, regulation and levies.

Another major concern for councils is the timing of this
legislation, which has left them with very little time to
plan their upcoming 2010–11 budgets. Most local
councils maintain that they first heard of the proposed
increase in the landfill levy when the minister
introduced the bill into the Parliament in the last sitting
week. Given that councils are currently in the process
of finalising their budgets for the 2010–11 period and
they are about to go out for public consultation, as they
are required to, many will be forced to make hurried
changes which will result in last-minute rate rises for
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Victorian families and increased gate fees at transfer
stations.
I have in front of me a copy of a letter addressed to the
Premier and signed by the mayor of the City of Knox
on behalf of the eastern region mayors. The letter states:
… in some municipalities there will be a need to increase
rates by more than 1 per cent in 2010–2011 to offset the
increase, together with the significant increases in gate
charges at transfer stations.

While the government estimates that household charges
will increase from $4 to $13 a year in the first year,
many councils believe families will be paying close to
$20 a year, a 400 per cent increase. And of course these
charges will become higher in later years as further
increases flow through. The mayor of the City of
Whittlesea is also concerned. He stated:
Whittlesea’s current socioeconomic disadvantage will be
augmented further by the state government’s major increase
to the landfill levy …

The minister should seriously consider whether
financial compensation should be provided to councils
for the upcoming budget year given the inappropriate
time frames for the 2010–11 budgets in terms of
understanding the costs the municipalities will have to
bear.
My colleagues and I have received many emails, letters
and press statements from upset councillors who are
frustrated with the government. The sad reality is that
this backlash from local government could have been
avoided if the state government had bothered to consult.
In the bill briefing we asked what had happened with
the consultation. What is very clear is it has been a
passive process. Any council or organisation that
contacted the minister’s office or the department was
happily dealt with and included, but there was no
proactive consultation asking for people’s views,
particularly those of people who will be affected by this
legislation. I have to say that, in reading the history of
these debates on the environment and particularly
landfill levies, failure to consult has been a very
common theme over the course of this government.
Too often we see Labor ministers trying to impose laws
with little or no consultation, or with the pretence of it.
We have seen some spectacular examples of that in the
other chamber. The government seems to be surprised
when the parties do not then necessarily fall into line.
We must stop this dictatorial approach. This legislation
makes the councils a key agent in implementing the
government’s waste policy, and the government should
have consulted them appropriately.
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I want to talk briefly about the impact on the recycling
sector. In my process of consultation on this legislation
I realised that the government’s reluctance to consult on
the levy increases was not confined just to local
councils but also included business and industry
groups. Victoria has a number of companies which
recycle and treat material that would otherwise go to
landfill, yet major companies were never formally
approached by the government despite the obvious
impact of the legislation on them. For example, the
Australian Industry Group (AIG), the peak body for
many businesses in Victoria, approached the
government. As a result it played an important part in
the negotiations and in achieving this result, but it was
not formally consulted and it required its then
approaching the government for it to be included.
In relation to the proposed increases, Tim Piper from
the AIG stated that they were not unacceptable but said:
What we got was only satisfactory to an extent. The $30 we
can live with … but we will be concerned when it increases
well beyond $30. In this climate, with the dollar as it is, these
types of increases will hit some companies very hard.

The AIG and the opposition will be watching the
government to ensure that Victorian businesses do not
become uncompetitive as a result of the levy increases
that we will be seeing under this legislation. The impact
of levies is also covered in a report to the Environment
Protection Authority (EPA) by Warken Ise and
Marsden Jacob in 2007. The report examines the
impact of landfill levies on the steel recycling sector in
Victoria. The metal recycling companies across the
state are taking positive steps to significantly reduce the
amount of waste that ends up in landfill, but excessive
increases in the landfill levy without sufficient
investment in research and development and improved
waste management infrastructure could be damaging
for the industry. The report to the EPA found that the
doubling of the levy on industrial waste from $15 to
$30 per tonne could impact adversely on aspects of the
steel recycling sector and lead to an increase in some
materials that would otherwise be recycled going to
landfill in regional areas. Increases beyond that would
have an increasingly severe impact on steel recyclers’
operations.
The steel recyclers are also concerned that the increase
in the landfill levy will result in an increase in illegal
dumping as people try to avoid the higher costs of
disposing of waste material and that it will no longer be
viable, particularly for waste from more remote parts of
the state which requires significant transportation, to be
recycled as part of their processes. Another concern is
about the shipping of materials such as car bodies to
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cheap and poorly managed landfills offshore, and there
are no levies on these exported unprocessed materials.
It is important for the government to ensure that the
increase in the industrial levy does not adversely impact
on the material recovery rates or result in waste being
diverted from recycling companies to cheaper offshore
landfills. Fraser Brindley from Environment Victoria
also raised the need to consider providing recycling
industries with a rebate in the event of substantial levy
increases. He claims that if you have a high landfill levy
and a recycling business that has a high amount of
residual material, it can provide a disincentive for
industries to recycle and cut across the economics for
running a recycling business.
Similarly the campaign director of the National
Recycling Initiative, David West, last year wrote to the
Premier warning that an excessive increase in the
landfill levy could act as a deterrent to recycling if the
cost of sending residual material to landfill outweighed
the income from those recycled materials. He points to
New South Wales, where the cost of disposing of
recycling residuals has become so high that waste
levies are starting to render some recycling initiatives
unviable. The government must ensure that a
significant amount of the funding collected from the
levy is reinvested into the recycling industry to better
support it in developing sustainable waste management
infrastructure and processes.
That gets me to the use of the funds raised. As I have
said, the state government will receive approximately
$200 million over the next five years from landfill
levies. The reality is that the levies will be collected
from many landfill sites and transfer stations right
across Victoria, and it will be difficult to accurately
track both the amount of money collected and the
subsequent use of those funds. This Labor government
has a track record on failing to reveal where taxpayers
money is being spent, and we do not have to look too
far for examples. The government did an embarrassing
backflip on the Hattah-Nowingi toxic waste facility,
and this resulted in Labor increasing the levies on the
prescribed industrial waste. This created a pool of funds
equalling tens of millions of dollars. The vast majority
of that money is sitting with the EPA, and there has
been little or no transparency when it comes to
revealing where the money has actually been spent.
I am seeking assurances from the minister that the
millions that will be collected from household and
industry waste will be invested in a way that is both
appropriate and transparent. So far we have had
announcements in relation to $54 million of funding,
which leaves approximately another $150 million on
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the table. The government has said it will be used to
tackle climate change and to protect the environment,
but we want to make sure it is not just a licence for the
government to fund its pet projects; it needs to be
reinvested to ensure we achieve our recycling
objectives and reduce our waste to landfill.
The other thing to be concerned about in relation to this
funding is that the government will use it to fund core
government processes. For example, part of the
commitment of government has been $6 million from
the levy for a strike force to address illegal dumping.
We certainly need to attack illegal dumping, and there
are concerns that the increase in the levy will increase
the amount of illegal dumping. Surely the policing of
the laws of this land is core government business and
should be funded through core government revenue,
not from this increase in the landfill levies. We need to
make sure that innovation, retooling, new investment,
new collection and sorting, kerbside collection and
consumer education are supported to achieve our next
level of recycling and waste reuse and that the money is
spent well to achieve that.
One of the key objectives of increasing the landfill levy
is to reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. The
government expects to see a 33 per cent reduction in
the amount of waste that goes into landfill. Much of this
is based on modelling from the EPA. This is a
commendable target, but there is little to suggest that
the levy increase on its own will lead to a change in
attitudes and a change in management, particularly
among households, which is going to be needed.
The Towards Zero Waste strategy of the government
produces a progress report. The report for 2007–08
shows that not only has Victoria stagnated in recent
times in terms of getting any real reduction in the
amount of waste going to landfill but also that current
trends indicate we are not on target to meet the
government’s 1.5 million tonne reduction in solid waste
generation. It also shows that in the last year our
resource recovery rate dropped and there has been an
increase in the solid waste disposal to landfill. If we
have any hope of achieving the 33 per cent reduction in
waste to landfill, we need everyone to be focused on
waste minimisation and on ensuring that householders
particularly are educated and assisted in managing their
waste.
A second objective of the legislation is the creation of
700 additional jobs over the next five years. This figure
is based on research conducted by Access Economics
which indicates that for every 10 000 tonnes of material
that is recycled more than nine jobs are created.
Victoria has a dynamic recycling and resource recovery
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industry, and we need to draw on this growing industry
to leverage job growth, new skills and innovation. The
government can make all the commitments it wants
about green job creation, but without any detail or
genuine frameworks it is hard to imagine how those
700 jobs will materialise. Labor’s much-touted Jobs for
the Future strategy is now more than a year overdue,
and without a clear vision for green jobs Victoria is at
risk of being left behind and of not taking advantage of
potential green jobs for the future.
I want to take a moment to have a look at the impact of
this legislation on regional landfills. My colleagues —
and I am sure we will hear from them in more detail
later — from electorates that border New South Wales
have raised an important issue regarding the
implications for northern Victoria of the increase in the
landfill levy. Even after the levy increases Victoria will
still have lower landfill charges than does New South
Wales. Just last week the New South Wales
government increased its waste levy even further.
However, this levy only applies to landfills related to
the Sydney region and surrounds. Landfills in southern
New South Wales do not charge levies at all. A concern
for many regional Victorian recycling businesses is that
the increasing cost of waste landfill in Victoria will
make it more tempting for people to cross the border to
New South Wales and dispose of their waste in New
South Wales landfills where they will not have to pay
the levy.
As attractive as it might be to send our waste over the
border, what we know is that New South Wales
landfills, particularly in country areas, have lower level
EPA requirements and regulations, and as a result we
will achieve poorer environmental outcomes. The
Victorian government needs to work with the New
South Wales government to address these differentials
in cost and make sure that our waste is being dealt with
appropriately.
Over successive years progressive state governments
have done much to manage waste in a better and more
sustainable way, but one idea that has been rejected by
this government is container deposit legislation.
Container deposit schemes are proven to boost
recycling rates and reduce litter, and one has been
operating effectively in South Australia for 30 years.
Last year the coalition supported legislation introduced
in the other house allowing the use, sale and recovery
of beverage containers to be regulated and funded
through a levy. This bill was passed by the Legislative
Council, but Labor vigorously opposed it and
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arrogantly refused to debate the legislation in this
chamber.
This government has spent a decade neglecting
Victoria’s waste deposit industry, and it has repeatedly
opposed any attempts to implement container deposit
legislation. The national litter index shows that
Victorian local councils spend more than $70 million
cleaning up litter, and drink containers comprise about
30 per cent of the total volume of litter. A national
container deposit scheme would be not only greatly
beneficial to the environment but also incredibly
positive for the communities and community groups
across the country that would generate funds as a result
of it.
To sum up, I reiterate the coalition’s support for
positive measures to promote recycling and resource
recovery and to reduce the amount of waste going to
landfill. Victorians should be proud of their efforts as
recyclers. As a community we have made considerable
progress towards increasing our recycling and resource
recovery efforts to better protect the environment and
ensure it is sustainable. We support further measures,
particularly the investment by the state government,
alongside councils, businesses and community
organisations, to make sure this can be achieved.
However, we have a number of concerns about the way
the government has introduced the bill and about its
potential impact. We will not oppose the bill, but we
think it is important that the government considers
carefully the concerns I have raised and those that will
be raised throughout the course of the debate. We hope
that in this chamber members opposite will respond
positively and thoughtfully to the concerns raised and
that the minister in the other place can provide some of
the assurances that we have sought through this
process. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — It gives
me great pleasure to rise to speak on the Environment
Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill 2010. I
thank the member for Doncaster, the part-time shadow
Minister for Environment and Climate Change, for her
support. There are about 201 bones in the human body.
After that dissertation, in which the member for
Doncaster actually supported something green, I think
there must be one green bone in her body. I suspect it is
the scaphoid bone, which is a delicate bone that breaks
under some pressure, such as the pressure that has been
put on the member for Doncaster in respect of some
environmental issues such as national parks, dams
everywhere and a return to alpine grazing, on which she
has been resoundingly silent.
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I welcome the member for Doncaster’s turn to
supporting something environmentally sound. I agreed
with most of her dissertation. I do not know whether the
opposition leader in New South Wales would support
what the member for Doncaster is clearly
advocating — that is, an increase in landfill charges in
rural and regional New South Wales. Whilst I agree
with that, I am certain that Barry O’Farrell would be
perturbed by her interest in New South Wales landfill
charges.
Whilst I support the sentiment, the debate is about what
we are doing in Victoria. I note that the opposition is
supporting this important legislation. The member for
Doncaster touched very briefly on why it is before
us — that is, because the prescribed increase is above
10 per cent. It cannot be dealt with through regulation
and therefore has to come before the house, and that is
where we are at today.
I note the member for Doncaster’s confusion on the
history of landfill charges and rates that councils
impose. You do not have to have a very long memory
to remember the Kennett government, which foisted
significantly larger charges on metropolitan and rural
councils and did not in any way, shape or form return
the levies to the communities as we do currently. This
government has made a record reinvestment of landfill
charges and levies in both metropolitan and rural
municipal areas. The bill is about achieving efficiency
of resource use and reducing waste. Yes, some small
charges will be imposed on residential waste for those
people who go to landfill sites, which not everyone
does.
What is significant for councils — and I was a
councillor in the City of Greater Geelong, which always
had this debate — is that this increase in charges will
act as an incentive for waste reduction, which will
mean that in the long term the infrastructure that
councils have to build will be reduced. There will be
not only environmental advantages for communities
across Victoria but a clear economic advantage for
councils. Councils like to focus on the charges they
have to impose, but they receive significant benefits. I
think the majority of councils support this charge. They
understand its benefits to their communities, from both
an environmental and an economic perspective.
I do not share the member for Doncaster’s rather
obscure view about consultation. I do not know what
sort of consultation she undertook. As Parliamentary
Secretary for Environment, Water and Climate Change,
I do not remember receiving a single email from a
councillor concerned about these levies. In fact I have
had very positive conversations with the Surf Coast
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Shire Council and the City of Greater Geelong about
their very good records in terms of diversion rates from
kerbside services. If I can digress very quickly, I
congratulate those two councils.
On the league table of kerbside services for councils
across Victoria, the top three are: firstly, Nillumbik,
with a diversion rate of some 64 per cent from kerbside
services; secondly, Moyne shire, down Warrnambool
way, with a diversion rate of 60 per cent; and, thirdly,
the City of Greater Geelong. Surf Coast shire, as a
regional municipality, if you like — being certainly not
a rural council — is eighth in the top eight.
The councils in my area are well aware of the benefits
of educational programs in relation to their kerbside
recycling programs. I congratulate Surf Coast Shire
Council in particular because its program is a relatively
new initiative. I say to that council that its residents
have spoken very strongly about that in terms of where
it sits on what is really a league table, albeit one that is
some 12 months old.
Where we are at with respect to this bill is an increase
in the levy, but importantly it is also about investing
revenue raised from that levy in new facilities and
indeed attracting new technologies. In the short time
that I have left to speak on this bill, I want to touch on a
press release from Environment Victoria dated
24 March. It says under the heading ‘New landfill
levies will boost recycling and ease landfill burden’:
Environment Victoria has today welcomed moves by the
Brumby government to increase landfill levies and called on
all parties in the Parliament to support the new levy schedule.

I will not speak much further on this, but I want to
bring to the attention of the house an important
background document. For the benefit of those who
have not seen it, it is from the Boomerang Alliance,
which includes the Australian Conservation
Foundation, most of the conservation councils in each
of the states, Clean Up Australia, Friends of the Earth,
Greenpeace et cetera. In this document the alliance
congratulates the Brumby government on its
endeavours. Importantly the alliance has included a
comparison chart in the backgrounder.
Unfortunately the chart includes only metropolitan
areas, but it gives a sort of taster for what is happening
in each of the states. It shows Sydney has a levy of
some $47 per tonne, Perth is next at $27 per tonne, and
Melbourne is down there at $15. Brisbane in fact is
hardly on the Richter scale in terms of charges — it is a
long way behind that. I will quote very briefly from this
backgrounder. The Boomerang Alliance states:
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Victoria is a leader in waste diversion and has invested
heavily in recycling; lifting its recycling rates to 63 per cent,
well above the national average. Yet environment groups,
local government and industry recognise that more needs to
be done.

It then refers to the comparison table and why it
supports this particular increase. It states:
It is welcome news that today the government has announced
that from 1 July 2010 the levy will be increased to $30 a
tonne in metropolitan Melbourne.

The alliance goes on to talk about what it argues will be
some half a billion dollars in new public investment
that this will attract. It is an attractor, a price signal, to
those businesses from the private sector that have the
technology and willingness to invest in new recycling
facilities and those new technologies. The alliance
argues it will contribute close to 1300 new direct and
indirect green jobs. It is not a figure the government has
plucked out; here is an independent view from a very
reputable organisation that talks about the deliverability
of jobs for Victoria. That is quite significant in both an
economic and an environmental sense.
I know we have committed to a review in the next year
or so, but the alliance supports a review that looks at
further increases in the levy as long as the majority of
the significant dollars that this brings are reinvested in
local government.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
speak on the Environment Protection Amendment
(Landfill Levies) Bill 2010. As other speakers have
said, the purpose of the bill is to amend the
Environment Protection Act 1970 to increase municipal
and industrial waste landfill levies, and those increases
will commence from 1 July this year.
The government has said the intent of the levy increase
is to reduce the amount of waste delivered to landfill.
That is one of the reasons the coalition will not be
opposing this legislation. We all understand the
importance of reducing waste to landfill and increasing
communities’ opportunities to recycle and to divert
waste from landfills. As a former local government
councillor, I understand the continuing worry about
landfills rapidly being filled up and the need to make
sure we can divert some of that waste into other areas
such as reuse and recycling. It has been an ongoing
issue for councils, so we are pleased to see there is in
some measure an effort to try to reduce waste going to
landfills.
The levy is expected to raise about $200 million over
five years. We are being told that is to be directed
towards initiatives which promote environmental
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initiatives and environmental management. We
understand $54 million of that funding has been
committed. We believe there needs to be transparency
about where the other funding is going. There have
been some concerns from councils and the MAV
(Municipal Association of Victoria) regarding
transparency about where the current levy goes —
whether it goes into the bureaucracy or indeed into
initiatives to enforce environmental management and to
support councils in their efforts to try to reduce landfill.

I will refer to some of the comments from a couple of
the councils. Time does not permit me to read from all
of the some 16 letters I received from councils about
their concerns, and they have many. One of the letters is
from Lyall Bond, the environmental service coordinator
for Corangamite Shire Council. In part his letter says:

As the shadow Minister for Local Government, I have a
number of concerns about how this legislation will
affect municipal councils. They are the responsible
authority for managing landfills and kerbside recycling,
and also the education programs to inform the
community about what services exist to increase the
effort to reduce the amount of waste that goes into
landfills. We do need to reduce that waste, but there
will be a huge impact on local government at the
moment.

The letter goes on with other issues, but I will not
continue with those.

I am being told by local councils — and I did write to
all the Victorian councils and the two peak bodies,
being the MAV and the VLGA (Victorian Local
Governance Association) — that some of the concerns
are about the immediacy of this increase. This will have
a huge impact on councils’ budgets. Councils have
been preparing their budgets since December last year,
and in fact many of them are now going to their
communities with those budgets and asking them what
they think about the budgets. This increase that they did
not know about will mean an increase of up to 1 per
cent in their rates.
Councils know the tonnage of waste that goes to
landfill and they have been using the current levy. Now
they will have to find the money to pay the new levy
which will apply from 1 July this year. That will mean
a huge black hole for some councils. I have been told
that for some of the larger councils it could mean a
black hole of up to $1 million. There is a need to make
sure those councils do not have to bear that cost.
The landfill levy increases are fairly substantial. The
municipal levy in metropolitan areas will increase from
$9 a tonne in 2009–10 to $40 a tonne by 2011–12. In
rural areas that increase will be from $7 a tonne in
2009–10 to $20 in 2011–12. For industrial waste in
metropolitan areas it will mean an increase from $15 a
tonne in 2009–10 to $40 a tonne by 2011–12. In rural
areas the increase will be from $13 a tonne in 2009–10
to $35 a tonne in 2011–12. And the levy will increase
significantly until 2014–15.

This levy increase has the potential to cost our community
jobs. The landfill currently employs four full-time and two
part-time employees who will not have jobs if the landfill
does not receive enough waste to remain viable.

I will read from the letter from the Shire of Strathbogie
about one of its issues with the levy. The letter is from
David Westphalen, the director of asset services, who
says:
Council already has an ongoing problem with solid waste
being dumped on the roadside and expects that with such
large levy increases, the incidence of this illegal dumping will
increase.

The letter goes on to say:
Council believes that the net effects of such large and
arbitrary levy increases are to add to the financial stresses
already punishing our community while increasing the extent
of illegal dumping and compromising the objective of
reducing solid waste impacts on the environment.

Those are just some of the issues. A number of councils
have raised with me the issue of illegal dumping. They
are saying that it will increase, and while the
government has put $6 million into a strike force to
address this illegal dumping, there will be options
where illegal dumping will not be able to be
substantiated. People are dumping rubbish in park sides
and into rivers, which may not be seen.
The cumulative effects will be significant. Building
costs will increase because builders will pass on the
cost increases of putting their waste into landfills.
Businesses will also pass on their increased costs.
There is also an issue with unlicensed landfills, which
do not collect levies. The volume of waste going to
unlicensed landfills will increase. We need to make
sure that the EPA, while it understands where they are,
looks after and monitors those unlicensed landfills to
make sure there are no environmental costs.
As I said before, there is also a question of how much
of the levy will be returned to councils. They do not
know how much is currently going to waste reduction
programs. I was told by the MAV president, Mr Bill
McArthur, that the MAV board recently resolved to
send letters to all Victorian councils advising them to
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show the increased landfill levy as a separate line item
and to identify it as a state government levy. There will
be a huge backlash from the community, and the
councils and the MAV know that. They are saying the
community cannot blame them for the increase in
levies. The councils have been asked to delete garbage
collection as part of their rates and put it as a separate
line item to say that it is a state government levy. This
is another cost shift from the state government onto
local government, and frankly local governments are
getting sick of it.
There has been very little consultation with councils
and local government organisations. They knew it was
coming, but they did not see the final draft, they did not
see the final amounts and they were not told it was
coming in so soon. It has a huge effect, as I said earlier,
on their budgets. It also makes a mockery of the
Victorian state-local government agreement which was
signed on 14 May 2008. I will quote it in part. It says:
The Minister for Local Government on behalf of the
Victorian government and the president of the Municipal
Association of Victoria on behalf of Victorian councils …
enter into this agreement … to strengthen state-local
government relations by building a collaborative working
relationship between state and local government and
improving communication and consultation.

The councils are now realising this is just a piece of
paper that means nothing. The government said it
would evaluate the performance of that agreement on
an annual basis. It is almost two years now and there
has still not been any review of whether it is working.
The government has committed to doing a review of
the waste levies. This should be a genuine review. We
will be asking the government to look at the impact on
councils, communities and businesses and whether in
fact the environmental outcomes have been achieved.
As I said, while the coalition welcomes any
environmental effects efforts to reduce waste, it has
concerns about the lack of consultation and
transparency with local government and communities.
I urge the government to talk to local government, the
communities and environment groups and make sure
that the levies it is putting in place actually do what it
says they will do. This is an issue where the
government needs to come on board with everybody
and not consult after it has happened. There could be
some unintended consequences. Illegal dumping could
be one of those unintended consequences. Councils
have put a lot of effort into making sure that people do
not illegally dump by issuing penalty notices, putting
out educational material and talking to people about
what can be recycled and reused. Let us not waste that
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initiative. Let us make sure these levies do the things
they should do. We do not oppose this bill.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the Environment Protection Amendment
(Landfill Levies) Bill. What this bill does is
demonstrate this government’s commitment to reducing
our impact on the environment. The government has a
great record of reducing waste and encouraging
recycling. It is incredible to consider the way in which
the Victorian community has embraced kerbside
recycling. The Victorian public knows we have to
reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. It knows
we need to do more to recycle the things we use. As a
society we have more and more waste, and we have to
reduce that waste.
The rate at which we have been able to divert waste
material from landfill has increased from 43 per cent
about a decade ago to 61 per cent in 2007–08. There
has been a great increase in reducing waste and
diverting it from landfill. However, in the last three
years the amount of waste diverted from landfill has
plateaued. We must do more to divert that waste,
because we know there will be an external cost to the
environment if we do not. To not cost this properly by
not taking the environmental cost into account is the
wrong approach.
That is why we have introduced this bill: because the
current levy is far too low to substantially reduce the
volume of waste sent to landfill in the future. At the
moment we have levies of around $9 per tonne in
metropolitan Melbourne and $7 per tonne for municipal
waste in rural Victoria. For industrial waste it is $15 per
tonne in metropolitan Melbourne and $13 per tonne in
rural Victoria. Those rates, even by the opposition’s
own admission, are far below those of all the other
mainland states of Australia that have these levies —
New South Wales, South Australia, Western Australia
and the Australian Capital Territory. By the coalition’s
own admission, these levies are low. The levies are too
low to create a significant pool of funds to invest in
resource recovery. They are too low to generate new
jobs in recycling and too low to provide an active
disincentive to people just dumping this material into
landfill.
What we need to do is change these practices because
at the moment it is easier to chuck it than change our
practices. That is why from 1 July 2010 the levy for
every tonne of municipal waste is going to increase to
$30 in metropolitan Melbourne and $15 in rural
Victoria, and $30 a tonne for industrial waste in
metropolitan Melbourne and $25 a tonne in rural
Victoria. The levies will be increased progressively
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over the following three years to 2014–15, subject of
course to review. The levy will achieve the two main
objectives which we have to achieve. It will encourage
all of us to minimise our waste; it will encourage
greater reuse and recycling of resources and it will
promote new investment in alternatives to dumping
waste in landfills. These are important objectives.
Many councils over the years have sought to examine
ways in which they can create jobs out of resource
recovery and recycling, and to a certain extent they
have. Over 20 years ago when I was working on a
neighbourhood employment development program
with the Frankston City Council we sought to look at
how jobs might be created out of waste recycling and
reuse. The fact is that it was not viable to do that unless
you put a cost on the dumping of that material in
landfill. Higher landfill levies will fulfil this objective
because it is estimated that in the first year of the levy
the amount of waste going to landfill will reduce by
850 000 tonnes and will then increase to 1 million
tonnes in subsequent years. That is a reduction in
annual volumes of waste sent to landfill of 33 per cent.
That is a very significant reduction and one that all
parties in this Parliament should be supporting.
Today we know that there is money to be made out of
recycling waste. Companies like Visy and Amcor have
built business empires out of recycling cardboard and
paper. We know there is money to be made out of
rubbish. That is backed up by Access Economics,
which tells us that for every 10 000 tonnes sent for
recycling every year over nine jobs are going to be
supported in that industry.
The member for Shepparton said she was concerned
about the number of jobs at the municipal tip being
reduced. To the extent that jobs may or may not be
reduced at the local municipal tip we know that if
10 000 tonnes are taken out of the local municipal tips
there might be three fewer jobs supported but nine jobs
will be supported by recycling that waste. Three times
the number of jobs the member for Shepparton is
worried about are going to be supported in the waste
recycling industry. The government estimates, based on
the work of Access Economics, that we are going to be
able to support at least 700 new green jobs in the waste
industry by 2014–15. That is a significant addition to
the 2000 people already employed in the recycling
industry. I say to the member for Shepparton: let us
look at jobs for the future; let us look at jobs that are
going to reduce our waste and our impact on the
environment, instead of supporting jobs which support
an old model of dumping this waste into a landfill
without regard for the environmental consequences of
that action.
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The funds generated through the levy are of course
going to be invested in order to assist business and
councils to reduce waste and support them and
recyclers with new resource recovery investments and
initiatives. A total of $28 million is going to go into that
area. In addition, $8.5 million will be invested in
assisting metropolitan Melbourne and regional
Victorian councils to implement best practice in waste
collection and management systems. There will be a
further $6 million invested in establishing a strike force
to address illegal dumping and $5.5 million to clean up
existing contaminated sites. I say to the member for
Shepparton that yes, of course there is the threat of
illegal dumping, but there is the capacity to catch those
illegal dumpers, to impose substantial fines on them
and provide an active deterrent through the funding
generated by this levy to ensure that dumping does not
occur.
The member for Doncaster suggested that there was a
lack of consultation with industry and local
government. That is not borne out in the responses by
key stakeholders to this levy — for example, the CEO
of the Australian Industry Group, Tim Piper, in
response to the announcement of the levy, said:
Business never wants to see unnecessary cost increases, but
the government has listened to the need to keep costs lower
and provide assistance to help business reduce waste.

Overall the Australian Industry Group welcomed the
initiative.
The Victorian Local Governance Association, a peak
body for local government, also supported the increase
in the levy. The member for Shepparton suggested that
somehow this is some catastrophic impost on local
government, that somehow this will be an unnecessary
burden on local councils. The government estimates
that this will increase the rate bill of every ratepayer by
an average of 20 cents a week, which amounts to $9 a
year. I do not think that is going to be an overly
burdensome impost on local ratepayers.
I do not believe Victorians think reducing and
removing over 1 million tonnes of our waste from
landfill is not worth 20 cents a week. I believe that
Victorians will support that minimal increase because
they know we need to reduce that waste going to
landfill. We need to have more sustainable practices,
we need to ensure that we are protecting the
environment and we need to be doing more to support
recycling. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — The bill before us is
about as simple a piece of legislation as you can get. It
amends one schedule — schedule D — of the
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Environment Protection Act and ups the rate of the
landfill levy. In the case of the densely settled areas of
the state, the increase for municipal waste is a modest
330 per cent — and I say that with some irony! — with
a mere doubling of the rate for the disposal of industrial
waste. In the rural areas of the state those rates basically
double. Of course then there will be another whack in
July 2011. If we look at the history of the rate from the
time the schedule was inserted into the act in 2002, we
see that the rate has gone from $4 on 1 July 2002 up to
$40 by the end of 2011, a 1000 per cent increase. If you
go back to the original levy, the levy that was imposed
by the 1992 legislation, that is a 2000 per cent increase.
Despite the relative simplicity of the legislation, that
obviously raises a considerable number of issues. The
first is the level of the increase itself and whether that
can be justified in any way at all — I am not talking
simply in terms of the consumer price index and
whether it can be justified in terms of its
effectiveness — and what it achieves in terms of market
signals. Is it going to provide a useful market signal? Is
it going to promote recycling? Is it going to reduce
waste going to landfill? There is the issue of the
effectiveness — whether a similar or better outcome
could be achieved by other means. There is the issue of
the administrative costs — the impost on local councils
will likely be considerable — and whether this places
an unfair burden on local government or particular
groups within the community. I think there is a very
real chance it will do that. Another issue is whether
there are more effective alternatives: whether this
whole process could be improved and dealt with in
another way. Finally, and particularly, there is a lack of
transparency.
I had occasion to go back and look at the
second-reading debate on the introduction of the
original amendments to the Environment Protection
Act in 1991. It was interesting to see that some things
never seem to change. At the time the opposition was
rightly concerned about the lack of consultation. There
was a very short time frame — probably luxurious by
our standards — of three weeks to deal with the
original bill. Fortunately the numbers were slightly
different. The opposition was able to slow down the
process and conduct some meaningful consultation. In
fact it pushed the government into some meaningful
consultation and improved the bill considerably. I
remember it very well.
At the time I was a councillor at the then Shire of
Mornington, and we had just been through the process,
or were in the process, of dealing with the imminent
closure of the Mount Eliza tip. We thought we had five
years to go but conditions changed and all of a sudden
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we had to find an alternative. Disposal of waste was
very much at the top of my mind in 1991. We got
around that problem by joining the South Eastern
Regional Refuse Disposal Group, as it was then, but it
certainly added to our cost.
I well remember while on a plane on the way to an
Australian Local Government Association conference
in Hobart reading through the bill and the details of the
legislation and trying to figure out what the impact was
going to be for the Mornington community and also for
the wider community because of my role with the
Metropolitan Municipal Association. Ultimately the bill
had bipartisan support, albeit with some 174 opposition
amendments, which the government accepted
wholesale. That bipartisan support remains today. This
is an issue we need to grapple with.
At the time the Shire of Mornington achieved
substantial improvements, not only in terms of that
landfill levy but also through the introduction of a
kerbside recycling service and a vegetation disposal
service. From memory we cut the volume of waste
going to landfill by somewhere between 30 per cent
and 40 per cent, which just goes to show what can be
done in very short order. I was pleased to hear the
parliamentary secretary refer to the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council’s performance in recent days.
Is it important to reduce landfill? Of course it is. There
are potential hazards, whether you are talking about
issues like Brookland Greens — and I certainly do not
wish to dwell on that — gas hazards or groundwater
hazards and the contamination of streams. The second
reason it is important is because a lot of the resources
that would otherwise go to landfill can be recovered
and used again, whether they be plastic, paper, glass or
whatever. It is an incentive to remove the more toxic
elements such as the nasties that you get in batteries and
electronic equipment and all those sorts of things.
During the decomposition process putrescible waste
breaks down and generates various gases and so on. Of
course it is a good thing to reduce landfill. As I said, it
has had bipartisan support since the original
amendments to the Environment Protection Act in 1991
and 1992.
In the time remaining I want to refer to some local
government issues. The member for Shepparton
referred to comments made by the Municipal
Association of Victoria, and I simply underscore those.
In this process local government once again becomes a
collection agency for the state and there is a very clear
attempt to mask this very substantial tax increase as a
rate increase being imposed by local government. I
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have a number of comments from various councils
around the state, and I will refer to them briefly.
A submission was received from the Macedon Ranges
Shire Council indicating there will be an additional $10
charge per household for the annual cost of the garbage
collection service and that about $81 000 will be added
to the cost of operating transfer stations.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
Mr MORRIS — Before the break I was talking
about the responses from some councils to an inquiry
from the opposition. The City of Whittlesea has
responded, indicating that it is concerned that its current
socioeconomic disadvantage will be further aggravated
by this increase in the landfill levy, and I expect that is
accurate. The City of Whittlesea also has concerns
about the lack of consultation, with the state
government once again using local government as a
collection agency. It is concerned also that the increase
will place a further burden on the municipality’s
already high dumped rubbish and litter collection costs,
which are more than $1 million a year. Moreland City
Council is concerned that it will add about 1 per cent to
its rates. Similarly the City of Frankston has identified it
will cost an extra $600 000-plus in the first year and
more than $800 000 in 2011–12, an effective 1 per cent
rate increase.
We must continue to reduce the volume of waste going
to landfill — there can be no alternative — but this
330 per cent increase in the landfill levy is an extremely
blunt instrument. The efficacy of the instrument is at
best doubtful. It may well be that this sort of increase
does in fact reflect the cost and provide the necessary
price signal to ensure that the maximum amount of
waste is diverted. I certainly hope so, and I hope the
predictions of Kelly O’Shanassy and Environment
Victoria are proved correct.
But once again the government has failed to consult, it
has failed to justify the amount it is charging and it has
failed totally to explain its plan. There is an alternative.
I urge the government to consider the views expressed
by the opposition and local government and to use the
potential delay while the bill is between the houses to
engage in meaningful consultation with local
government and have some serious discussion with the
community, because this is just not on the community
radar at all. If the government is prepared to take that
opportunity and pick it up, we will get the best possible
outcomes. That is what can be achieved, and I hope the
government will accept the opportunity that is offered.
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Mr FOLEY (Albert Park) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to make a few brief comments in
support of the Environment Protection Amendment
(Landfill Levies) Bill.
As we all know, this is a good bill, reflecting as it does
the government’s commitment to working to
implement a sustainable future and stimulating new and
innovative sectors of economic activity and jobs for
Victorians. Perhaps most of us here know that this is a
good bill, because although we hear from those
opposite that the bill is supported, you would not know
it from some of the contributions we have heard from
them so far. Indeed, as we have heard from the
contribution on this issue by the part-time shadow
environment minister, she could not have got it more
wrong if she had tried. You would hate to hear her if
she was actually opposing the bill! But supporting the
bill those opposite are — being dragged kicking and
screaming to this outcome here tonight. As usual they
seek to be everything to everyone but ultimately of
course are nothing to anyone.
We have heard from a number of those opposite that
they have a great history on matters of recycling and
environmental responsibility, but what do we see now?
We see a shrunken and hollow shell of a badly led and
lazy leadership team promising everything to groups,
and when it runs into difficulties, as it does, ducking
and weaving.
Let us consider just a couple of the contributions to this
debate that we have heard so far. The member for
Doncaster in her response criticised the bill for funding
through its proposed levy increases the strike force on
illegal dumping. These comments continue to reflect
her lazy, part-time commitment to her shadow
responsibility portfolios. What she fails to appreciate, as
reflected by those comments, is that it is indeed a
well-accepted principle that funds raised by dealing
with environmental problems are then reinvested to
deal with those same environmental issues. This is a
principle that those on all sides of this house when they
have been in government have reflected in their
activities.
Then there was the contribution of the member for
Shepparton who, even though she also apparently
supports the bill, criticised it because she saw that there
might well be jobs lost in council depots and dump
areas as the waste levies are increased over time. I am
reminded of a letter I once saw from a cemetery trust
which criticised the Minister for Health and VicHealth
for their antismoking policies, because what they were
doing was reducing the number of people who died,
and therefore reducing the cemetery’s activities! We
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have this same misconstrued logic being adopted by
those opposite: that whilst you are creating a whole new
innovative sector in how to deal with recycled and
recaptured goods through the price signals floating
from this bill, somehow or another this is a bad thing.
Other speakers have more eloquently described the
numbers and the groups in industry that are appointed
to the job and the issues that this will generate in whole
new areas. We urge the opposition in its future
contributions, rather than carping and moaning about
particular difficulties this might cause, to perhaps lift its
vision and move on to support this bill, not just in a
voting sense but in a real sense.
Enough of those hopeless jokes from members
opposite. Let us consider this bill and the promise that it
brings to communities, jobs and the goal of better
environmental outcomes. This bill continues the
implementation of our government’s commitment to
reduce the amount of waste generated and sent to
landfills. The need to implement changes through
responsible, economic and appropriately adjusted price
signals underpins this bill. It is another step of the goal
reflected in our Towards Zero Waste strategy, which
has been the subject of much commentary in this
debate. The bill seeks to contribute to achieving that
goal by increasing levies on some of our most serious
waste, particularly some non-prescribed solid waste.
Industry needs to look toward ways and means of
increasing recycling rates and resource recoveries. This
has been addressed in a bit more detail by a number of
other members.
The bill seeks to deliver on commitments made by the
Brumby government in building partnerships with
Victorian communities and industries in the waste
recovery and recycling sectors by implementing the
next stages of those commitments in the Towards Zero
Waste strategy. It does this by resetting landfill levies,
which in this particular instance has to be done through
legislation, and by bringing about further changes for
better waste management. Currently these land levies
do not provide the right framework to take the
reduction in the volume of waste to the next necessary
level.
The amount of waste generated in this state across all
sectors continues to increase. Recycling and resource
recovery is also increasing, and those who spoke before
me pointed out the particularly laudable achievements
of local government efforts in kerbside recycling. Sadly
this has not sufficiently offset the overall increase in
waste generation, particularly waste heading towards
landfills.
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The landfill levies serve two purposes: firstly, to act as
an incentive to minimise waste and encourage greater
use and recycling of resources, whilst promoting
investment in the alternatives to that landfill, and
secondly, to fund important programs to meet the
sector’s growing demands and needs in infrastructure,
in sector programs for industry and education, and in
planning and management of this growing area.
perhaps most importantly of all, this bill creates new
jobs for the future. Access Economics found, in a
relatively conservative analysis compared to some that
have been made, that 700 new jobs will be created in
Victorian communities by 2015.
The bill will also see $53.7 million worth of new
investment in this particular area over the next few
years. Some $14 million will go towards assisting
businesses to reduce the waste they send to landfills
through a range of measures to reduce the waste they
generate from their daily operations; $14 million will
support councils and recyclers with new resource
recovery initiatives; $5.5 million will assist councils in
metropolitan Melbourne to implement best practice
waste collection and management systems; and
$3 million will assist councils in regional Victoria to
similarly develop collection and waste management
initiatives. As we have heard, $6 million is allocated to
establish a strike force to counter illegal dumping, with
a further $5.5 million to clean up contaminated legacy
sites, some of which exist in my own electorate. Some
$5.69 million is allocated to environmental agencies,
which will no doubt assist in supporting households,
councils and industries to look toward how they change
both their practices and manage the issues around
tackling waste and sustainability issues, with a further
$1.14 million for the Melbourne metropolitan waste
group and regional waste management groups.
Across the board this bill is worthy of support.
Amongst the range of stakeholders I single out the
Boomerang Alliance. In a media release of 24 March
2010 headed ‘Landfill levy = green jobs’, national
campaign director Mr Dave West said:
The combined impact of increasing landfill levies and a
$28 billion investment into new recycling infrastructure will
create a massive boost for both the state’s economy and
environment.

Mr West should know because he happens to be a
constituent of mine, and by the way is also currently
engaged in a very worthy project assisting Fr Bob
Maguire in developing the South Melbourne Commons
project to put in place some of these strategies in the
real world. When you have commitments to come on
board from the Boomerang Alliance, which represents
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a range of stakeholders, you know this is a measure that
receives widespread support not just from those who
push the point of view of non-government
organisations, but also from those practically involved
in the areas of recycling and resource recovery.
In summary, despite the carry-on and the contrived
opposition of members opposite, this is a worthy bill,
one that is not before time and one that will contribute
to jobs and sustainability. I wish it a speedy passage.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — It is fortunate the
member for Albert Park is a very new member of
Parliament given that he read his entire speech — and
we on this side of the house extended a courtesy to him
by not raising a point of order about that.
The opposition does not oppose the Environment
Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill 2010.
An honourable member — Rubbish!
Ms ASHER — There is certainly rubbish. However,
we have a number of concerns, and there are a number
of concerns I wish to express, including local
government concerns expressed by Bayside City
Council, which is in my electorate of Brighton.

1235

support what the government calls ‘fast movers’ in the
recycling industry and to local governments that show a
desire to invest in technology. The government claims
the money will be used to tackle illegal dumping, to
clean up contaminated sites, to support local
government and waste management groups, and to
invest in other environmental projects. We have heard
all of this before. Various taxes and levies are raised by
the government, and it then becomes impossible to
track how the expenditure is actually directed.
Just by way of example, we in the Parliament were told
that when the water authorities had a series of
environmental levies placed upon them — and these
levies still apply — there would be absolute
accountability via the annual reporting process in the
Department of Sustainability and Environment. If you
look at the reporting process you see these are one-line
items, and in many instances you could claim that these
were projects that should be funded anyway in the
ordinary course of government. My overriding point is
that an incredibly vague one-line item to explain how
something is spent is not accountability and not
transparency. I am not convinced by the second-reading
speech that the government intends to be transparent. I
call on the minister in summing up on the bill to give an
assurance to the Parliament that there will be significant
transparency in the reporting of the way these levies are
expended.

The bill has a series of laudable aims focused around
the need to reduce the amount of refuse sent to landfill,
to encourage more recycling and to obtain the
environmental benefits that would flow from that. As
always with the Labor Party, when there is a laudable
aim there is invariably some sort of tax involved as the
mechanism for achieving it. In this bill, and of course
this is not unique to this government, we are seeing a
levy increase — a tax increase — as a way of achieving
that highly laudable objective.

Waste is a significant environmental problem. In 2007–08
Victoria produced 10.29 million tonnes of waste, and in
approximate terms 4 million tonnes went to landfill and
6 million tonnes were recycled. It is interesting to note that
the government’s tactic — —

In the metropolitan area the government is proposing
that the levy be increased from $9 per tonne in 2009–10
to $40 per tonne in 2011–12 with an interim increase in
the next financial year to $30 per tonne. The aim of the
bill is to have these levies increase on 1 July, which is
incredibly soon. The basis of my council’s objection to
this is the fact that its budget processes are basically
complete and there is an immediate impact on the
council notwithstanding the laudable and desirable aim
of the bill to reduce the amount of waste going to
landfill.

Ms ASHER — Take me on; I like it. The
government’s tactic is to place the levy on local
government. If the government wanted to have a
market mechanism for individual consumers to reduce
their waste or to reduce the amount of waste going to
landfill, I think it would be a better mechanism for it to
flow through to the individual who is making the
decisions as to how to process their rubbish. I accept
that under the structure of local government that may be
difficult, but I would have thought that if you wanted to
modify behaviour it would be better to have the
market-based mechanism based on the individual.

I also want to make a point about this levy and where
the money raised from it will be directed. In the
second-reading speech the government tells the public
of Victoria where the funding is going to be directed.
The government claims it will direct this funding to
support businesses to reduce their waste levels, and to

I want now to refer to concerns raised by my local
council, Bayside City Council. The council has a
number of areas of concern, and wrote to me in a letter
dated 29 March which is signed by mayor, Cr Clifford
Hayes. To paraphrase the council’s concerns, it is

Ms Beattie — You are not reading that, are you?
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dissatisfied that this fee increase is so sudden, that there
was no consultation on the fee and that the point at
which this occurred in the council’s budget cycle makes
it incredibly difficult for the council.
I refer to a copy of a letter written to the Premier on
26 March outlining the fact that this will cause a
$460 000 increase in the council’s 2010–11 expenses,
which the council estimates will add $11 per household
to waste charges. The council went out of its way to
emphasise that Bayside City Council:
… supports efforts to reduce the amount of waste going to
landfill.

The council then outlined to the Premier the fact that it
has a good record in both recycling and green waste. I
think the collections in the area are good by Melbourne
standards — of course they can always be better, but
they are pretty good. The council has made a real effort
in trying to deal with the reduction of waste going to
landfill. However, as I said, it is concerned about these
charges being foisted on it after it has gone through its
budgetary processes. The letter states:
I request that the imposition of these additional charges be
reviewed with a view to the state government and local
governments working together in a collaborative way to
achieve important sustainability outcomes for our
communities.

Given the government wishes to embark on the course
of action — presumably now — of having a levy to try
to induce councils to change their behaviour to
encourage their residents to reduce the amount of waste
going to landfill, I ask it to provide some form of
compensation to councils for the fact that these
significant increases in revenue to councils now have to
be accommodated at a stage in the budget cycle which
is very late. I would have thought anyone involved in
the public sector — government, opposition, federal
parliament, state parliament, local government —
would understand that significant additional charges
occurring late in the budget sector cycle are very
difficult to deal with. Again, in addition to my earlier
request to the minister to give some assurances
regarding transparency of reporting on the way this
money will be expended, I also call on him to give a
response as to whether he would be prepared to
compensate local government areas, as in the case of
my local council, with an increase of $460 000 on its
estimate of what its 2010–11 expenses will be.
As the member for Doncaster, who is the shadow
Minister for Environment and Climate Change, said at
the outset of the debate, we do not oppose the bill. We
support recycling, and we support the amount of
rubbish going to landfill being reduced. I think the
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speeches so far — my own and others — have clearly
indicated that.
But one of my purposes tonight is to seek some
assurances from the minister about the way this money
will be expended and the degree of detail involved,
which we have not yet seen from this government. I
also ask the minister whether councils that have been
inconvenienced by the lack of consultation could be
compensated for it.
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I rise to speak in support of
the Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill
Levies) Bill 2010. I should say from the beginning that
this bill is particularly close to my heart in the sense
that it affects my electorate probably more than that of
any other member in this house. You only have to look
at a Google map of the south-west end of my electorate
to see that it is just like a moonscape out there, to put it
politely. This is simply because that part of the Clayton
electorate has been used for decades now as a dumping
ground and tip for the whole of Melbourne, if I could
say it politely.
It is a horrendous situation. We are talking about
operators in the so-called recycling industry as if they
are really contributing, as if they in fact care that much.
Time and again operators have been just horrendous.
Unfortunately, going back through successive
governments our Environment Protection Authority has
been a toothless tiger. No matter how hard the residents
complain, we do not seem to be getting anywhere.
I now have a concrete crusher operating in my
electorate. We call this a ‘recycling industry’ and it
sounds very nice, but the fact of the matter is they are
now using chemicals to break the concrete, and these
chemicals are seeping into the water system. The
residents are up in arms because they are fearful and
worried about the consequences of this and how it is
affecting their houses. We have schools nearby, and the
dust coming from this operation is going to kill
people’s livelihoods. The stories just go on and on.
This is not even to mention the horrendous trucks that
bring in the garbage, sometimes to sites that are not
supposed to be receiving such rubbish. However, they
still bring it in, and the mud from the tyres of the trucks
is making life a misery for residents in the surrounding
areas.
I could go on and on, but let me come back to the bill. I
hope with this amendment bill we will see a better
environment. I hope we will come to a time when these
operators act in accordance with their consciences. I
understand that they are big worldwide companies, the
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owners of which probably do not reside here, but
simply employ Australians and earn millions of dollars
for themselves and their countries.
We trust that the fees being charged for the disposal of
waste to landfill will pay for the provision of the
service. But an equally important role is to promote
recycling and encourage a reduction in waste disposal.
There are both economic and environmental
imperatives in this approach, and this is very much
common knowledge. The government set out a 10-year
strategy in its Towards Zero Waste strategy released in
2005. These imperatives are articulated on page 5 of
that document, and I quote:
The amount of waste generated will be substantially reduced.
There will be less squandering of recoverable materials and
our valuable natural resources will be protected. There will be
less greenhouse gas emissions, pollution and litter and our
environment will be cleaner and healthier for all Victorians.
This will be achieved with a net economic benefit to the state.

The 2005 strategy points out that over the previous
10-year period Victorians recycled something like
35 million tonnes of waste, which was four times that
of 1993. In 2002–03 Victorians recycled a record
51 per cent of the total solid waste stream. That is quite
an achievement and amounted to 222 kilograms per
household, or something like 393 000 tonnes of
recyclable containers, paper and cardboard, and
167 000 tonnes of green organics. Page 18 of the
strategy quantifies the benefit as:
saving 7320 megalitres of water — enough to fill about
3000 Olympic-sized swimming pools
preventing 237 000 tonnes of greenhouse gases —
equivalent to taking 40 000 cars off the road
saving another 237 000 tonnes of solid waste — enough
to fill 259 quarter-acre blocks with garbage.

I can envisage all these figures because people living in
my electorate are living with it every day.
Recycling has been working. However, more remains
to be done. The 2005 strategy set targets to 2014, and
these were reviewed in the government’s report Toward
Zero Waste Strategy Progress Report 2007–08, which
found the following:
61 per cent of all Victoria’s solid waste was recycled in
2007–08 (compared to 62 per cent for 2006–07).
Victoria’s commercial and industrial (C&I) and construction
and demolition (C&D) sectors exceeded their 2007–08
resource recovery targets by 5 per cent and 3 per cent
respectively.

I have mentioned the collateral damage to the
community when they are not really operating by the
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book and in line with the expectations of the
community.
Victoria’s municipal sector fell 2 per cent short of the
2007–08 resource recovery target of 42 per cent.
Meeting the target of a 1.5 million tonne reduction in
total waste compared to business as usual remains a
significant challenge, especially in light of Victoria’s
projected population growth.
When one looks at the municipal figures, one realises
more needs to be done. The bill amends schedule D to
the Environment Protection Act 1970 to increase the
metropolitan/provincial municipal levy to $30 per tonne
on 1 July and then to $40 per tonne on 1 July 2011; to
increase the metropolitan/provincial industrial levy to
$30 per tonne on 1 July and then to $40 per tonne on
1 July 2011; to increase the rural municipal levy to $15
per tonne on 1 July and then to $20 per tonne on 1 July
2011; and to increase the rural industrial levy to $25 per
tonne on 1 July and then to $35 per tonne on l July
2011.
I mention this increase in the levy because I was
perturbed by the front page of my local paper reporting
on the chief executive officers and mayors of five
municipalities complaining about the rate. If you look
at the rate, you realise it is pretty insignificant. The
action taken under this bill will be not only
economically responsible but also hopefully the right
thing environmentally. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to speak on the Environment Protection
Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill 2010. The bill
amends the Environment Protection Act 1970 to
increase the municipal and industrial waste landfill
levies from 1 July. As other members have also
mentioned, the intent of this levy increase is to reduce
the amount of waste delivered to landfill.
The main provisions of the bill refer to both municipal
waste and industrial waste. Levies for municipal waste
in metropolitan areas will increase from $9 per tonne in
2009–10 to $40 per tonne by 2011–12. For rural areas
those levies will increase from $7 per tonne in 2009–10
to $20 per tonne by 2011–12. The levies for industrial
waste in metropolitan areas will increase from $15 a
tonne in 2009–10 to $40 a tonne by 2011–12. In
regional areas the industrial waste levy will increase
from $13 per tonne in 2009–10 to $35 per tonne by
2011–12. Then these levies will increase by 10 per cent
per year through to 2014–15.
As the member for Doncaster mentioned in her
contribution, an important element of this measure is
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that a review must be completed to understand the
impact of the particular proposed increases. I can speak
from some experience on the challenges of the
ever-increasing fees and our responsibilities around
recycling and reuse because in a previous life I was a
regional manager of Collex, now known as Veolia
Environmental Services, based in Morwell. Our core
business was the collection and disposal of waste and
associated recycling services. This was predominantly
focused on commercial and industrial-type waste. If I
might digress slightly — I am still good friends with a
number of people at that particular business — one of
my colleagues, Keith Bailey, passed away during the
week. I pass on my respects to his wife and family and
those other people who were moved by that particularly
untimely death.
Coming back to the bill, over time we have seen the
evolvement in the consciousness of businesses and
individuals, with focus on the reuse and recycling of
various waste streams. It is a given that this forms the
basis of this legislation. Measures have been taken not
only by local councils but also by regional waste
management groups, businesses and households, with
the mantra to improve waste management practices. If
you assess the figures associated with waste disposal,
you get some sense of the enormity of the waste created
in this state. In 2007–08, 10.29 million tonnes of waste
were produced in Victoria, and approximately 6 million
tonnes of this waste was recycled, with the remaining
amount going to landfill.
I refer to my own electorate. Latrobe City Council has
had its challenges on recycling. Not so long ago we had
the single-bin system for households. Over time that
has developed into a new three-bin system, with a
120-litre general waste wheelie bin collected weekly
and a 240-litre recycle bin and a 240-litre green waste
bin, both of which are collected fortnightly. That is
probably relevant to a lot of other municipalities. What
I have seen with the introduction of this three-bin
system is a dramatic increase in recycling and a huge
reduction in our general waste going to landfill. But a
lot of work still needs to be done.
If you believe the figures in the second-reading speech,
you would think that each year to 2014–15 a further
1.2 million tonnes of waste can be diverted away from
landfill. This appears to be somewhat ambitious,
particularly if there is not greater investment in some
regional programs and projects. I understand the intent
of increasing landfill levies for the purpose of diverting
waste from landfill, but this measure should not be seen
as a silver bullet. It is imperative that we have greater
support for and investment in projects and programs,
particularly in our regional areas. From my experience
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in the industry some years ago, I know that there is
certainly not the provision of services for recycling in
many regional areas. There are no commercial sorting
facilities available in many regional areas, and therefore
it is difficult for businesses and waste management
operators to undertake recycling. There is a significant
cost impost on top of that. That is an impediment for
many businesses.
In the Latrobe City Council area one of the challenges
we have is the lack of landfill space. In fact in recent
years two landfills at Moe and Morwell have closed.
We have a new landfill introduced at Traralgon South,
which, despite some consternation among the
community, is now up and operational. Over time the
term has changed. In the past we referred to such
facilities as ‘tips’. They are no longer ‘tips’; they are
landfills with plenty of opportunities for recycling and
reuse options available to them.
On a cost comparison, one thing I want to raise from
my experience in the past is that it is interesting to note
the cost to dispose of commercial landfill waste.
Currently in the Latrobe city we are paying
approximately $80 a tonne plus GST. This is an impost
on businesses. The challenge is there because we do not
have a range of other recycling facilities or commercial
sorting facilities available in the region. When you
compare that to other commercial landfill costs in other
parts of the state, you realise it is extremely high — and
it impacts greatly on many of our businesses.
One of the challenges other members referred to is what
happens when you increase costs — that is,
unfortunately some people out there dispose of waste
against the law. In our particular region, where we have
a large number of pine plantations, the illegal dumping
of rubbish is substantial and unsightly. My firm belief is
that the significant cost burden on many people
encourages this. It is a catch-22 situation. I understand
the reasons why we need to increase prices, but at the
same time I note that the second-reading speech
referred to tackling some of the challenges around
illegal dumping. I would like to see some of that money
being spent in the Latrobe Valley, particularly around
the pine plantations, so that we can ensure that the
prospect of illegal dumping is reduced substantially.
The member for Shepparton mentioned some of the
challenges from councillors and the Municipal
Association of Victoria (MAV) in respect of their
concerns about the legislation and regarding councils
being revenue collectors for the state government.
It was interesting to see in the Age of 25 March some
comments from industry groups, which also expressed
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concern. I say at the same time that we understand the
intent of the legislation. The Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry has said that the
increased levies should be offset by ‘significant
business tax relief’ in the May budget — that is a
comment attributed to VECCI in the Age article. The
article also quotes Brian Welch from the Master
Builders Association of Victoria as saying:
It is confusing that the government is working to stimulate the
building industry with one policy, then adds significantly to
costs by doubling this levy.

The article describes the MAV as saying the money for
recycling programs was welcome but has been a long
time coming, and describes its president, Bill
McArthur, as commenting that councils were frustrated
by their increased role as state collection agencies.
Despite the intent of the bill there are some issues and
challenges around it. In the Gippsland area, in particular
in the Latrobe Valley, many businesses are concerned
about the costs imposed upon them for waste collection.
As I said, there is a lack of recycling and sorting
facilities in the region. I would hope some of the
moneys raised by these levies will be directed back into
these types of projects and programs, which would not
only make a significant difference to businesses in my
region but would also encourage greater participation in
the recycling and reuse of materials that are produced.
Other than that, as many members have said, the
coalition does not oppose the legislation before us.
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I rise to speak in
support of the Environment Protection Amendment
(Landfill Levies) Bill 2010. It is very pleasing to see
that the opposition is supporting the bill. There has been
a little bit of grumbling here and there, but at the end of
the day the opposition is fully supporting the guts of the
bill. That is very pleasing to see.
This is another great example of the Brumby
government’s commitment to moving away from a
landfill waste management system to a recycling waste
management system. Sending waste to landfill carries
significant local environment and community impacts.
These include odour and dust, vermin, reduced amenity
and property values and the risk of groundwater
contamination.
There is also the risk of the build-up and migration of
landfill gases many years after landfill closure if landfill
sites are not properly built and managed. Cranbourne’s
Stevensons Road landfill — built, managed and
operated by the City of Cranbourne and, after the
council amalgamation, by the City of Casey — is a
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living, breathing example of the legacy of landfill. This
was a nightmare for the local residents of the Brookland
Greens estate. Millions of dollars were spent to bring
the situation under control. The Stern report noted a
figure of $81 per tonne as a potential external cost
estimate for waste disposed to a landfill without landfill
gas capture technology, as was the case with the
Stevensons Road landfill.
In 2005 the Victorian Labor government launched the
futuristic Towards Zero Waste strategy. This was a call
to action to all Victorians to minimise the amount of
waste that we generate and maximise the opportunities
for recovering material. I am sure this bill will lead to
the behavioural change we have to have in Victoria.
Research undertaken by Access Economics found that
for every 10 000 tonnes of material sent for recycling
each year over nine jobs are supported; the same
amount going to landfill supports fewer than three jobs.
I am pleased that this information will console the
member for Shepparton, who is worried about a couple
of jobs in a landfill site.
There are some great stories to be told in the electorate
of Cranbourne. I will take this opportunity to speak
about an organisation based in Carrum Downs that is
delivering a more resource-efficient state — that is,
Replas recycled plastic products. Since 1992 the
company Repeat Plastics Australia, branded Replas, has
been effectively making high-quality affordable
recycled plastic products using recycled plastics from
domestic and commercial waste. It uses recycling
technology entirely developed by its own in-house
engineers. It has even established plastic waste
collection stations overseas to support its input demand
for the process.
In Victoria the positive side of the story is that the
fraction of waste recycled and recovered in 2007–08
was above the interim target for Towards Zero Waste.
However, recent annual performance indicators
strongly suggest that without further action to increase
levies, Victoria is at risk of not meeting performance
goals in waste avoidance and resource recovery by
2014. Local councils, environment groups and industry
have been calling for an increase in levies for a long
period of time. In 2009 the Boomerang Alliance, an
environmental group, called for an immediate increase
of $30 per tonne and thereafter an annual increase of
$10.
I commend the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change for holding long-running discussions with local
government about the future of waste management and
the shared commitment of state and local governments
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to increasing recycling. These discussions have played
an important role in informing the government’s
approach to the levy and the $54 million investment
package to assist councils and businesses to tackle
waste. This includes $14 million to support councils
and recyclers with new resource recovery investments
and initiatives to complement the levy and accelerate
recycling, $5.5 million to assist councils in
metropolitan Melbourne to implement best practice
waste collection and management systems in line with
the metropolitan waste plan, $3 million to assist
councils in regional Victoria to implement a range of
collection and waste management initiatives, and
$6 million to establish a strike force to address illegal
dumping. This will provide direct support to councils,
which have to deal with this difficult issue.
This funding is on top of the Victorian government’s
commitment of $6 million to work with local
governments to curb litter. This $6 million investment
includes the rollout of recycling bins at sporting
grounds, local shopping strips and on the transport
network. Local government litter prevention officers
will be employed to educate and, where necessary,
issue litter penalty notices. This will result in a very
small increase in council rates in the order of 20 cents
per week in the first year. This would make up a very
small proportion of total council waste charges, which
are around $124 per year per household, and an even
smaller part of the total rates bill per household.
The proposal will not bring any administrative cost or
responsibilities to the councils since there are no
procedural changes to the existing system in place. It
would be very disappointing if councils used an
increase of around 20 cents per week, or about $9 per
year, to impose significant rate increases on Victorian
families.
The proposed levy in metropolitan Melbourne will be
the highest in Victoria; it will be $30 in 2010–11 and
will increase to $53.20 per tonne by 2014–15. This is in
comparison with metropolitan Sydney, where the
current levy is $58.80, which will increase by $10 plus
consumer price index increases annually until 2016.
The Brumby government has been very mindful of the
need to strike a balance between cost to households, the
needs of industries and environmental outcomes. This
is a great bill. It sets the scene for future recycling. It is
a great step in the right direction. I commend the bill to
the house.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I rise to
speak on the Environment Protection Amendment
(Landfill Levies) Bill. The purpose of the bill is quite
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simple: to increase municipal and industrial landfill
levies — in other words to increase taxes and charges
on Victorians and Victorian businesses.
I had a sense of deja vu when I read the second-reading
speech on this bill. I will refer back to some previous
second-reading speeches. On 2 May 2002 in her
second-reading speech on the Environment Protection
(Resource Efficiency) Bill, the then Minister for
Environment and Conservation, Ms Garbutt, said:
Third, it provides additional funding and increased incentives
for … environmental priorities through changes to landfill
levies.

Back in 2002 a minister of this government said also:
As I have made clear, this bill implements the government’s
vision for reducing waste and making Victoria a centre for the
sustainable industries of the future. Innovation needs direct
support. This government will make sure that funds are
available to those with key roles in the search for better ways
of reducing our waste and delivering sustainable outcomes.
Local government and industry will be the major
beneficiaries.
This bill will achieve this by progressively increasing
Victoria’s landfill levies over a five-year period.

That was in 2002. On 20 July 2006 the then minister
introduced the Environment Protection Amendment
Bill. In the second-reading speech on that bill, apart
from an aside where the minister said the government
would phase out plastic shopping bags by the end of
2008 — another broken promise — the then minister
said:
From 1 July 2007, different levies will apply to wastes of
different hazard levels being deposited to landfill.

Further the minister said:
Importantly, revenue from these levy increases will be
reinvested by the Environment Protection Authority in
partnership with industry to assist the elimination of the
production of prescribed industrial wastes.

So far we have a speech in 2002 that talks about an
increase in levies, and in 2006 also an increase in
levies. We are not finished yet. On 12 March 2008, the
Minister for Energy and Resources said in a
second-reading speech on another bill:
This government has a three-pronged strategy …

And the second prong was:
… substantially increasing the cost of sending waste to
landfill through landfill levy increases …
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He further said:
To accelerate the drive for zero hazard waste by 2020, this bill
will fulfil the government’s commitment to increase landfill
levies from 1 July 2008.

He then outlined substantial increases. Then in March
2010 we get similar words again in the second-reading
speech for this bill:
This bill resets Victoria’s landfill levies to help bring about
measured change for better waste management.
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charges on families, businesses and councils in this
state.
There is also concern by a number of people that the
increase in costs for landfill levies will result in an
increase in the dumping of rubbish by people who are
trying to avoid those increased costs. I refer to an article
in the Hamilton Spectator of Saturday, 27 March 2010
which says:
The scenic Wannon Falls … has become a dumping ground
for vandals.

…
Increasing the levies will increase recycling and help Victoria
avoid sending unnecessary waste to landfill.

From what we have seen in the second-reading
speeches on four separate bills, one can conclude that
the government is very good at recycling its platitudes
and its words, it is very good at increasing costs and
charges for families, households and businesses, but it
does not seem very good or very consistent over those
four bills in actually delivering on more effective
reduction in landfill and increasing recycling in
Victoria.
One of the concerns we have with this bill relates to the
increase in costs to families, councils and businesses in
this state. I will quote from an article in the Moonee
Valley Leader of 5 April 2010, which says under the
headline ‘What a waste: council’:
Rates are set to rise by up to 5.5 per cent, thanks to a hike in
the state government’s rubbish levy in a bid to cut landfill
across Victoria.

Further it says:
Moonee Valley mayor Shirley Cornish said the council was
frustrated with the levy increase, describing it as an ‘impost
on the council and ratepayers’.

An article in the Weekly Times of 31 March says:
Country councils have lashed out at the Victorian
government’s decision to crank up landfill levies …

Further it says:
MAV president Bill McArthur said councils were growing
increasingly frustrated at the number of state government
policy costs and levies being imposed on them.

In particular the council is concerned that these levies
are coming in at a stage when the councils have already
set their budgets in place, and these costs will be a
significant impost on councils, which have already put
their budgets in train. What we are getting is the Labor
government, in typical fashion, increasing costs and

A number of household items have been thrown over the
platform lookout, smashing at the bottom and littering one of
Southern Grampians Shire’s tourism hot spots.

The concern is that when you increase these landfill
levies, there is an increased temptation or incentive for
people to dump their rubbish on the side of the road, at
scenic sites and in national parks rather than taking
them to landfill and having them disposed of safely and
properly.
I am also concerned that, despite the increases in
landfill levies by four different pieces of legislation in
the 10 years of this government, we are still lacking
basic recycling services in rural Victoria. On 11 August
I raised in this Parliament the fact that there is no
collection centre for recycling mercury-containing
compact fluorescent bulbs in western Victoria. The
nearest available recycling centres funded by the state
government are in Geelong and Ballarat. That is
absolutely disgraceful. The South West Regional Waste
Management Group says it will not operate these
compact fluorescent recycling facilities in western
Victoria because the government will not give it any
funds to do so. Yet the government is saying these
bulbs should not be placed in landfill. They contain
mercury, which is a heavy metal, and should not be
disposed of inappropriately by being placed in landfill,
yet there are no facilities in western Victoria where they
can be disposed of safely. Therefore I have done the
responsible thing and set up a collection centre in my
office. People bring their compact fluorescents and
fluorescent tubes to my office, and I regularly take them
to Geelong or Ballarat when I visit those regional
centres.
I also express concern about the lack of alternative
strategies being considered by the government. One of
the alternative strategies I have raised time and again in
this house, which I will raise again now, is the need to
introduce container deposit legislation in Victoria. For
30 years it has worked significantly to the benefit of the
South Australian community, and it should be operating
in this state. The 2006 draft report of the Productivity
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Commission inquiry into waste management made it
absolutely clear that studies across the world show that
container deposit legislation significantly improves the
recycling rates of aluminium cans, glass bottles and
plastic bottles, which form a major part of our waste
stream and too many of which are dumped in landfill in
Victoria. Yet this government continues to have a
negative, head-in-the-sand approach to one of the
greatest opportunities to improve recycling in this
state — that is, container deposit legislation.
Container deposit legislation would deliver improved
recycling rates of that material. It would significantly
reduce littering on our roadsides and the amount of
plastic bottles, glass and aluminium going to landfill —
an amount which is absolutely disgraceful. Yet this
government continues to say no to container deposit
legislation when people in the community around
Victoria are saying loud and clear they support
container deposit legislation. They know that it works
in South Australia, they know it will improve recycling
and they know it will clean up our environment — that
it will clean up our roadsides, our waterways, our
oceans and our beaches. This government stands
condemned for not introducing container deposit
legislation.
Finally, in the last 30 seconds, I wish to raise a concern
about a constituent of mine who is helping family
friends clean up a house which was part of a deceased
estate. He found a small quantity of gunpowder and a
bottle of strychnine. The police came and removed the
gunpowder when requested. When informed about the
strychnine, the Environment Protection Authority said
he had to contact the Country Fire Authority. The CFA
sealed it, but the EPA will not collect it, nobody will
collect it, unless he pays a substantial amount of
money. This government is not serious about getting rid
of that toxic waste.
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I am also pleased to be
speaking in support of the Environment Protection
Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill 2010, which is an
important bill. The bill is another important step
forward in the Brumby government’s commitment to
continuing to work in partnership with other
stakeholders, including industry, local government and
communities, in reducing our waste landfill and in
doing so increasing recycling in Victoria.
Over the last decade the state government has treated
having an effective and efficient waste management
system in this state as a priority. It has done so by
working through key departments such as the
Department of Sustainability and Environment; through
local councils, including of course the City of Greater
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Geelong; through designated waste management
groups, such as the Barwon Regional Waste
Management Group; and with industry. Importantly it
has also done so by working with local communities,
families and individuals, all of whom recognise and
demand that government at all levels — including
federal, state and local — minimise our waste and
maximise our recycling opportunities.
To achieve the expectations of the community and
other stakeholders there is a need to re-examine the
existing levies. I think as a Parliament we all appreciate
this; not only the government but also the opposition
understands it. As they exist at the present time the
levies are no real incentive for people to minimise
landfill waste, hence there is a need to increase the
current levies. In doing so it is important to note that the
landfill levies actually fulfil two primary purposes.
Firstly, the levies obviously play an important role as an
incentive for people to minimise waste and in doing so
they encourage and promote recycling. Secondly, the
levies will provide important funding for providing
recycling programs and education and for financing
organisations responsible for waste management.
Therefore, as has been mentioned by a number of
members, from 1 July 2010 this bill introduces a staged
levy fund increase through till 2014–15. The staged
funding increase will minimise the financial impact on
businesses and households. In talking about the need to
increase levies as an incentive, it is also important to
talk about how the levies will be used. As the minister
noted in his second-reading speech, and has also been
addressed by speakers prior to me, the levies will be
used to support businesses to reduce waste, to support
those organisations that are willing to invest early in
technologies, to tackle illegal dumping and to invest in
environment projects through the government’s
Sustainability Fund. This is good legislation and
important environmental legislation, and I therefore
wish the bill a speedy passage through the house.
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — Disposing of waste in
landfill sites is unsustainable in the long term. As each
landfill site is augmented and increases in size with
more and more of our rubbish being deposited each
week, new storage sites need to be found. This leaves
residents who live in proposed landfill areas panic
stricken. None of us wants the odour of rotting waste
wafting through our homes during long hot summers,
yet this is what many people already have to endure.
The only way to prevent more communities having to
endure this horrible fate is for all of us to make every
effort to dispose of our waste more thoughtfully and to
recycle what we can.
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The state government says the purpose of this bill is to
increase landfill levies for municipal and industrial
waste and therefore encourage a reduction in waste
generation and in the amount of waste being sent to
landfill while also encouraging the market toward
resource recovery technologies and services across
Victoria. This bill permits the government to increase
landfill levies for municipal and industrial waste in two
increments, from 1 July 2010 and then from 1 July
2011.
I would like to share some basic facts about recycling
and landfill. By recycling 1 tonne of paper we save
13 trees, 2.5 barrels of oil, 4100 kilowatt hours of
electricity, 4 cubic metres of landfill and 31 780 litres
of water. Australians use 3.92 billion plastic bags a year
and dump 429 000 of them into landfills every minute.
Australians throw away 3.3 million tonnes of food
waste a year. Home composting can divert an average
of 300 kilograms of household material per year from
the waste stream. Annually the world generates about
400 million tonnes of personal computers, fax
machines, game consoles, mobile phones and other
e-waste items. In 2006 Australians disposed of
1.6 million computers straight into landfill.
I have participated in and encouraged others to
participate in an array of initiatives to reduce
contributions to landfill by running a mobile phone
recycling box from my office, joining in the Cartridges
4 Planet Ark campaign and reminding people to recycle
their plastic bottles and drink containers rather than
throwing them in the ordinary trash, as well as doing
what I can in the office to conserve energy. In the Yarra
Valley most of us are well and truly acquainted with
recycling. We recycle everything from rainwater and
greywater to food scraps for our animals, in my case for
my chooks. We also recycle clothes. In rural
communities recycling is not done because it is the
latest political fad but because we have always had to
do it out of bare necessity.
Turning to the bill in detail, I point out that in 2006, as
part of Labor’s environment and sustainability
platform, a commitment was made to recycle more of
the waste that is currently going to landfill, including
building materials and scrap timber, yet all this bill does
is increase the levy to be paid on each tonne of waste to
avoid its going to landfill. I do not see how this
specifically addresses the problem of items such as
building materials and scrap timber going into landfill.
Given that the levy applies universally to waste
according to its weight and not necessarily the kind of
material that is actually going into landfill, I would say
that this legislation is very poorly targeted. A company
depositing 1 tonne of waste made up entirely of
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legitimate garbage that cannot be recycled — for
example, waste from a home that has been destroyed by
a bushfire — will have to pay the levy even though
there is no recycling benefit to be gained. Therefore this
penalty will be applied to a company that does not
deserve it. How does that situation help with landfill
avoidance?
In a press release issued on 24 March 2010 by the
Minister for Environment and Climate Change entitled
‘New era of recycling and new jobs for Victoria’ we
were told that around $53.7 million would be spent
over the next five years to assist councils, the
community and industry to adapt to increased recycling
opportunities. This initiative is to be funded by
increased landfill levies. This comes from a
government that promised no new taxes. I guess the
government believes that extending a tax does not
count. The government attempts to justify this levy
increase on the grounds that it may create up to
700 new jobs in Victoria. That is robbing Peter to pay
Paul. If these new jobs come to fruition, it will be on
the back of other businesses that are being penalised for
disposing of their rubbish. Under Labor it is always a
zero sum game. One wins; the other loses. Someone
always has to suffer.
In the same media release from the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change we are told the
government estimates that as a result of the imposition
of this levy, recycling will increase by 33 per cent. We
are told nothing about where this figure comes from, so
how can Victorians judge whether the information is
accurate? Given that the statistic is fundamental to
substantiating this piece of proposed legislation, a
reference should have been cited. Projections of this
kind must be properly scrutinised before the
government increases a tax and turns it into law.
Considering Victoria’s diversion of waste material from
landfill decreased for the 2007–08 financial year under
this government’s watch, it is vital we understand the
scale of the penalties that may be applied to local
governments and businesses.
While this bill is focused on the recycling of hard
waste, not enough is being done by Labor to recycle our
most precious resource: water. As of 9 April 2010,
Melbourne’s water storages were at 33.8 per cent,
which can hardly be considered overflowing. The state
government’s north–south pipeline and desalination
plant are two initiatives that will take water away from
one place and pump it to another place. Yet the most
obvious source of water that does not rely on rain
dancing, prayer, theft from regions in desperate need or
the destruction of delicate marine environments is
running down our drains and out to sea. As might

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AMENDMENT (LANDFILL LEVIES) BILL
1244

ASSEMBLY

happen in an episode of Fawlty Towers, the same water
that is being allowed to run out to sea is then magically
considered good enough by this government to be
recaptured at great expense for processing and
purification at the Wonthaggi desalination plant.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
I call the member for Evelyn back to the subject being
debated.
Mrs FYFFE — The levies — absolutely. I would
just like to finish on this little bit and say that it is
almost a miracle. Water recycling and stormwater
harvesting should be treated in the same way as all
waste products. We should be recycling as much as
possible.
Shifting gears I would now like to refer back to my
opening statement about landfill and its impact in
communities. In Coldstream there are two facilities that
are causing residents grief. One is a composting facility
where recycled green waste is processed and the other
is a proposed waste transfer station. It is important that
my fellow parliamentarians are aware of the impact
facilities such as waste transfer stations and composting
facilities have on the lives and lifestyles of those
residents who have to live around these depots. I will be
raising the issue of the compost facility again in the
adjournment tonight. It is causing great problems for
local residents who have been virtually forced to live
inside their houses and not go outside.
In the case of the waste transfer station, it is being sited
in an area where there is a school and surrounding
residential streets with 40-kilometre-per-hour speed
limits. Much as we all support recycling, the siting of
these facilities has to be taken into consideration.
Moneys raised by landfill levies must be used in a very
practical way by making sure we site the facilities in
places that are not going to cause problems for existing
residents or change the image of Melbourne as green
and clean. I believe there are better options than
diverting recyclable waste from landfill into residential
areas. We have other areas where waste transfer
stations can go, and they must be sought out. The ones
that are affecting the local communities where they
operate must be moved to more suitable areas.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to speak on the Environment Protection
Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill. It further delivers
on the Brumby government’s commitment to work in
partnership with Victorian industry, communities,
individuals and local government to achieve greater
efficiency in our resource use and to reduce waste.
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Having said that, and before I get into discussing the
body of the bill, I am a little confused. I think the
members for South-West Coast and Brighton need to
go and have a cup of tea together. The member for
South-West Coast read through some speeches, starting
from 2002, which talked about the government’s
intentions to increase landfill levies. That was certainly
put forward in the Towards Zero Waste strategy in
2005 and was flagged again in the statement of
government intentions in 2010. As I said, the member
for South-West Coast referred to statements by
different ministers, but the member for Brighton then
complained that there had not been enough consultation
and asked that the council in her electorate, Bayside
City Council, be given compensation. I am a little
confused about that, but not as confused as those two
members are.
There is no confusion on this side of the house about
the fact that we need to manage our waste better. I think
the community expects us to do that. The days of
quarrying rocks, digging holes in the ground and then
filling them up with goodness knows what, to be quite
frank, are gone. As one of the previous speakers said,
we used to call them tips, and as children we would
happily go down there to play, but goodness knows
what was put in there. Those days are gone. We know
some of the materials that were put in landfills back
then were dangerous. We need not to dig holes and fill
them up but to reduce our waste and recover our
resources. In the current setting we do not have the right
framework to do that so we need to significantly reduce
the volume of waste sent to landfill.
Generating waste and disposing of it in landfills is a
very minor component of business and household costs,
and it is cheap compared to other management
solutions. On my side of town the Visy recycling trucks
going up and down Pascoe Vale Road are a great
example of recycling in action — a lot of the waste that
is taken into Visy is recycled. But as I said, we can do
better.
The landfill levies serve two purposes. The levies act as
a device and an incentive to minimise waste and
encourage greater reuse and recycling of resources
while promoting investment in alternatives to waste
disposal. Secondly, the levies play an important part in
funding waste management infrastructure, support
programs for industry, education programs and
resourcing of the bodies responsible for waste planning
and managing waste in Victoria.
I want to talk about some of the investment that will be
going in, amounting to $53.7 million. That includes
$14 million to assist businesses to reduce the waste they
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send to landfill through innovations and to reduce the
amount of waste they generate; $14 million to support
councils and recyclers with new resource recovery
investments and initiatives to complement the levies
and accelerate recycling; $5.5 million to assist councils
in metropolitan Melbourne to implement best practice
waste collection, and $3 million to assist councils in
regional Victoria to implement a range of collection
and waste management initiatives.
The member for Morwell raised the issue of illegal
dumping in his electorate, particularly in a pine forest in
his area. I would just like to assure the member that his
electorate is not the only one where illegal dumping
occurs; I think it occurs in just about every electorate in
Victoria. The government is allocating $6 million to
establish a strike force to address illegal dumping and a
further $5.5 million to clean up contaminated legacy
sites. I understand the $6 million will be administered
by the Environment Protection Authority but there will
be an opportunity later on for local councils to be
involved in that. I assure the member for Morwell that
with that strike force something will be done about
illegal dumping. There is also $5.69 million for
environment agencies to further support households,
councils and industry to tackle waste and sustainability
issues. Members can see that this is not just a bill about
levies; it is endeavouring to change the whole culture of
the way we dispose of and reduce waste.
In my electorate there is a great amount of builders’
rubbish. We need to encourage builders to reduce the
amount of waste they take to landfill. In the end that
will not add to the cost of building; it will reduce it. It is
not just me saying that. Tim Piper of the Australian
Industry Group said:
Business never wants to see unnecessary cost increases, but
the government has listened to the need to keep costs lower
and provide assistance to help business reduce waste.

Alex Fraser Group, one of Victoria’s leading
construction and demolition waste recyclers, said:
… the increase in landfill levy for industrial waste announced
by the minister is an important step in diverting useful
resources like concrete and brick away from landfill and into
recycling facilities.

What we see here is not just an increase in tax but a
massive shift and cultural change. This is going to be
good for the future of this state, good for business and
good for jobs. Access Economics has found that for
every 10 000 tonnes of material sent for recycling each
year, over nine jobs are supported. On this basis,
700 new jobs in the waste industry will be created by
2014–15. The bill will also provide greater security to
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the 2000-plus workers who are currently employed in
this area.
Victoria has done well in reducing the amount of waste
taken to landfill, but we can always do better. We have
to think not only about Victoria in the next four years or
so but also about how Victoria is going to look in
50 years. I am confident that not many people want to
see a Victoria full of holes with rubbish going into
them. What they want is a clean, green environment.
The reduction of waste and looking after our natural
resources is the way to do this. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) — I too rise to speak
on the Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill
Levies) Bill 2010. The bill essentially provides for an
increase in landfill levies in the next five years. It is
intended to provide an incentive to divert waste from
landfill to recycling facilities. There are different types
of recycling, which I will talk about in a minute. The
bill also provides for the money raised from the levies
to be invested in a number of different
sustainability-based projects.
Let me state from the start that I am very much in
favour of increasing recycling and also reducing the
amount of rubbish going to landfill. Members who have
spoken before me have stressed their support for that,
and I totally concur with them. The Liberals have a
proud history on recycling and environmental care. It
was a Liberal government that set up the Environment
Protection Authority. We are very proud of that. The
EPA has taken on different guises over the years and
perhaps needs a bit of an update now to give it a little
bit more guts, with more teeth being given to the tiger,
but that is talk for another day.
The current cost of taking waste to landfill in the
metropolitan municipal areas is $9 per tonne. That will
increase on 1 July to $30 per tonne, then eventually by
July 2014 to $53.20 per tonne. The current industry rate
is $15 per tonne but that will be brought totally in line
with the municipal waste rate as the years go on. The
aim is to increase resource recovery by 33 per cent over
the next five years and to raise more than $53 million
for environmental projects. It is proposed that
$6 million of the revenue raised will be used to
establish a strike force to address illegal dumping. This
is something that is very near and dear to my heart at
the moment and, based on what other members have
said, it is something that I am not alone in supporting.
Just last week I had a complaint about illegal dumping
on the north side of the railway line at Bayswater of
what appeared at first glance to be household rubbish.
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On further investigation we discovered there were quite
a lot of large semi-industrial fans and that type of thing.
Even though at first blush it looked like household
rubbish, somebody had obviously been stripping the
metals for recycling and had decided it was far easier to
dump it on what looked like unused land north of the
railway line than to take it to a municipal depot.
Perhaps they did not want to pay the gate fee at the
transfer station; I am not sure.
That brings in another part of the argument about what
we are recycling. Metal recycling is huge. The other
day I was at one of my local businesses,
CMA Recycling, which is in the business of metals
recycling and metals and waste transfer. There has been
a lot of trouble around the CMA site. but that is a
planning issue for another day. One side of the road is
zoned industrial 1, where we have good intentions to
recycle steel and zinc. CMA Recycling has a Meretec
plant, by which it extracts zinc from car parts and that
type of thing. The other side of the road, which is only
one lane each way, is in a different municipality and is
residential. Residents are being woken in the middle of
the night by the thumping of steel and the movement of
forklifts and bins and that sort of thing. It is an
untenable situation. As much as everyone wants the
recycling to happen, it is a difficult situation. As I said,
that is a planning issue for another day. The Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal is trying to sort all
that out at the moment.
The bill aims to create some 700 new jobs in the
recycling sector. They will be in recycling plants and
transfer stations. The one thing that is missing from the
conversation — not necessarily the bill but certainly the
conversation at the moment — is why we are not
talking about container deposit schemes. They would
certainly reduce a lot of landfill by encouraging the
reuse of glass and also by encouraging manufacturers to
reduce their packaging. Anybody who has a small child
and has to unwrap Christmas presents knows that it is a
quite arduous task. We should be encouraging industry
not to create the packaging to begin with so that we do
not have to worry about recycling as much.
The costs of this proposal will be passed on directly to
ratepayers. The timing of the introduction of this for
councils when they are in the throes of finishing their
budgets for the year and are about to put them out for
consultation means that councils have to talk about this
last-minute factor, and they will of course have to
increase rates. They do not see any way around it. I will
talk more about that in just a moment.
Currently the amount of waste going to landfill in our
state is about 4 million tonnes per year. We are hoping
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that with this bill that will drop over the next five years
to around 2.5 million tonnes. The levy will be charged
to all residents, not just those who are obviously not
doing the right thing but also those who are already
doing the right thing. It is a little like the liquor
licensing fees, by which we are saying, ‘Not all bars are
evil; look at the bad spots’, but everybody is being
stuck with the new liquor licensing fees. The same sort
of thing will happen with this bill — that is, all
residents, regardless of their individual waste
management practices, will be paying extra for these
services.
The councils in my district of Bayswater, the cities of
Maroondah and Knox certainly realise that there is a
need to improve the recovery of resources but, as I said,
they are also very concerned about the timing of the
levy, which will increase by 233 per cent the cost of
sending waste to landfill in Maroondah. They have
made representations to myself and the other MPs in
the area.
We need to have a further look at how the revenue
raised will be divided up. There are no specifications on
how the cost of litter prevention officers will be divided
between local councils or how many will be employed.
Clarity on the funds disbursal is something we need to
look at.
This could be seen as just another high tax, yet the idea
is good. Consider what Maroondah City Council said. It
said the landfill levy has been in place since 2001–02,
that it was then paying $4 per tonne and, as I said, that
it is now going up to $30 per tonne. What the council is
really worried about is that there was no consultation
with the local government sector in accordance with the
Victorian state-local government agreement of 2008. If
we refer to that agreement, we see that part 4,
section 12, says:
Where the Victorian government intends for local
government to administer or enforce new primary legislation,
or new or revised regulation, the relevant lead department
shall, subject to exceptional circumstances, consult with local
government in accordance with section 4.6 of the Victorian
Guide to Regulation (‘Consultation with local government’).

The council does not believe this has happened. It is
incredibly worried about the half-million dollar black
hole that will be created in its budget if this is not
passed on to ratepayers.
I will conclude by quoting from a media release put out
by about 10 local councils that are members of the
Eastern Region Mayors Group (ERMG). The group has
written to the Premier urging the state government to
reconsider the magnitude and timing of the recent
announcement increasing landfill levies from 2010 and
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beyond. The press release paraphrases City of Knox
mayor Cr Joe Cossari, and states:
… the mayors of the eastern metropolitan region are deeply
concerned about this announcement as it could have
significant impact on councils’ 2010–11 budgets.

Further:
… the ERMG supported the increased recycling opportunities
that would be created by the levy increase.

The press release quotes Cr Cossari as having said:
However, we have advised Mr Brumby that there has been no
consultation with councils about this decision, which is most
disappointing given that councils are expected to collect the
increased levies as well as implement various components of
the program …

The mayor of the City of Maroondah, Cr Alex Makin,
is referred to as having said:
… an increase in landfill levies would impact on rates and
charges in 2010–11.

Although the concept is sound — and we all want a
better long-term environmental outcome for Victoria,
looking not just at what is happening in the next 5 years
but in the next 50, 100 or even 200 or 300 years — it is
a bit rich for the government to be putting such huge
new levies onto councils at such short notice. However,
I will not be opposing the bill.
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) — It is a
pleasure to speak briefly this evening to support the
Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies)
Bill 2010. This bill provides for an increase in landfill
levies that will lead to the diversion of an extra
1.2 million tonnes of waste a year from landfill by
2014–15. It is a staggering amount of waste, and it is a
grand goal to have. It represents a 33 per cent reduction
in the volume of waste that is currently sent to landfill.
The actions set out in the bill are necessary to boost
recycling across Victoria. The fact is, and it has been
the case for a while now, that it is too cheap to simply
dump waste in Victoria. We have to face that fact. We
also have to fact the fact, as the member for Yuroke
said just before, that the time has passed when we could
go on and dig bigger holes in the ground to throw stuff
in.
It is about time we took a more forward-looking
approach to this very big issue concerning our capacity
as human beings to produce an enormous amount of
waste. We need an approach that is both economically
practical and environmentally sustainable. It never
ceases to amaze me how much waste we human beings
produce. Victorians are producing more and more
waste each year. In 2006–07 almost 10.3 million tonnes
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of waste was generated in Victoria. It is now more
important than ever that we stick with our Towards
Zero Waste strategy and boost efforts to build on this
government’s commitment to and strong record in the
area of trying to reduce waste and increase recycling.
As we have seen, the government recently announced a
$6 million commitment to work with local
governments to curb litter by rolling out recycling bins
at sporting grounds, local shopping strips and on the
transport network. I am constantly surprised that people
still drop an enormous amount of litter. Cigarette butts,
plastic bottles and food wrappings can be seen in lots of
places. Hence we have this $6 million commitment to
work with local government on a litter strategy to make
sure that people are re-educated about the benefits of
disposing of their waste wisely and to encourage people
not to create as much waste in the first place.
Recycling is not only important in reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, it also creates jobs for Victorians — and
this is a big benefit of making sure that the recycling
industry is given every encouragement. As we know,
this government is totally committed to making sure
that Victorians have the best possible opportunities to
work so they can support their families and have
dreams for their futures. The recycling industry is an
industry for the future. It creates clean, green jobs.
Every 10 000 tonnes of recycled material supports more
than nine jobs, compared with less than three jobs
supported by the same amount of material going to
landfill. In the next five years this increase in the
landfill levies is expected to create around 700 new jobs
to add to the more than 2000 people who are already
employed in the recycling industry. It is a growing
industry, and it is an industry in which young people
can find exciting careers.
In per capita terms the increases in the levies will be
very low. However, collectively the increases represent
around $54 million that will be directly invested into
programs and initiatives that encourage recycling. I
would like to mention a couple of them. Some
$14 million will support councils and recyclers with
new resource recovery investments and initiatives to
complement the levy and accelerate recycling.
When I was a councillor we spent an enormous amount
of time discussing waste management, and some of the
councillors really got excited about the subject. One of
the things we did was establish a resource recovery
centre. I was amazed by the amount of good stuff you
can find at the recovery centre that would otherwise end
up in landfill. More innovative programs such as that
are to be encouraged, and I am very glad to see this
money being given to support councils. Some members
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opposite have been saying that councils have not been
given enough warning about this levy. I find that a little
hard to digest. Councils will put out their hands to take
at least some of this money to make sure it is well spent
on encouraging their local residents to recycle their
waste — or what they perceive to be waste in some
cases. The money will be gladly accepted by councils.
There is $5.5 million to assist councils in metropolitan
Melbourne to implement best practice waste collection
and management systems in line with the metropolitan
waste plan. When I move around certain areas I am
constantly amazed by the fact that some councils have
archaic bins. I am surprised that not more of them have
a more comprehensive collection system that allows
people to separate their waste and recyclables.
Other members have mentioned that an increase in
landfill levies will be a deterrent to people taking their
waste to landfill and we may see an increase in
dumping. I have heard this argument for years now —
for over a decade. I suggest that if people want to dump
their rubbish they do so not just for financial reasons,
although that may be the case sometimes. A lot of
people just take the easy option of dumping stuff
wherever it suits them or wherever they think they can
get away with it. I am very pleased to see that the bill
also includes $6 million to establish a strike force to
address illegal dumping. So far as I am concerned that
cannot happen soon enough.
I am very pleased that many industry groups,
community groups and environment groups support
this initiative of the Brumby government. I note the
comments by SITA Environmental Solutions, a
company that works in my local area. Its spokesperson
said:
This announcement is a great step forward for the state of
Victoria — it will support the investment of millions of
dollars in environmental infrastructure, increase resource
recovery and recycling rates, and lead to the creation of a
significant number of green jobs.
The Victorian government has stated it wants to be at the
forefront of sustainable development in this country. The
increase in levies certainly adds to the environmental
credentials of the Brumby government. It will act as a
platform to drive the development of advanced resource
recovery technologies, significantly increasing the diversion
of waste from landfill, and reducing greenhouse gases.

There are a lot of wins there, a lot of positive statements
and a lot of support for the bill and the increase in
landfill levies.
I point also to the comments made by the chief
executive officer of Environment Victoria, Kelly
O’Shanassy, who also supports the bill. She said that

Tuesday, 13 April 2010

Environment Victoria supports the increased levies
because it will boost recycling rates and keep valuable
materials out of landfill. That is what we are all trying
to do.
I have already said that I consider the increase in
landfill levies to be very modest. I note some people on
the other side have been grumbling a bit, but I am
advised that the increase constitutes an increase in
council rates of around 20 cents a week or $9 a year on
average. I consider that a reasonable amount to pay to
achieve the savings and to take the stress off the
environment. In many cases it is now up to those in
local government to look at their own policies on waste
management and sustainability and ensure that
adequate incentives are provided to encourage their
local communities to increase their recycling around the
house. Many in local government will have to sit down
and assess what sort of recycling practices they have. In
making those assessments about their own practices
some of them will face significant challenges. It is now
time to lift the bar and make sure improvements are
made all round. This is a great bill, and I commend it to
the house.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — On behalf of the
very great and expansive Lowan electorate I rise to
speak on the Environment Protection (Landfill Levies)
Bill 2010. The purpose of the bill is to amend the
Environment Protection Act 1970 to increase municipal
and industrial waste landfill levies, but it is more
commonly known as another tax.
The main provision of the bill relates to municipal
waste. In metropolitan areas the levy will increase from
$9 a tonne in 2009–10 to $40 a tonne in 2011–12. For
rural areas the levy will increase from $7 a tonne in
2009–10 to $20 a tonne in 2011–12. Industrial waste
levies will also increase rapidly over that period by
another 10 per cent through the years to 2014–15. It is a
big increase and a big cost.
Interestingly, the money collected by this process over
five years is expected to be about $200 million. It will
be directed towards initiatives that will promote the
environmentally sustainable use of resources and waste
management particularly via the Sustainability Fund.
Some $54 million from the levy rise will go to assist
councils. That will be greatly welcomed by councils,
because they do not have too much money at this stage.
The community and industrial levy will help reduce
landfill and increase recycling activities. I note, and I
will speak about this a little later, there is $6 million to
combat illegal dumping.
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I have seven councils in my area, and I have written to
all of them about the legislation. The member for
Shepparton, who is the shadow Minister for Local
Government, has spoken about this. I have three waste
management groups in my area. Councils will be
responsible for collecting the levies, so they are very
concerned that they will bear the brunt of the
community backlash about the new taxes. The levies
will have a big impact on their rates, particularly this
year when councils might have to increase their rates by
1 per cent to cover the black hole that will be created by
the legislation. Their main concern is that there has
been no formal consultation.
Councils are also very concerned about dumping. My
electorate is very large — 34 500 square kilometres —
and there are many opportunities for people to hide or
deposit their waste in an inappropriate way. As an
example, 10 years ago when I was a member of the
Horsham council we had every landfill site, except one
about 30 kilometres or 35 kilometres outside Horsham
that was not managed, surrounded by fencing. You
would not believe it, but people would drive out there
to save paying $5 — which was the cost at that stage —
for a trailer load of rubbish at the landfill site. People
will do anything to save money, and I hope they will
not see this new charge, tax or levy — whatever you
want to call it — as a barrier to the proper disposal of
waste.
Others have talked about border anomalies, particularly
along the New South Wales border. For the sake of
time I will not go into the details, but there are many
concerns. I do not oppose the principle of the legislation
because a 2009 Keep Australia Beautiful media release
about Keep Australia Beautiful Week says that
Victorian households were being urged to begin waste
reduction challenges:
In Victoria, almost 10.3 million tonnes of waste was
generated in 2006–07 — just over 2 tonnes per person, and is
increasing. Yet up to 80 per cent of this could be reused or
recycled to provide sustainable resources to create new
products, instead of ending up in landfill.

We have to do better with things like reusing old or
broken mobile phones, and therefore I do not disagree
with the principle of the bill.
As I said, a few of the councils are very concerned
about the bill. One is the Horsham Rural City Council,
which has won national awards as a tidy town. It is a
very proud achiever, as are many towns in my area in
trying to minimise their waste. The Horsham council’s
concern is that it will see dramatic cost increases of
approximately $200 000 per annum just for its landfill.
It is also concerned that neighbouring municipalities
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which now bring waste to the Horsham landfill are also
expressing concern about council charges. I heard the
member for Shepparton speak about the fact that with
the new rate notices going out councils will now
include a line item which will not be ‘garbage
collection’ but ‘the new state government tax’.
Councils are concerned that they have been given no
assistance at this stage to establish or maintain landfills
that are operated under the heavy requirements set by
the Environment Protection Authority. These councils
have been getting very little assistance or no assistance
at all, and they are looking for some support. The
recommendation of the Horsham council was that it
advise the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change that the proposed landfill levy charges are
considered excessive, particularly in the case of
regional landfills, and that a review of this proposal by
the government would be appropriate.
I have a copy of a media release put out by the
Municipal Association of Victoria headed ‘Councils
being used as a state collection agency’. I will quote a
little of this media release in which Bill McArthur,
president of the MAV, is reported as having said:
… councils were increasingly being used as a state collection
agency and faced the brunt of community backlash for the
hidden costs of complying with state policy, regulations and
levies.

He also said:
In isolation this may not seem like much, but it is a massive
hit on ratepayers when added to the cumulative impacts of
overregulation and the onerous state compliance costs
imposed on councils.

Many concerns are being raised by councils.
In the last couple of seconds before I finish I want to
highlight the fact that in my area there are many proud
towns that do a great deal of work under the Tidy
Towns program. The mission of the Tidy Towns
program is to ‘lead, challenge and inspire all
Australians to strive for a sustainable and litter-free
environment’.
I believe litter is a blight on our environment. It can be
compared to graffiti and vandalism. Cigarette butts,
plastic food containers and illegal dumping cause most
of these litter problems. Towns in my area like
Horsham, Dartmoor, Dimboola and Rainbow have
done a great amount of work in the Tidy Towns
programs. They develop community pride. They
encourage recycling. These are the things we should be
spending this money on. With those few words, and on
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behalf of the Lowan electorate, I will not oppose this
legislation tonight.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the Environment Protection Amendment
(Landfill Levies) Bill 2010. The bill before the house
effectively increases landfill levies. As many speakers
have indicated, the revenue from these levies will be
used to fund a range of strategies to reduce the amount
of waste going to landfill, to increase recycling and also
to deal with illegal dumping. I would like to focus on
some of the issues, discrepancies and differences
between some of the metropolitan and regional areas in
the cost of maintaining landfills and managing waste.
It is an amazingly large issue, particularly in areas like
Gippsland where you have such a large amount of
public land, most of which has particular environmental
values. Groundwater requirements are one of the
difficulties in establishing landfill sites in some of those
areas. There is no established data on many of the
groundwater aquifers, so it is very difficult for local
councils to establish landfill dumps in those areas.
What we have seen over recent years is a centralisation
of many of the landfill sites, which has increased
landfill levies and the cost of providing waste disposal
for many of the regional councils. If you look at the
schedules in the legislation, you see there is a different
cost structure for schedule C premises and
non-schedule C premises. Whilst the difference will
slightly favour those non-metropolitan and rural landfill
sites, it will not be sufficient to cover the increased cost
imposed on regional councils and ratepayers for
disposal of waste.
We have seen this in many areas with waste disposal
and recycling. Many of the rural councils have the
highest levels of support for projects and programs like
the CDL (container deposit legislation), which has
already been mentioned, because of the cost of
providing recycling facilities in regional areas. Given
the distances involved, the cost of transporting recycled
materials from regional centres such as Mildura and
others in Gippsland back to areas where they are treated
is much higher, and the cost to ratepayers in those
regional areas is greater.
Clearly the critical mass in large metropolitan areas like
Melbourne means you can operate very large landfills
and large facilities to cover the cost of recycling a lot
more easily than in regional areas. In my view this is an
issue that needs significant attention. There needs to be
a much greater level of support in the regions for
recycling and bridging that gap. Everyone in our
community wants to recycle a greater level of the waste

Tuesday, 13 April 2010

that our households generate so that we save on energy
costs, we save on resources, we save on the waste going
to landfill and we save on a whole range of
environmental detriments to our community of
increased products going to landfill. It is important that
we recycle more, and we need to look further at
extended producer responsibility schemes like CDL,
but there has also been some good work done in recent
years on electronic equipment and diverting that type of
material from landfill.
Illegal dumping is a major problem. I listened to the
member for Morwell earlier, and in areas like
Gippsland it is a problem in and around some of our
urban communities in places such as Lakes Entrance,
Bairnsdale and Orbost. In my view illegal dumping is
based solely on the cost. Some people are not prepared
to pay the cost of disposing of their rubbish at the tips.
In many cases they drive past landfill sites and dispose
of their rubbish in the bush.
Anything we can do to increase the penalties or the
ability to catch these people must be supported by this
Parliament, by government and by local councils,
because someone has to clean up this rubbish. It is a
blight on some of the most significant natural areas in
Gippsland. Increased funding to address that issue has
to be supported by the Parliament.
There are a number of issues that come out of this
legislation. The local councils have expressed some
concern about the cost and timing of the changes. I
understand those concerns. It is important that we
acknowledge that waste is an expensive business. We
need to make sure there is adequate funding available to
local councils for their operating facilities and to
businesses where they are operating facilities to ensure
that we do not take the easy way out.
I know the government has some commitment to the
super-centres and to establishing large diversion-type
facilities to separate the waste. I am currently on the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee, and it
has had a look at issues around bioenergy and diverting
waste from landfill to generate renewable power. There
are a whole range of projects that we could be doing
with waste to improve the diversion out of landfill, not
only with recyclable materials but also with products
that can be used to generate electricity or compost and
other products. It is important that we do all we can to
ensure — —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
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ADJOURNMENT
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Hawkesdale: Crown land development
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — The issue I
wish to raise is for the Minister for Environment and
Climate Change, and I ask the Minister for Regional
and Rural Development to pass it on to him. The action
I seek is for the minister to speed up the process to
obtain an interim land use agreement (ILUA) to
facilitate the construction of a rotunda and the
installation of interpretative signs at the common at
Hawkesdale in time for the 150th anniversary
celebrations of this community on 25 February 2011.
The common is a small parcel of Crown land at the
northern entrance to the Hawkesdale township. The
local community wishes to place a rotunda at this site
and have it opened in February 2011. But on 5 March
2010 Mr Bill Lyons, native title coordinator with the
Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)
in the south-west, sent the following email to the people
involved:
The erection of the proposed rotunda is deemed a public work
which under the Native Title Act would extinguish native
title.
Although the state does not agree or represent that native title
in fact exists the erection of the rotunda is not specifically
validated under the Native Title Act and as such can only
proceed with the registration of an ‘ILUA’ (indigenous land
use agreement).
Native Title Services Victoria has been requested to facilitate
the agreement which in usual circumstances can take up to six
months.
At this stage the matter is still with Native Title Services for
determination.
Depending on the type of agreement reached the National
Native Title Tribunal may then take 30 to 90 days from
notification to registration of the agreement.

In other words, this means it could take seven to nine
months to simply get an interim land use agreement to
build this relatively small rotunda on this parcel of land
at Hawkesdale.
The action I seek from the minister is to facilitate
discussions with local indigenous groups and the local
Hawkesdale community to cut through this
bureaucratic red tape and gain approval for the
construction of this rotunda.
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The common was an eyesore and an embarrassment for
the local community when it was managed by DSE.
More recently the Hawkesdale and District
Development Action Committee has taken
responsibility for the common. It has worked with the
local Landcare group, the Our Playce youth group and
the Moyne Shire Youth Council to clean up the weeds
and plant thousands of indigenous trees and grasses as
well as construct a walking track. Now they want to
erect signage on the walking track that will show maps,
identify the local fauna and outline history, and they
want to build this rotunda. But even putting the signage
on this common is deemed to be in breach of a potential
native title claim. That is how ridiculous this whole
thing has become — that they need the ILUA before
they can put up the interpretative signage and build the
rotunda, but it could take seven to nine months under
normal processes to simply get those approvals. That is
nonsense.
What I want the minister to do is cut through this long
process, cut through this bureaucratic red tape and gain
these simple approvals so the local Hawkesdale
community can get on with the job.

Preschools: Bundoora electorate
Mr BROOKS (Bundoora) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development. The specific action I seek
from the minister is to approve a number of
applications for funding from preschools in my
electorate through the state government’s Children’s
Capital program for renovations and the refurbishment
of their facilities. The specific preschools that I refer to
are Yallambie Park Preschool, Watsonia Preschool,
Watsonia North Preschool and Edward Street
Kindergarten in Bundoora.
I wrote to the minister some time ago in relation to
Watsonia Preschool, which is one of the many fantastic
community-based preschools in my electorate. It runs a
fantastic program of community events and fundraising
activities, including trivia nights, fashion parades,
garage sales and the publishing of a great community
calendar every year. The preschool caters for
56 four-year-olds and 20 three-year-olds, which means
that 76 local families make use of this fantastic facility
at Watsonia and also contribute to it through their
volunteering efforts. I have visited the preschool at
Watsonia a number of times and have been impressed
by the work of the coordinator and the community,
including the volunteers, grandparents and parents who
are involved in the education of their children.
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The preschool runs six different sessions a week for the
two groups of four-year-olds and one session each
week for the three-year-olds. If it is successful in
getting its funding application for around $40 000
approved, the money will go towards renovating the
kitchen area and providing more cupboard space;
providing two outside water tanks, an outside decking
area and landscaping; and, importantly, the planting of
some mature trees and plants, which will be a feature of
the play area.
I also want to urge the minister to consider Yallambie
Park Preschool’s application. It has applied for
$100 000, which is the maximum under the program. It
wants to refurbish part of an adjoining facility — which
is an old maternal and child health centre building that
has not been used by the council for over five years —
to run a program there. It wants to make use of that
facility for both its three-year-old and four-year-old
programs and also to have it available for use by other
community groups. It would be a good use of funding if
it were able to secure it from the minister.
I also want to put in a request that the minister
providing funding for the Watsonia North Preschool. It
wants to place a sandpit and shade sail in its playground
area. Also Edward Street Kindergarten has made a
more modest funding request for under $10 000 for
new shelving and furniture.
These preschools would certainly welcome extra
funding. I have seen the benefits at preschools which
have been provided with funding previously. McLeod
Preschool has done a fantastic job utilising the funding
that has been provided by the Brumby government. As
the minister is well aware, the importance of investing
in the early years of our children’s development cannot
be overstated.

Water: irrigators
Mr CRISP (Mildura) — I raise an issue for the
Minister for Water. The action I seek is the immediate
implementation of new carryover rules for irrigators.
The new rules, which are set to come into force at the
end of June, would ensure irrigators could take the
water they are losing under this year’s rules into next
season.
Many irrigators made a decision last season to buy
expensive temporary water so they could carry forward
the maximum amount of water due to concerns about
the outlook for the 2009–10 season. They have now
started to lose water because the allocations have risen
by over 50 per cent as the season has improved. The
carryover rules are set to change on 30 June, which
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would allow irrigators to carry over their unused water
into next season, and the Brumby government should
ease the burden on irrigators by bringing the new rules
in early.
Irrigators have been struggling with the high cost of
temporary water and low commodity returns. It is
unjust that they have had to manage their affairs wisely
but could lose significant amounts of money because
they have made prudent planning decisions. Most
irrigators made those decisions based on an allocation
of less than 50 per cent. The loss of water over the
50 per cent allocation threshold should result in their
being able to carry that water forward and not having to
enter the market to buy carryover water for early 2011.
Many horticulturalists are paying a high price for taking
a position to protect their businesses. They secured
carryover to start the irrigation season in July and
August while waiting for an opening allocation —
which, by the way, was 2 per cent on 1 September. To
secure the water they needed and to protect against the
worst case scenario of a 19 per cent total seasonal
allocation, many growers purchased up to 50 per cent
of their water needs. To add insult to injury, growers
know the water they purchased is sitting in the storages.
There are many examples of the impact of this loss
because of asset protection management. One is that of
Southern Cross Business Advisers, which manages
1500 acres of vineyards and orchards and has lost
$500 000 due to the improvement in the season. Its
director says in an email:
This is a major problem and again shows the contempt shown
to our region and primary producers by this government.

Similarly, Ian Keens of Manna farms writes in a letter
to the minister:
The rule to allow a 50 per cent carryover of water from the
08–09 irrigation season to the 09–10 season was okay. But to
allow carryover plus the 09–10 allocation to be a maximum
of 100 per cent of an irrigator’s water … share is daylight
robbery.

Glenroy–Pascoe Vale roads, Glenroy: traffic
management
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports.
The action I seek is that he allocate funding prior to
June 30 to an important initiative around the Glenroy
Road–Pascoe Vale Road intersection. This intersection,
which is near a railway line, is notorious for traffic
delays, partly because of all the extra trains the Labor
government has put on the Craigieburn line. The
intersection has Glenroy Road, Wheatsheaf Road,
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Hartington Street and Pascoe Vale Road all converging
around the Glenroy shopping precinct.
To address long delays at this difficult intersection a
concerted effort has been made by Cr Kathleen
Matthews-Ward, VicRoads and Moreland City
Council — particularly the city infrastructure team led
by Nerina Di Lorenzo, director, city infrastructure, and
Lee Dowler, transport coordinator. Glenroy residents,
Glenroy traders and the Glenroy action group have also
been involved.
The short-to-medium-term solution to this traffic
problem is the installation of a double right-hand turn
lane from Glenroy Road into Pascoe Vale Road. As I
said, a lot of work has been done by Moreland City
Council and VicRoads. They see this as having
potential to alleviate traffic delays. I understand
Glenroy traders have been communicated with and that
Moreland City Council is ready to have the parking
signage modified as soon as funding is available. I ask
the minister to look at this important intersection and to
try to ease the traffic congestion.
I put on record how fantastic it is to be a member of this
government, which has made a specific allocation for
grade separations for the first time in Victoria’s history.
We know how important the grade separation has been
on the Springvale Road intersection near Nunawading
railway station, and we know of the great benefits it has
brought to members of the community who travel
through that intersection.
The Department of Transport has rated proposed grade
separations according to priority, and we know where
the Glenroy Road–Craigieburn line intersection is on
that list. We are prepared to wait, but we are conscious
that some immediate improvements would be
appreciated by the local community. I look forward to
the day when the big grade separation is announced.

1253

allow funding for the connection of sewerage to the
$27 million basketball centre. Sources close to the
project say that connecting this $27 million facility to
sewerage will cost a further $5.5 million, because there
are sewerage connections on the east side of EastLink
but not on the west side. What developers are going to
have to do is lay underground pipes under EastLink or
go to High Street Road, which will cost this project a
significant amount of money.
I have heard of a pub with no beer and a freeway without
tolls, but I have never heard of a $27 million basketball
facility which has no sewerage. This simply does not
make any sense whatsoever. It is my understanding that
the minister was involved in the negotiations for the
acquisition of the parklands for this project. Members
should not get me wrong; we think this project is a very
good one, but you would think — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
needs to ask for action.
Mr WELLS — The action I seek from the Minister
for Sport, Recreation and Youth Affairs is that he
investigate this monumental bungle — that is, that
somebody has decided to build a $27 million basketball
facility but has forgotten to connect it to the sewerage
system.
As to further action that should be taken, someone
needs to pay for the $5.5 million stuff-up, and that
should be the state government; it should not be the
responsibility of Knox City Council. I ask the minister
to take immediate action to fix this and give
reassurance to the residents and basketballers of Knox
that the project will go ahead and that the cost of this
monumental stuff-up will be borne by the state and not
by the local council.

Whittlesea Football and Netball Club: facilities

Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I raise a matter of grave
concern for the Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Youth Affairs. It regards the $27 million state
basketball centre. I was there when, on 27 November
last year, the minister announced the $27 million
project, which he said would be a major boost to
community sport in Melbourne’s south-east and would
help develop and nurture Victoria’s next crop of
basketballers.

Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — The matter I wish to
raise is for the attention of the Minister for Sport,
Recreation and Youth Affairs. I ask him to support the
Whittlesea Football and Netball Club in its efforts to
support the broader community following last year’s
tragic bushfires. There are so many individuals and
community groups that deserve acknowledgement for
their outstanding efforts in supporting the survivors of
the Black Saturday bushfires, but today I would like to
single out the efforts of the Whittlesea Football and
Netball Club.

After all the design work, all the photos of the minister
wearing a hard hat and much media spin regarding this,
it has come to my attention that someone forgot to

This club was there as first responder on day one, and it
remains an integral part of the community’s support
network and recovery effort. It has been there for food,

State basketball centre: sewerage connection

ADJOURNMENT
1254

ASSEMBLY

housing and pastoral care from day one, and it has gone
above and beyond the call of a football club by
organising player clinics and mental health support for
both players and bushfire-affected families in
conjunction with the Kinglake Junior Football Club.
As the minister has seen firsthand, the club’s playing
field was a major resource as a staging area for our fire
services; it suffered damage as a result. Along with the
club, I was enormously grateful that the minister
allocated funds to rectify the damage to this
magnificent playing surface. The City of Whittlesea
and the Whittlesea Football and Netball Club have been
very effective in their use of the funds allocated for this
task and have actually ended up with a surplus, which
they wish to use for the benefit of the local sporting
community and the broader fire-affected community.
The club proposes to improve the facilities at the
Whittlesea Showgrounds through providing improved
lighting for the football arena and also providing toilets
and water in the visiting team’s rooms, which they do
not have at the moment. It is unusual for a home club to
say it wants something in its ‘away’ rooms, but I
commend the generosity and fair play of the Whittlesea
club in wanting to improve those rooms. The club also
wants to improve facilities for the netball players, and it
is the men and women who play at this ground who
will benefit.
There will be an enormous benefit to the existing users,
but the bushfire-affected communities of Whittlesea
will have a particular broader benefit. Over the last
12 months many fire-affected communities have made
their home at the Whittlesea Showgrounds, using the
existing shower facilities and other resources there.
On behalf of the Whittlesea community I would like to
thank the minister for his advocacy and support for the
Whittlesea club, and I urge him to continue this
support. I commend the Whittlesea Football and
Netball Club for its work.

Glen Huntly reservoir site: heritage overlay
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — The matter I raise is
for the Minister for Environment and Climate Change. I
seek the delivery of a promise made over two years ago
by the minister and the member for Bentleigh to hand
over to the Glen Eira Council the former Caulfield
service reservoir for public open space.
With great fanfare in 2008 the member for Bentleigh
arranged a media event to announce that the old disused
1.6 hectare site on the corner of Glen Huntly and
Booran roads would be handed over to the Glen Eira
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council by the state government for much-needed
public open space. Needless to say, two years later the
handover has been caught up in red tape, with the
member for Bentleigh declaring that he is ‘mystified
and frustrated’ about the fact that his own government
has allowed the site to become embroiled in a heritage
investigation by Melbourne Water and Heritage
Victoria.
It is a laughable situation. Here we have an old
reservoir, constructed in 1883, which is fenced off, has
not been used for some 35 years and is potentially
dangerous because it is a big concrete black hole in the
ground with a 30-foot drop, and the Brumby
government, led by the Premier’s own parliamentary
secretary, has managed to let it be considered as a
heritage site. It is clear that the Glen Eira City Council
will not be interested in spending the ratepayer dollars
on a site if all it has to do is pay for its protection. If the
matter cannot be resolved quickly, the old reservoir will
continue to be viewed as a large unattractive mound of
dirt surrounded by protective fencing to stop the public
entering, and be of little use to anyone.
Local residents are demanding action, as the old
reservoir is in a densely populated area and is described
by one constituent as being ‘in need of some oxygen for
the residents and families in this area in the form of a
new park’. The member for Bentleigh should admit his
failure to deliver, stop being mystified, do his job and
get the investigation expedited as quickly as possible,
which is yet another promise he made on 9 February to
our local newspaper.

Consumer affairs: Clear Solar
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — The matter I raise
tonight is for the attention and action of the Minister for
Consumer Affairs. The action I seek is for the minister
to contact a company called Clear Solar on behalf of
two of my local constituents who have contacted me in
regard to this company’s failure to honour
commitments made to those constituents with a view to
rectifying the difficulties they are currently having with
this company.
The first instance that I wish to raise is on behalf of my
constituent who lives in Parkdale. This particular
constituent contacted this company, Clear Solar, last
year with a view to having a solar power system
installed. On 24 September 2009 this constituent paid
Clear Solar the sum of $5249 for this service. Since that
payment no action has been taken, despite the fact that
the constituent has telephoned the company on at least
five occasions.
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The constituent was assured that a representative of the
company would come out to the property, but this is yet
to happen. The constituent did receive a letter from
Clear Solar, dated 11 February, indicating that the
company was experiencing difficulty in meeting
demand, but there has been no follow-up to this letter.
This constituent is 86 years old, lives on a limited
income and feels that that money would have been
better utilised earning interest since September last
year. This constituent is fearful about the length of time
it has taken for Clear Solar to honour its arrangement
with this constituent, particularly as the company states
in its initial undated document that installation usually
takes place within six weeks of booking. In this case it
has taken from September last year until now, which is
seven months.
In addition, another constituent from Cheltenham has
contacted me. He has told me that he and his partner
contacted Clear Solar to investigate the possibility of
changing over to solar power and paid the company a
deposit of $250 for a site visit. Subsequently Clear
Solar cancelled the site visit but failed to return the
deposit despite requests over the past two months.
Both these actions are unacceptable: it is unacceptable
to take a deposit and then have no further contact with
the customer; it is also completely unacceptable to take
over $5000 from an 86-year-old local resident and
make no further contact in seven months, bar one letter
on 11 February saying the company was experiencing
delays. That is not good enough, and I urge the Minister
for Consumer Affairs to take whatever action is
necessary to clarify the matter for these residents.

Planning: environmental waste facilities
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — My request for action is to
the Minister for Planning, and it is in reference to the
siting of polluting industries such as the composting
facility at Coldstream and the proposed waste transfer
station at Lilydale. Evidence presented to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) shows that
in regard to the Coldstream composting facility several
thousand complaints have been generated over the last
five years with the Shire of Yarra Ranges and the EPA
(Environment Protection Authority).
The expert evidence put before and accepted by VCAT
indicates that transfer stations handling green waste will
cause the same level of nuisance as composting
facilities. This is because of the significant amount of
pollution arising from the initial arrival on the site of
green waste and its wheelie bin juice. This highlights
the fact that both transfer stations and compost plants
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should be required to meet the same standards and
buffer distances in relation to residential zones.
The action I request of the minister is that he conduct a
full review of the utilisation of green wedge zones in
Melbourne and its surrounds to ensure that they are not
being used as dumping grounds for the location of
polluting industries to the detriment of Melbourne’s
international image as a green city. I also request that as
a part of this review the minister look at why the EPA
has failed to utilise its powers of enforcement against
polluters, including the compost facility at Coldstream,
despite the number of years of continuous pollution to
the detriment of local residents.
Composting is sold as a green industry, yet compost
starts emitting greenhouse gases and pollution back into
the air from the time it starts composting. An
ever-increasing number of building permits and works
approval requests by polluting industries are hidden
behind business-in-confidence and secrecy clauses that
prevent legitimate objections being heard. There is an
urgent need for a review of the green wedge zones to
prevent any cumulative impact of polluting industries
being co-located with residential zones, as is currently
being proposed with the Coldstream composting
facility and a waste transfer station at nearby Lilydale.
The co-location of these polluting industries in
residential zones has the following impacts on
residents: outdoor private functions like barbecues and
parties can no longer be held due to odour, washing
cannot be hung out due to odour and dust
contamination, and in summer evaporative air
conditioning cannot be used and houses must be totally
shut up even on hot days to try to exclude odour. Other
problems include breathing difficulties due to odour
and dust, sore eyes, loss of property values, dry
retching, exacerbation of illness in people with
stress-related illnesses and traffic problems on link
roads to the supplying suburbs.
The proposed waste transfer station in Lilydale is close
to Mount Lilydale Mercy College, which has
1500 students, and it is in an area where there are
40-kilometre and 50-kilometre speed zones in very
narrow streets that cannot handle the trucks that will be
required if this goes ahead.

Preschools: Bentleigh electorate
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — I raise a matter for
action by the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development. The action I seek from the
minister is to allocate funding to refurbish and
redevelop kindergartens in my electorate so that they
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can continue to provide the wonderful preschool
services they are providing to children in Bentleigh.
Young families are moving back in growing numbers
into suburbs like Bentleigh, East Bentleigh, Ormond,
McKinnon and Moorabbin. There is an increasing
demand for kindergarten places, and it is important that
every child has an opportunity to attend kindergarten at
least for that one year prior to going to school.
I have argued for years that the Glen Eira City Council
has underestimated the growing demand for
kindergarten places within the city and needs to expand
and upgrade its kindergarten facilities. Unfortunately in
recent years the city council has taken the philosophical
position that the provision of kindergarten facilities is
the sole responsibility of the state government. This is
despite the fact that the council owns the land and
buildings and historically has been responsible for their
maintenance and refurbishment. This approach stands
in stark contrast to that of the surrounding councils such
as the cities of Port Phillip, Stonnington and Monash,
which are investing several million dollars in
upgrading, extending and building new kindergartens.
To provide just one example, the City of Port Phillip
has spent over $4 million on new kindergartens and
children’s hubs in the last three years. During the same
period the Glen Eira City Council has not made any
application for children’s hub funding. As a result of
this lack of investment by the Glen Eira City Council
the waiting list for kindergarten places in the city blew
out in October last year to 146. While that was
eventually reduced to less than 30, thanks in part to the
state government making Caulfield Primary School
available as a kindergarten, this is still totally
unacceptable. Every four-year-old is entitled to one
year of preschool, and the Glen Eira City Council
should ensure that there is a sufficient number of
kindergartens in the city for that to occur. The state
government provides a recurrent subsidy for every
child, and it also provides capital funds to assist in
refurbishing and extending facilities, but it expects local
councils to provide the facilities. It is currently
providing grants for this purpose.
In addition, a number of community-based preschool
services have applied for funding to refurbish their
buildings and provide more flexible kindergarten
services. I have written a number of letters on behalf of
such kindergartens, including the Virginia Park Child
Care Centre on East Boundary Road. I call on the
minister to consider providing funds to this centre and
other services in Bentleigh to meet the growing demand
for kindergarten places in the area.

Tuesday, 13 April 2010

Responses
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Youth Affairs) — The member for Yan Yean raised a
matter in regard to the Whittlesea Football and Netball
Club, in particular a request for a change of scope for
funding originally committed to the football ground
upgrade. As the member for Yan Yean outlined, those
works were completed and there is a surplus under that
project funding. The member for Yan Yean raised the
football-netball club’s intention to upgrade the football
club away rooms and to develop netball courts.
I recall visiting the Whittlesea Football and Netball
Club shortly after Black Saturday, and it truly is a
remarkable club. The tireless work that the club
members and supporters did for the local community
was simply outstanding. They became the heart of not
only Whittlesea but also the broader community. It
gave me great pleasure late last year to present the
Whittlesea Football and Netball Club co-presidents at
the time, Steve Crocker and Harry Neophitou, with the
minister’s award for outstanding contribution to
bushfire recovery at the 2009 Victorian sports awards.
The aim of the Brumby government’s bushfire funding
was to help sporting clubs rebuild, and the results have
been absolutely clear. Every sporting club affected by
the fires has received funding and every club is
rebuilding. As the member for Yan Yean outlined, the
Whittlesea club was also an important staging ground
during the fires. Part of that funding was provided to
the club to rebuild the surface that was damaged by that
tragic event.
In some cases our funding also went to facilities which
themselves may not have been directly affected by the
fire but had become key places for the local community
to recover, to meet and to socialise. Those facilities
therefore needed urgent works to enable them to meet
demand. Both the Steels Creek Tennis Club and the
Flowerdale Tennis Club survived the Black Saturday
fires, but immediately became community hubs with
the numbers of community members using the
respective facilities soaring. The Brumby government
was proud to invest in new lights for Steels Creek and
new courts at Flowerdale to ensure no-one was turned
away from these clubs.
Similarly, I absolutely recognise the circumstances
surrounding the Whittlesea Football and Netball Club,
and I am very happy to approve the change of project
scope. It will ensure more opportunities for many
footballers and netballers from the bushfire-affected
communities. I look forward to visiting the facility
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again soon, and I thank the member for Yan Yean for
her excellent advocacy on behalf of her community.
The member for Scoresby raised a matter in relation to
the state basketball centre project, which is under way.
This will be a wonderful project, as was outlined at
both the announcement and the turning of the sod. For
the first time in the history of basketball in this state the
sport will have a home. That was one of the key
messages from Lindsay Gaze when he attended that
first event. He said under previous administrations over
many decades in Victoria Basketball Victoria had been
very close to getting its own home and finally that wish
is being realised.
The centre will not only be the home of Basketball
Victoria but will also be the state basketball centre, the
home of elite player development and a venue for
Basketball Victoria to hold representative games at
state, national and international levels. It will also be an
important additional base for the Knox Basketball
Association. As the member for Scoresby would know,
there is a huge demand for basketball in the region and
facilities in addition to the existing facility at Boronia
and the facilities at local schools in the region the
association is using are needed. This centre will be the
new home for the Knox Basketball Association and
also the regional base for soccer. It is a key part of the
Football Federation Victoria strategic plan to have key
regional centres across metropolitan Melbourne and
regional Victoria, so as I said, it will be a key base for
soccer as well.
Local, state and federal governments have provided
funding for the state basketball centre, and there have
also been contributions from Football Federation
Victoria, Basketball Victoria and the Knox Basketball
Association.
The member for Scoresby raised the issue of sewerage
in regard to the state basketball centre project. He
provided very scant details in support of his claim in
regard to the sewerage, which is par for the course, but I
will make inquiries into this matter and advise the
member accordingly.
I will ensure the matters raised by members will be
directed to the relevant ministers for their action and
response.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The house is
now adjourned.
House adjourned 10.35 p.m.
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The SPEAKER (Hon. Jenny Lindell) took the chair
at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144 notices of
motion 18, 19, 104 to 107, 144 to 146 and 223 to 227
will be removed from the notice paper on the next
sitting day. A member who requires the notice standing
in his or her name to be continued must advise the
Clerk in writing before 6.00 p.m. today.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Electricity: smart meters
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of citizens of the state of Victoria draws to the
Legislative Assembly’s attention the Brumby government’s
mismanagement of smart meters, in particular:
the Auditor-General’s finding that the project cost has
blown out from $800 million to $2.25 billion, all of
which will be paid for in higher bills;
the Auditor-General’s finding that the electricity
industry may benefit from smart meters at the expense
of the consumers who pay for them;
the unfairness of many consumers and small businesses
having to pay for smart meters before they are installed;
and
findings by Melbourne University that many families
will have to pay around $300 per annum in higher
electricity bills as a result of Labor’s smart meters.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly require the Brumby Labor government to
immediately freeze the rollout of smart meters across Victoria
until it can be independently demonstrated that consumers
will not be forced to pay for the Brumby government’s
mistakes in the smart meter project.

By Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) (72 signatures),
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) (129 signatures) and
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) (459 signatures).
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Bulleen Road–Golden Way, Bulleen: traffic
lights
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Bulleen draws to the attention of
the house the dangerous intersection at Bulleen Road and
Golden Way.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria support the installation of traffic lights
at the T-intersection of Bulleen Road and Golden Way,
Bulleen.

By Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) (24 signatures).

Rail: Mildura line
To the Honourable Speaker and members of the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria:
This petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house the reinstatement of the Mildura–Melbourne
passenger train.
The petitioners register their request that the passenger service
be suitable for the long-distance needs of the aged and
disabled who need to travel for medical treatment, for whom
travelling by coach or car is not a comfort option, and for
whom flying is financially and logistically prohibitive.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria reinstate the passenger train to service
the needs of residents in the state’s far north, who are
disadvantaged by distance.

By Mr CRISP (Mildura) (53 signatures).
Tabled.
Ordered that petition presented by member for
Shepparton be considered next day on motion of
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton).
Ordered that petition presented by member for
Evelyn be considered next day on motion of
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn).
Ordered that petition presented by member for
Bulleen be considered next day on motion of
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen).
Ordered that petition presented by member for
Bayswater be considered next day on motion of
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater).
Ordered that petition presented by member for
Mildura be considered next day on motion of
Mr CRISP (Mildura).
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DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Fees and Charges — cost recovery by
local government — Ordered to be printed
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003:
Government response to the Law Reform Committee’s
Report on the Review of the Members of Parliament
(Register of Interests) Act 1978
Government response to the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee’s Report on the 2009–10 Budget
Estimates Part Two.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Racing: Geelong
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — Action is
needed by the Minister for Racing and Racing Victoria
to address some serious ongoing concerns of racehorse
trainers at Geelong. Trainers are very concerned that
the decision to stop funding for the part-time horse pool
attendant will put the lives of valuable horses at risk as
well as create occupational health and safety risks for
trainers and their staff.
Gary Dendle is a very experienced horse handler who
works 26 hours a week, helping trainers and strappers
swim 40 to 70 horses every morning. This can be a
risky environment but there have been no mishaps at
Geelong. The Geelong trainers group advises that the
safety of horses and handlers would be at risk without
an experienced pool attendant. This short-sighted
decision must be overturned.
Geelong trainers have also experienced ongoing
frustration due to the prolonged closure of the synthetic
ThoroughTrack. It has now been closed for over a year.
Its reopening was scheduled for April, it was delayed
until May, and now is delayed until late June. Without
adequate facilities Geelong trainers find it difficult to
attract new horses to their stables, placing the jobs of
stable hands, track riders and suppliers at risk. I urge the
Minister for Racing to come to Geelong to attend an
early morning track session, as I have, to meet with
trainers and hear their concerns and to fix these very
real problems.
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Montrose Recreation Reserve: redevelopment
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Youth Affairs) — The last weekend in March was a big
celebration for the Montrose community. On Friday,
26 March the Montrose Recreation Reserve Committee
held a gala dinner fundraising event to celebrate the
completion of the new pavilion. The highlight of the
evening was the announcement that the new facility
will be called the Ken Dowling Pavilion, in honour of
the person most responsible for the wonderful
redevelopment of the entire recreation precinct.
This most deserving accolade was made even more
special for everyone present that night, particularly
Ken’s wife, Chris, and many of Ken’s extended family
and friends, because Ken has achieved this whilst
battling cancer for the last few years. We celebrated
again on Sunday, 28 March, when the broader
Montrose community came together for a family fun
day, which was the first opportunity for many hundreds
of people to look around the new pavilion.
This weekend Montrose Football Club will play its first
home game, after a couple of seasons away in Kilsyth.
The players and spectators will enjoy not only a new
building, but also a completely redeveloped and lush,
drought-resistant playing surface. There are also new
netball courts, improved tennis facilities and one of the
state’s best community playgrounds.
This redevelopment was made possible through
funding from local, state and federal governments. I am
proud to have played my part in making this project a
reality. But most importantly it was the incredible hard
work, amazing fundraising, dedication, advocacy and
passion of the Montrose Recreation Reserve Committee
and the Montrose community, led superbly by Ken, that
delivered this community asset. Well done, Ken — and
go the Demons on Saturday!

Micah Scott
Mr MERLINO — Congratulations and thanks to
Monash University student Micah Scott for his great
work as Victoria’s National Youth Week ambassador.
For the past five months Micah has combined his
strong promotional, design and communications skills
to help plan this fantastic event.

Terry Manley

Schools: Swan Hill electorate

Dr NAPTHINE — On another matter I
congratulate and thank Terry Manley who is retiring
after 40 years of service to the community as a police
officer, including 21 years as a single officer at
Dartmoor. I note that on his retirement he criticised the
government for being soft on crime.

Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I want to condemn the
Brumby government for the appalling way that it is
managing the Building the Education Revolution
projects in my electorate, or more factually not
managing those projects. If you take the Manangatang
P-12 College as an example, it was promised $860 000
in round 1 funding. The fences for the project were
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erected, some pegs were put in, and then the builders
disappeared. They have not been seen since. At least
someone came during the last school holidays and
sprayed the weeds on the site of a project that was
supposed to be finished by February this year, but in
effect has not been started. All the school has are some
building site fences and some pegs in the ground, with
no work being done on that particular site.
An even worse case is the Woorinen District Primary
School. It was promised $1.5 million in round 2
funding. The school was told in early August last year
to move immediately into portables, which were not
even there at that time. Those portables finally turned
up in December. Some windows were not fitted and
there were no Telstra connections, but the school was
still told to immediately move into those portables.
Fortunately the principal did not move the students in,
because at this stage all they have are some unfitted
portables with fences around them, holding up kids
from using the major part of the playground area. The
school has no time lines as to when that project is to
start. The Building the Education Revolution for the
people of my electorate is not happening, and the
Brumby government stands condemned for not being
able to manage projects.

Wyndham Cultural Centre: arts project
Mr PALLAS (Minister for Roads and Ports) — The
recent announcement of the $300 000 project at the
Wyndham Cultural Centre in Werribee by the Minister
for the Arts is great news for the western suburbs. The
Brumby Labor government is contributing $170 000 to
the upgrade of the facility through our Arts in the
Suburbs program, and this complements the
$130 000 that has been contributed by the Wyndham
City Council. This project aims to provide additional
fly lines and upgrade lighting in the stage area, improve
the bar and refreshment facilities in the foyer and install
an accessible toilet in the back of house area. The
Brumby Labor government will continue to support the
arts within our local community and ensure they are
accessible to all in Wyndham, particularly to those who
appreciate performance art.
The upgrade will enable the Wyndham Cultural Centre
to improve production standards and create a better
patron experience. Previously the Brumby Labor
government gave the centre a $57 000 grant, which was
used to create a box office and upgrade the centre’s
foyer area. I would like to thank the Wyndham City
Council mayor, Heather Marcus, the acting CEO,
Bernie Cronin, and the Wyndham Cultural Centre
manager, Ross Le Clerc, for their combined efforts in
helping to make Wyndham a cultural hub.
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Colac: pharmacy services
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — On 9 April the wishes
of the 4479 signatories to a petition seeking a third
pharmacy licence for Colac came to fruition. The
announcement that David Christofidis and Michael
Georgy had been given the go-ahead to operate a
pharmacy in the main street of the town was a
tremendous achievement and a great example of people
power at work. When Ruth Spokes, Jeannette Sell and
Faye Roscoe walked into my office in the middle of last
year seeking my support and assistance with a petition,
little did I anticipate the determination they would show
and the effort they would put in to helping deliver a
third pharmacy for the community.
Despite two of these dedicated ladies being hospitalised
in the course of the campaign they pushed on with the
petition, and even after it was presented to Parliament
they continued to lobby all parties concerned right up
until the announcement last Friday. Naturally they are
delighted with the result and look forward with great
anticipation to August this year when the new
pharmacy is expected to open. There is no doubt their
efforts played a pivotal role in achieving this outcome.
To Ruth, Jeannette and Faye: on behalf of the Colac
community, thank you.
I would also like to place on record my thanks to
Senator Michael Ronaldson for presenting the petition
in the federal Parliament, to the Liberal candidate for
Corangamite, Sarah Henderson, for her support and
assistance and lastly, but by no means least, to the
4479 people who signed the petition. To the member
for Corangamite, Darren Cheeseman, who turned these
ladies away from his office and refused to render any
assistance, I say, ‘Wake up to yourself. There is always
another option’. My office is always open, and I am
always ready to assist the community.

Stawell Gift: future
Mr HELPER (Minister for Small Business) — On
5 April I was one of the many visitors to Central Park in
Stawell for the running of the 129th Stawell Gift.
Joining me and a big crowd at Stawell for what was a
great day were the Premier of Victoria and the member
for Lowan. We all enjoyed the running of the gift and
joined in congratulating Tom Burbidge on his
spectacular win. We took the opportunity to
congratulate and thank the committee and the many
volunteers who make the event possible.
The Victorian government has been a strong supporter
of the Stawell Gift, having earlier this year committed
$310 000 to secure its future at Stawell for the next
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three years. This is on top of recent support of $250 000
for the Stawell Gift Hall of Fame, $195 000 to upgrade
the historic no. 1 grandstand and financial support for
the Stawell Women’s Gift. This is great support for
what is truly a great event. As the Premier said on the
day, the Stawell Gift began in Stawell, it belongs in
Stawell and it will stay in Stawell. I did notice,
however, that in the week leading up to the gift the
Leader of the Opposition announced the coalition
would come in and save the Stawell Gift and secure its
future — something we had already announced some
months ago.

Australian Synchrotron: future
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — The Australian
synchrotron is facing many Labor self-made
challenges. This vital and important infrastructure is in
danger of becoming a $20 million white elephant due to
the failure and inaction of the Minister for Innovation,
who has no interest in and no understanding of the
value and importance of this scientific machine.
According to an email I received, some are questioning
where the government is going to find the additional
funding the synchrotron urgently requires. They have
said:
Board and governance still remain the biggest problems and
the main impediments hindering future, long-term funding
from the commonwealth. The synchrotron continues to cost
Victorian taxpayers through the hiring of lawyers,
consultants, PR hatchet people and spin doctors. This plus the
wastage in employing two co secs (due to Goulding’s
WorkCover harassment win) makes us wonder where the
additional funds are coming from.

In a letter to the board of directors, the staff of the
synchrotron said:
Many of the problems still remain, such as low staff morale
across the organisation, low confidence in the board,
damaged external perceptions of the facility, eroded
management capacity, breakdown in the distinction between
operational management and oversight responsibilities, and a
facility without a suitably qualified director. The morale of all
staff has been under immense pressure and we remain at risk
of losing critical expertise, attracted and repatriated from both
across the country and around the world, which is unusually
difficult to replace. This challenge remains widespread in
beam lines, accelerators and across the rest of the facility.

Alex Popescu
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — As I am
sure many within this house are aware, on 1 April at
St Mary’s Church the Geelong community farewelled a
true sporting, business and community champion in
Geelong Football Club great Alex Popsecu, aged 93.
He was also a loving man and a very proud father and
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grandfather. He is survived by his loving wife, Helen,
and a daughter, Christine.
The Belmont Timber owner was a major Geelong
Football Club benefactor, contributing time, energy and
significant money to his beloved Cats. If the Cats
needed assistance in any way, Alex was usually first in
line with his hand in the air asking to assist, and he
asked for nothing in return. A life member of the club,
Alex assisted the Cats on numerous occasions, even
paying staff salaries when the club hit troubled waters
in earlier years.
Such was his contribution to the Cats that he was
honoured by the club in 1981 when the official function
room at Kardinia stadium was named after him. Many
in Geelong would argue — and Brian Cook did in a
very moving speech at the funeral — that if it were not
for Alex’s personal and financial sacrifices for the Cats,
the club may have fallen in the same way as South
Melbourne or Fitzroy.
I sincerely thank Alex Popescu for his contribution not
only to the Cats but also to the local sporting and
charity groups in Geelong that he assisted over many
years. His contributions have made a world of
difference to so many. It was very fitting that at his
funeral the 2009 premiership flag was draped over his
coffin and he was led out through a guard of honour
formed by his beloved Geelong Football Club players.
The official unfurling of the flag and the opening of the
new stand will occur on Sunday. I am certain Alex will
be there looking down at his beloved Cats. Alex will be
remembered as a true community champion. Rest in
peace, Alex.

Schools: literacy and numeracy
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — As part of the Brumby
government’s ongoing handover of education to the
federal government, the Minister for Education has
signed up for the ‘My school’ website. Members should
be aware that the minister did not sign up for ‘My
school’ for some altruistic educational reason; it was
only for the bucket of federal money that came with it.
As part of the deal all children in years 3, 5, 7 and 9
must sit the National Assessment Program — Literacy
and Numeracy test in May. These test results will then
make up an important part of the website, giving
parents a better understanding of how their child is
progressing and how their school compares to others.
The minister must come out and assure parents that
Victorian children will sit the tests and that the tests will
be administered by their child’s teacher, not some
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stranger, not in a hall with hundreds of other students
and not by parents. It is time for the minister to stand up
and be counted. The federal Minister for Education,
Julia Gillard, cannot solve this problem.

Parks: entry fees
Mr DIXON — On another matter, while it is good
that our national parks will not have any entry fees, this
week’s announcement has serious implications for two
important tourist destinations in my electorate. They are
the Cape Schanck lighthouse precinct and Point
Nepean. Both are managed by private operators that do
a great job of managing and maintaining their sites as
well as providing important face-to-face visitor
services, which very few parks offer.
As both rely substantially on park entry fees for their
income, I call on the government to guarantee that
neither will lose revenue and that they will be
compensated for any loss of revenue. It is a pity too that
both operators were notified only after they read about
it in the papers. It makes a mockery of the
government’s claim of openness and love of
community consultation.

Don Ingram
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — On 16 March I attended
the funeral at St Andrews Church, Brighton, of
Don Ingram, former headmaster of the Mentone
Grammar junior school. Don was headmaster for over
20 years but was also a former student and teacher at
the school. He was in fact the longest serving teacher at
Mentone Grammar, with 41 years of service. His was a
lifetime commitment to teaching and leading young
students. He was also a keen community contributor
through his church and Rotary Mordialloc. Don was
acknowledged for his outstanding contribution to the
community with the Order of Australia. The naming of
the Mentone Grammar junior school after its rebuilding
as the Don Ingram Centre gave him much pleasure.
Moving family, personal and professional tributes
conveyed the depth of the affection felt for this man. A
former principal, Neville Clark, gave a wonderful
eulogy to Don. He talked about the joyous recognition
in the faces of the students when Don’s name was
mentioned. He said of Don that he never talked down to
students, that he gave dignity to boyhood and the
progression to manhood, that he would be at the
forefront of the education revolution, that he gave
leadership in learning, and that he was an honourable
teacher and schoolmaster. He also noted that the federal
Minister for Education, Julia Gillard, would have loved
Don’s adherence to the basics. Neville finished off by
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saying, ‘Goodbye, old friend, enfolded into the care of
God’.
My sincere condolences to Don’s family. I hope his
family finds comfort in the knowledge of his exemplary
life. Rest in peace, Don.

Police: protective vests tender
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I call on the
Premier of Victoria to immediately direct that a full
inquiry be conducted into the contract for safety vests
for Victoria Police. Bruck Textiles, a leading textile
industry based at Wangaratta, had tendered for the
provision of materials for those vests in conjunction
with Melbourne manufacturer, Hellweg International.
The tender process stretched over almost two years,
with tenderers required to supply their product for full
testing. Unfortunately the tender was finally let to an
American-based company. Despite stringent efforts by
Hellweg and Bruck Textiles, these Victorian companies
believe the debriefing did not fully account for where
the vests were being made and did not give adequate
consideration to their tender. My representations have
been to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, the Minister for Industry and Trade and even
the Premier, but I have not received appropriate
responses.
My concern is threefold. Firstly, the government’s 2009
Victorian industry participation policy did not assist
these Victorian companies in the tender process.
Secondly, Bruck Textiles is a recognised producer of
high-quality protective materials for a range of defence
and local emergency services. Thirdly, materials for our
defence force and police and emergency services
organisations should be produced in Australia, and
Bruck Textiles is a leader in this field. Importantly, it is
an industry for Wangaratta and Bruck Textiles is an
important employer within that city and country
Victoria.
I call on the Premier to investigate this matter
immediately and to take appropriate account of
Victorian manufacturers in this process for the
important materials used in the vests for Victoria
Police.

Watsonia Primary School: student leadership
Mr BROOKS (Bundoora) — I rise today to
congratulate the recently announced school captains of
Watsonia Primary School. On Monday, 15 March I had
the privilege of handing out the badges to those
outstanding children who have been elected to represent
this school in various capacities. It was announced that
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the two school captains are Leni Law-Davies and
Fernando Martinez-Devora. The school also appoints
student activity managers, who head up various
activities within the school, such as sporting activities.
The four student activity managers appointed are
Danielle Williams, Shanaye Doorbar, Michael Chen
and Brad Harper.
Watsonia Primary School is a great school with
dedicated staff, parents and volunteers. I could see how
proud all those students were to be selected to represent
this school. Once again, I extend my congratulations to
all those students. I wish them every success in their
endeavours.

Greensborough Historical Society:
establishment
Mr BROOKS — On Friday, 19 March I was
delighted to attend the establishment meeting of the
Greensborough Historical Society at the Diamond
Valley Learning Centre. The establishment of this
society is an exciting development and is long overdue
in the Greensborough area. This fact was evidenced by
the number of people who packed into the meeting
room, with a number of attendees having travelled from
afar to attend.
Particular mention should be made of Noel Withers and
Dennis Ward, who have both worked hard to build
interest in the history of the Greensborough area over
previous years. Both have developed a guided history
walk through central Greensborough and along the
nearby Plenty River, taking in significant sites in the
area’s history and providing people with an insight into
the region’s fascinating past. I commend both
Mr Withers and Mr Ward and wish the Greensborough
Historical Society a long and successful future.

Employment: government performance
Mr R. SMITH (Warrandyte) — While the Premier
and his out-of-touch ministers are patting themselves on
the back over the latest state unemployment figures, I
ask the house to take a moment to think about the many
thousands of families in metropolitan and regional areas
who are suffering from joblessness under this uncaring
Brumby government.
All over Victoria people are struggling to find work as
local unemployment rates increase dramatically above
the national average of 5.3 per cent. As the opposition’s
spokesman on manufacturing, I was appalled to see that
people who live in areas with a traditionally strong
manufacturing base are amongst those most affected by
unemployment. The figures in the latest federal
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government report for December 2009 entitled Small
Area Labour Markets — Australia show us that in
Corio unemployment levels are at 10.2 per cent, and
parts of Ballarat are suffering from joblessness at the
rate of 7.8 per cent. In metropolitan Melbourne,
Dandenong is experiencing a rate of unemployment at
13.3 per cent. In the Premier’s own electorate of
Broadmeadows unemployment is at a whopping
13.5 per cent. This has risen from 10.5 per cent in just
one year. Altona has an unemployment rate of 7.9 per
cent; Sunshine, 12.1 per cent; Maribyrnong, 8.8 per
cent; and Melton is peaking at 9.6 per cent. Labor
appears to have forgotten the residents in western
Melbourne. It has already forgotten the message that
the voters in Altona sent it at the recent by-election.
These numbers represent the thousands of people who
are experiencing the anguish of unemployment under
the Brumby government. These numbers represent
hundreds of families who are fighting to pay the bills
and make ends meet. How much of the millions of
taxpayer dollars this government has spent on selfpromotion could have been used to reskill and support
these thousands of unemployed Victorians? It is time
this Labor government stopped the arrogant selfcongratulatory behaviour and addressed the concerning
and increasingly high levels of unemployment
throughout Victoria.

Glen Huntly reservoir site: heritage overlay
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — Last night the
member for Caulfield got up during the adjournment
debate and criticised the state government and me for
the time it has taken to have the decommissioned
Booran Road reservoir site transferred to the Glen Eira
City Council for public open space. What the member
for Caulfield failed to point out is that the reservoir site
is in her electorate, that it has been decommissioned for
more than 30 years and that in the 14 years she has
been the member for that area she has failed to do
anything about it.
It is only because I initiated discussions with the
Minister for Environment and Climate Change, with
the support of the Glen Eira City Council, that it was
agreed by the minister that the reservoir site should be
handed over without cost to the council to manage as
public open space.
I did that because the city of Glen Eira has the secondlowest level of public open space per capita in the
whole of metropolitan Melbourne. I acted to get the
Booran Road Reservoir site made available for that
purpose, even though it is not in my electorate, because
I recognised that all residents of the city would benefit
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from having the 1.6-hectare site available for sporting
and recreational purposes.
Melbourne Water then decided to investigate the
heritage value of the reservoir and last month identified
it as being of potential state significance. This was a
completely independent process. Ms Huppert, a
member for Southern Metropolitan Region in the other
place, and I have written to Heritage Victoria opposing
this listing on the heritage register on the grounds that
the site is not safe, cannot be viewed or accessed by the
public to appreciate its historical value and would be
better used as public open space. A recommendation
will be made to the Heritage Council on 23 April.
Meanwhile the member for Caulfield has done nothing
about it and has been asleep at the wheel.

Planning: Mount Eliza land
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — The Mount Eliza
green wedge is once again under threat because of the
inadequate, ineffective and dangerous planning laws
put in place by the Bracks and Brumby governments.
These laws purport to protect sensitive areas of
Melbourne’s hinterland but in reality they are doing
nothing to stop the headlong rush to destruction.
In July last year I raised the issue of an application for a
caravan park contiguous with the urban growth
boundary in Mount Eliza. The application is nothing
more than low-cost housing dressed up as a holiday
village. Despite my warning, the minister declined to
act and the matter is soon to go before the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT). Too late
the minister exhibited an interim control which will
prevent any further applications.
The minister must intervene in this hearing to ensure
VCAT is aware of his new, belated policy position that
such parks are not permitted to be built less than
2 kilometres from the urban growth boundary and must
have a minimum lot size of 40 hectares. It is not good
enough for the minister to say, ‘Oh, well, we tried’. He
must well and truly slam the stable door before this
horse can find its way out of the stall.

Rail: Frankston line
Mr MORRIS — On another matter, commuters on
the Frankston line continue to suffer one of the worst
performing services in the state, with a further decline
in the month of February. One in four services failed to
meet the already low benchmark of running within
5 minutes of the advertised time. The chance of a train
on this line running at all remains one of the lowest in
the state.
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Minister Pakula, the Minister for Public Transport,
needs to get out of his comfortable office, get on a
Frankston line train and find out what is happening in
the real world.

Community Bank: East Ivanhoe and
Heidelberg
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — Today I pay tribute to
the East Ivanhoe and Heidelberg Community Bank
branches for putting over $1 million back into the local
community in the Ivanhoe and surrounding electorates.
Following the contribution of a further $76 000 to local
community groups at the 2009 grants, outlined in the
February edition of the Bendigo Bank’s community
newsletter, the bank’s contribution to the local
community has exceeded $1 million. Some of the
community groups that have benefited from this display
of generosity from the Bendigo Bank are the Children’s
Protection Society, the Banksia Palliative Care Service,
Olympic Adult Education, the Heidelberg Historical
Society, the Banyule Housing Support Group and many
more.
Last October the bank hosted a grants event which was
attended by various shareholders, local community
business leaders and local councillors. The grant
recipients were thrilled to receive their cheques and to
share stories of their exciting and worthy projects. The
efforts of Noel Donnelly, senior manager; Sam Pearce,
Heidelberg branch manager; and Greg Arnott, East
Ivanhoe branch manager, deserve a special mention.
Their continued commitment towards the bank’s grant
program has been a benefit to the whole community.

Nan Caple
Mr LANGDON — I pay tribute to Nan Caple, chair
of Heidelberg District Community Enterprise Limited.
Nan Caple was recently recognised with a Jagajaga
Community Australia Day award. Nan has been a very
effective member of the East Ivanhoe Traders
Association for 20 years. She has worked tirelessly to
promote the shopping strip and has been heavily
involved in local community activities. These include
her position as chair of the board of Heidelberg District
Community Enterprise Ltd — in other words, the
Bendigo Bank. I congratulate Nan on her tremendous
achievement and look forward to her continued work
within the local community.

Motor vehicles: registration
Mr WAKELING (Ferntree Gully) — I would like
to register my support for VicRoads’ recent policy
change in relation to the way hail-damaged cars can be
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registered. Since Melbourne’s disastrous storms of
7 March 2010 a number of constituents have contacted
me expressing anger that their functioning motor
vehicles were being taken off the road due to cosmetic
hail damage. Further, constituents who purchased haildamaged cars were shocked to find that they would
have to spend two to three times the purchase price of
the cars on cosmetic improvements before they could
re-register the vehicles. The changes that VicRoads has
made will ensure that thousands of cars are not wasted
due to the expense involved in repairing cosmetic
damage.

I have had a longstanding and very positive relationship
with the Indian Senior Citizens Association, which does
a great job in supporting many seniors in our
community. Next month I look forward to attending the
association’s Basant festival, which will be held in
Mount Waverley.

Stud Road: bus lanes

This weekend I will be attending the Unity in Diversity
Integrated Indian Festival of Australia to be held at
Sandown Racecourse, sponsored by the Victorian
Multicultural Commission, the City of Dandenong,
Victoria Police and VicUrban. I really look forward to
enjoying a great day when we can celebrate our
wonderful multicultural diversity and in particular
members of our significant and growing Indian
community who bring so much to our community in
Victoria and Australia.

Mr WAKELING — I would like to add to previous
comments made by my colleagues in this house the
members for Scoresby and Bayswater regarding
additional bus lanes on Stud Road. I too have been
contacted by residents who have been forced to battle
with a huge increase in traffic due to the conversion of
one lane of traffic on Stud Road between Kelletts Road
and Ferntree Gully Road into a bus-only lane. This is in
clear breach of the promise made by former Premier
Bracks regarding the construction of the Scoresby
freeway when he said that the government would not be
closing or narrowing roads and that people would have
the choice of using existing roads or the freeways. The
conversion of a lane on Stud Road to a bus lane has
clearly increased traffic congestion, and I join the
members for Scoresby and Bayswater in requesting that
this decision be reviewed and a proper consultation
process be undertaken.

John Kerin
Mr WAKELING — I would like to commend to
the house the work of a constituent, John Kerin.
Mr Kerin has recently launched an educational board
game called MOTUS, which aims to help children
improve their language skills in a fun environment. I
congratulate Mr Kerin for his hard work and
persistence in inventing this board game.

Indian Senior Citizens Association of Victoria:
activities
Ms MORAND (Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development) — Recently I had the
opportunity of visiting the new home of the Federation
of Indian Associations of Victoria, which has relocated
from Prahran to Foster Street, Dandenong. I was
welcomed there by Vasan Srinivasan and many
members of the Indian Senior Citizens Association of
Victoria.

I would like to acknowledge the great work of the
volunteer committee members of the Indian Senior
Citizens Association, including the energetic and
passionate Krishna Arora, past president Prem Phakey,
and current president Suresh Sharma.

Seniors: home and community care
Ms MORAND — I also thank the Minister for
Senior Victorians for visiting Glen Waverley last week
to announce the significant boost of $18.5 million in the
home and community care funding for Victorian
seniors from the commonwealth and state governments.
The minister made the announcement at the Monash
Volunteer Resource Centre, which is doing a great job.

West Gippsland Healthcare Group: palliative
care
Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) — I take this
opportunity to thank the nursing staff and volunteers of
the West Gippsland Healthcare Group who deliver such
an outstanding palliative care service to the terminally
ill in our community.
In particular I commend them and sincerely thank them
for the assistance they provided to my father-in-law,
Howard Bloye, and his family prior to and following
his death on 26 March this year. Howard served his
country in World War II and was awarded a life
governorship of the West Gippsland hospital; much of
his life was dominated by service to his community.
While this is certainly an opportunity to pay tribute to
Howard Bloye for his life of service, his humility and
concern for others would dictate that I honour his
legacy by calling on this government to account for
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another of its failings in health service provision in the
electorate of Narracan.
As a subregional hospital, the West Gippsland hospital
should by definition have available a level 2 palliative
care unit. The quality of the palliative care service
currently provided is certainly absolutely beyond
reproach. However it lacks the support and access to
aspects of palliative care that our community is entitled
to expect from a subregional hospital under this Labor
government’s own guidelines.
A level 2 palliative care unit would provide access to a
palliative care medical specialist and offer options for
inpatient and community-based care over and above
what is currently available. On behalf of the late
Howard Bloye and our community I call on the
Minister for Health to immediately upgrade the
palliative care service at West Gippsland hospital to a
level 2 palliative care unit.

William Crofts, OAM
Ms HENNESSY (Altona) — I rise to pay tribute to
Mr William Crofts, OAM, who passed away last week.
Les, as he was affectionately known, was seen by the
local community as the father of local government in
Altona. He was also seen as a community icon in
Melbourne’s western suburbs.
Les Crofts served his community with unswerving
resolve and commitment. He served an outstanding
total of 26 years as councillor and shire president of the
former Shire of Altona and was instrumental in that
shire becoming the City of Altona, in which he served
four terms as mayor.
Les was awarded the Order of Australia medal for his
service to the local community and was a volunteer
service award recipient. Les had many passions. He
was a keen lawn bowler and past president of the
Altona Bowling Club, and spent 21 years as charter
president of Altona City Rotary Club. The Altona City
Rotary Club has recently renamed its excellence award
the Les Crofts excellence award in honour of Les’s
outstanding service to Rotary in Altona.
Les was a justice of the peace and was a past president
of the Altona Youth Club in the 1970s. Les will be
sadly missed by our community, but especially by his
loving family. May he rest in peace.

Bayswater Secondary College: funding
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) — The Brumby
Labor government needs to honour the 2006
commitment to build stage 2 at Bayswater Secondary
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College. The Premier should not let our children down;
they deserve the best learning environment. Stage 1 has
been a great progress for our school, stage 2 was
committed and recommitted to, and now we are waiting
for funding in the state budget. I hope the Premier is
going to fulfil the promise that he made.

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Police: resources
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Speaker
has accepted a statement from the member for
Gippsland South proposing the following matter of
public importance for discussion:
That this house congratulates the opposition for its
commitment to recruit and train 1600 additional front-line
operational police within its first term on assuming
government in November 2010 and condemns the Brumby
government for its failure to adequately resource Victoria
Police thereby leaving Victorians dangerously exposed to the
impact of escalating violent crime which in the last 10 years
has seen crimes against the person (CAP) increase by 40 per
cent and assaults increase by 70 per cent.

Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — It is with
great pride that I rise today to speak on this matter of
public importance because it is an issue that touches
upon the lives, both now and in times to come, of all
Victorians. As referred to in the wording of this matter
of public importance, we are going to fix up yet another
Labor mess. The problem at the moment in Victoria is
that the police simply do not have enough resourcing.
There are not enough police out there on the beat, and
this government has not done enough over the past
years to increase the resourcing available to our police
officers.
As I have done before, I begin this process by saying I
have great regard for Victoria Police. They do a
wonderful job with what they have available to them to
protect the citizens of Victoria. We are very proud of
our police force in this state.
Unfortunately, though the police have done what they
can do and continue to do so with the limited resources
available, Labor has left our police in circumstances
where they simply do not have enough resources
available. Labor has left Victorians dangerously
exposed to the ongoing impact and growth of crime in
Victoria. In practical terms, Labor is doing next to
nothing about it. We are going to fix the mess.
At the current point in time Victoria has the lowest
number of operational police per capita of all the
Australian states. We spend the lowest amount of
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money per capita on police resourcing of all Australian
states. In the last five years we have had the lowest
budget increases in relation to police resourcing of all
the Australian states. It is an appallingly lamentable
record. Those who are now paying the price are
Victorians at large and by extension our police officers,
who are battling this situation and doing the best they
can with what they have available. In an across-thestate sense in the last 10 years we have seen an increase
of about 70 per cent in the number of crimes against the
person; we have seen an increase of about 40 per cent
in assaults. It is a disgrace and we are going to fix it.
You only need look at the front page of the Herald Sun
today to see that each of the 10 individual stories
referred to is an absolutely tragic story. These are
stories that we see all too often throughout Victoria.
On Monday this week in Bendigo — and I was there
only a few days ago in company with Damian Drum,
one of the members for Northern Victoria Region in the
Council — in the centre of the city at about 2 o’clock in
the afternoon a young lady was assaulted as she was
taking money out of an automatic teller machine. This
happened in the main street near the mall in Bendigo!
Over the course of the last month in Ballarat we have
seen on the front pages of the paper stories replete with
the problems that face that great city. I have the
clippings with me as I speak. I have the front page of
today’s Courier, and its banner headline says ‘It’s not
safe’. The Ballarat Courier is running a campaign under
the banner of ‘Had enough?’ and the people in Ballarat
and other centres around Victoria have had enough. It is
an issue to be laid directly at the feet of this Labor
government.
The stories that are told in these matters I have
specifically mentioned today are reflected right across
rural and regional Victoria. Wherever we might live in
this great state, we are all faced with the sorts of
problems to which these stories refer. As I roam around
the state, and I roam around as much as or more than
most members, one of the constant themes in what I
hear from police is that they just do not have enough
troops. There are not enough police available to do the
important job which police are sworn to do. We need
more police out there on the beat. We need more police
out there on the front line.
This government has failed miserably in its
responsibility to ensure that Victorians are properly
protected from the ongoing development of crime in
our state. It has failed miserably in ensuring that we
have the proper number of police and that they are
properly resourced. The Liberal and Nationals coalition
is going to fix this problem in government. It will be yet
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another mess we have been left with after Labor departs
the scene.
We accept that this is a multifaceted issue. We accept
that there are many contributing factors in the growth of
crime in Victoria, but we also accept the patently
obvious fact that Labor has done precious little about
addressing it. We accept that policing is a pivotal aspect
of dealing with many of these issues. We only need to
look at the New York experience back in the 1990s and
at our own experience in Victoria to see that there have
been situations where we have gathered together more
police in one place at one time in task forces to address
the issues of the day. Invariably we find that policing
improves and that criminal activity in a given area
which is subjected to a task force approach is better
able to be brought under control. The flaw in all this is
that police are constantly having to rob Peter to pay
Paul. We have to establish task forces all the time to do
what ought to be done. Having the police numbers
available would ensure we had police in situ all the time
rather than having to operate on a stopgap basis, which
now tends to be the case.
Under the program we have announced that
$344 million will be dedicated to this task, and by the
time our first term in government is completed another
1600 police officers will have been recruited and
trained on the front line in an operational sense to look
after the interests of Victorians. We are going to put
another $65 million of capital towards this initiative.
Included in that figure is $8 million for extra resourcing
at the police academy should it be needed to make
certain we can train the officers to whom I refer. We are
going to recruit and train 300 police in our first year in
government. We will see them spread across the state
on a needs basis as dictated by police command, and
we will ensure therefore that our communities are able
to have the protection to which they are entitled. We
will begin to address an issue which this government
has turned its back on over the past 10 years. I repeat:
this is another Labor mess we are going to fix. We are
going to make Victoria safe again.
The allocation model used by Victoria Police at the
moment extends across the 56 police service areas
throughout Victoria. In essence, police are allocated
according to about a dozen criteria. Those criteria are,
broadly: the total persons in a given area, including the
total resident population; minorities, which is a
reference to the number of people who speak a
language other than English at home; persons aged 15
to 30 years; retail within a given area, which comprises
the number of persons employed in the retail area;
family violence reports, which come from any given
police service area; the number of liquor licences held

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Wednesday, 14 April 2010

ASSEMBLY

by hotels and restaurants in any one of those areas; the
total number of households; the number of black spot
intersections; the custody requirements; the court
requirements; and the point of presence service
considerations, which means how many and what type
of police stations are needed within a given police
service area to do what is required. Whether they need
to be 24, 16 or 8-hour police stations or whatever it
might be, those are the criteria applied under point of
presence service considerations. The final criterion is
the number of major events which may be conducted in
any given police service area.
By examining all of those issues and applying the
formula which has been developed around them under
what is known as the people allocation model, police
command is able to determine where police need to be
allocated and is able to distribute police accordingly.
That decision will be made by police command. But the
great thing is that there will be another 1600 police
available for this purpose. Without being specific, at the
moment we have around 10 500 front-line police in
Victoria. We are going to add another 1600 to that
number — an increase of the order of 15 per cent. That
will be a wonderful initiative for the people of Victoria.
We would expect therefore that this would be
welcomed by the government, as has happened in a
variety of areas across the state and in so many
instances across our different communities.
This increase of course does not meet our requirements
as a state. The Police Association has calculated under
the National Institute of Economic and Industry
Research formula that we need something of the order
of 2800 to 3000 police. Could we do that? We would
love to be able to, but the practical fact is that there are
constraints around funding and there is a capacity issue
in relation to training — there are various mechanisms
which preclude our being able to do all that. By the
same token, we will add 1600 officers to the front-line
operational responsibility, and that will make a
substantial inroad into the deficiency which now exists
under this government. This program is affordable, it is
timely and it is urgently needed. As the incoming
minister, I would have the responsibility in the first
instance of delivering it, and I say to the house: I will
see the job done; it will be delivered.
What is the sort of response we are getting from the
Labor Party? It takes the usual form. The first thing to
be said about this government is that issues around truth
are just a casualty of the political battle. The question in
this government’s eyes as to whether statements are
true or not is irrelevant. The government’s view is that
if it will be accepted in the public arena, then say it and
say it again. No matter how extreme the statement may
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be, no matter how factually wrong it is, this government
believes that if you say it often enough, people will
believe it. The government’s response is coloured by
that principal factor. So it is that we hear a range of
commentary from the government. It wants to throw
back to the last century and talk about what happened
then.
It is interesting to reflect on what is actually happening
in Ballarat. In the draft of the roster for Ballarat for the
fortnight commencing 28 March, 23 senior constables
and constables were allocated as being available for
general policing duties. This is to be compared with the
figures of 1999, when there were 44 available senior
constables and constables in Ballarat. Today, 10 years
on, we have 21 fewer police than we had in 1999
available on the roster in Ballarat to look after the
citizens of that fair city. We should not let the
government rewrite history about all this. The practical
fact is that the reality is otherwise.
What does the government say next? It says, ‘It is not
needed’. That is the constant refrain, ‘We do not need
it’. Government members would be the only ones in the
state of Victoria who believe that these extra police are
not needed. It is absolute specious rubbish on the part
of members of this government to say that these
officers are not needed. They next say, ‘We have
delivered’. You hear that refrain constantly. I accept
what government members say. They have delivered on
what they have said they would. They have even done a
little bit more. I accept all that, but therein they make
our case. It is that precise problem, that is of their
making, that is the foundation of the program we have
now announced. Because this government has been so
miserable in delivering for Victorians the appropriate
police numbers and resourcing to meet our needs, we
have exactly the problem to which I have now referred.
When government members say, ‘We’ve delivered
these additional numbers’, I accept that they have; I
have no challenge to that. The problem is, though, that
the numbers self-evidently are not enough. They make
our case themselves. They say we cannot pay for it.
Now they are running out this business that we are
supposed to be using the money obtained from cuts to
advertising by this government to fund different
programs. It is wrong; it is patently a lie; it is simply not
the case.
When we made the announcements in relation to
training protective services officers under our
$200 million program to bring safety to our transport
system, no reference was made to funding being
provided through cuts to government advertising, and
yet this is the furphy which has no foundation that this
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government has now produced. I challenge the
government in the course of this debate to bring forth
into this house anything which shows that we asserted
at the time of announcing that program that we were
going to use cuts in funding for advertising by this
government as partial funding of that particular
$200 million program. That is what government
members are now saying. It is a lie, they know it is a
lie, and yet they continue to perpetuate it. I challenge
them to bring it in here and tell us now where they get
the foundation for that.
Government members say we are the safest state. We
are not the safest state; the statistics tell us that is simply
not the case. On top of all this is the overall
commentary from this government which is reflective
of being out of touch, in denial, lazy, indolent and
lacking in planning — and the ones who are suffering
from all this are Victorians at large. I invite members to
have a look at the front page of today’s Herald Sun and
at the front page of the Ballarat Courier. Again, the
headlines tell the story. This government’s endeavours
in relation to police and policing in this state in the last
10 years are an appalling disgrace. We are going to fix
this mess that the Labor government has created in
Victoria; we are going to make Victoria safe again. I
will be at the helm of doing just that and, by hell, I am
looking forward to doing it.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — It is with great pleasure
that I stand in this chamber to speak about the record of
our government on policing and making Victoria the
safest state. I am not at all surprised that the Leader of
The Nationals in his contribution did not want to talk
about what happened last time opposition members
were in charge of the police portfolio, last time they sat
on the government benches. He says, ‘Let’s not talk
about what happened last century’. I do not
underestimate at all the memory of Victorians, and
particularly country Victorians. They have not forgotten
what the Liberals and The Nationals said on coming to
office. They said they would increase police resources
and would look after this state, but in fact they cut
police numbers. They did not increase police numbers;
they cut police resources and they closed police
stations. Their record from that time does not stand up
to scrutiny, and this commitment of 1600 additional
police should not be given any credibility. I am not
surprised that they have raised their commitment as a
matter of public importance. They made the
announcement last week, they have tried to get it out
there, but they have got hardly any coverage of it —
because no-one believes them. They have not got the
coverage that they wanted, because no-one believes
them.
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The member for Scoresby is sitting at the table. He is
the Barnaby Joyce of the Victorian opposition; he
cannot get his figures right in any way, yet he is going
to be in charge of the Treasury! People know that he
will not be able to even add up the numbers to actually
deliver on the opposition’s policy.
Mr R. Smith interjected.
Ms GREEN — The Leader of The Nationals issued
a challenge before in terms of where this — —
Mr Wells interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I am sorry to
interrupt the member for Yan Yean. The member for
Scoresby is listed as having the call next and I will give
him the call then. Until that time he should cease
interjecting in such a loud manner. The member for
Warrandyte should also cease interjecting in that
manner. I will not tolerate such loud interjections.
Ms GREEN — At the outset, I said that I am very
proud to get up in this house and talk about the
government’s record on delivering increased police
numbers and police resources. We have funded
Victoria Police with record resources of more than
$1.89 billion this year. That is a 77 per cent increase in
this decade, since 1999. I am very pleased to compare
that record with that of a decade ago.
Before the last election we delivered 1400 additional
sworn police, and in this term we are delivering another
470 police. In the time that we have been in office
5000 recruits have gone through the Victoria Police
Academy at Glen Waverley. We have more front-line
police than ever before, and the opposition knows it.
We are proud of the work of the men and women of
Victoria Police because they are keeping our streets
safe. Their work, with record resourcing from this
government, has reduced the crime rate by 25.5 per
cent. When the Liberal Party was in office it slashed
police numbers by 800 and there was an increase in
crime of 10 per cent. If you actually spend money and
resource police, the crime rate does go down.
Opposition members would like to have a reign of fear
operating throughout this state and like to talk down the
state. That is their form; they talk down our state. They
talked down our public transport system as well and
tried to say to Victorians that it is not safe to travel on
public transport. Victoria Police was so concerned
about what the opposition had been saying and about it
scaring Victorians that in September last year it issued a
statement to correct the record. On 10 September 2009
Victoria Police took the unusual step of issuing a
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statement refuting the claims of the opposition. The
statement said:
Victoria Police would like to reassure the community that
travelling on public transport is not as dangerous as media
reports sensationally claimed this week.
…
There’s a perception that travelling on trains, especially
outside peak time, is a dangerous thing to do. That’s simply
not true …
There is no doubt crime is declining and police are working
harder than ever to stamp out bad behaviour …We have to
take into account that 518 million trips were taken on public
transport by Victorian commuters in 2008–09, up from
475 million in 2007–08. This statistic cannot be ignored and
provides a reason to release statistics based on per million
trips.

Victoria Police had to come out and refute the fear
campaign of the opposition around the time that the
opposition came out with its claim that it would add
950 protective services officers to work on the transport
system.
Three different funding positions have been adopted on
that promise. The shadow minister, who began the
debate this morning, actually said to Kathy Bedford on
ABC’s Statewide program on 9 November 2009 that
the promise would be funded out of the transport
budget not out of the police budget. If that is true —
and we have seen how often the opposition is loose
with the truth — I challenge the opposition to tell the
community during this debate what transport projects
are going to be cut to fund the promise. Will it be the
extension to South Morang? Are they going to start
pulling out the stakes that are in the ground as part of
the process of bringing passenger rail services back to
Maryborough? You cannot trust this lot.
When the opposition was in charge it said it would
increase police numbers but instead cut them; that is
unlike what we have done, which is to increase police
numbers and give police the resources they need to do
their job. We have a proud record on police numbers. In
1999 we promised we would deliver 800, and we
delivered 800. In 2002 we promised 600, and we
delivered 600. In 2006 we promised 350, and we are
delivering 470 in this term. There are now more police
in Victoria than ever before, and we are absolutely
determined to protect the independence of Victoria
Police in allocating where these resources go, unlike the
opposition, which is on both sides of the fence on this.
The shadow parliamentary secretary for police and
emergency services, the member for Benambra, says,
‘Yes, yes, Wodonga will get 14 extra police’, but at the
same time he says, ‘But the police commissioner will
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allocate these resources’. In his contribution the Leader
of The Nationals said he had been wandering around
the state and talking to people and that people in every
community he goes to alluded to getting more police.
At another time he will say, ‘But the police
commissioner will allocate resources’. He tries to say
he represents the voice of country Victoria, yet he says
that additional police will go to metropolitan areas first.
Members of the community can trace the steps of the
Leader of The Nationals and look at his statements, and
when they do they will see that they are inconsistent.
Wherever he is he will say what he thinks the audience
wants to hear, but he cannot be trusted. The previous
Nationals leader was responsible for a cut when he was
police minister, and we would expect that the current
Leader of The Nationals would be no different.
We have also been committed, through the increased
budget, not only to providing more police on the beat
but also to undertaking a huge capital program of
building new police stations across the state,
particularly in regional Victoria. When those opposite
were in charge they closed police stations and slashed
police numbers, but along with achieving significant
falls in crime we have been building police stations
across the state.
At Cranbourne we built a new $6.2 million police
station. In my own area of Diamond Creek we built a
police and emergency services complex, which is a
magnificent building, with record resources provided
for its operation. We built a new police station at
Hurstbridge at a cost of $930 000 and a new police
station at Warrandyte, as the member for Warrandyte
well knows because he was at the opening.
At Endeavour Hills there is a new police station. At
Yarra Junction there is a new $1.3 million police
station. We have built new police stations at Fawkner,
Wyndham North and Springvale, and at Pakenham
there is a $12.5 million emergency services complex,
with police, Country Fire Authority and State
Emergency Services all on one site to meet the demand
from the growing population in that area. We are
building new facilities in other outer growth areas. New
stations at Carrum Downs and Lilydale will be opened
next month; we are dedicated to increasing police
resources in these growth areas with these new police
stations.
As well as the capital works program, additional
resources have been provided to assist police to do their
job, and this has helped in the reduction of crime. I will
turn to some of the areas which have seen the most
significant reductions from the start of this decade until
now. In Bass Coast there has been a decline in crime of
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20.5 per cent; in Bayside, 36 per cent, in Boroondara,
35.8 per cent; in the Central Goldfields, 33.3 per cent;
in Dandenong, 25.5 per cent; in Darebin, 30.9 per cent;
in Geelong, 28 per cent; in Knox, 26 per cent; in the
Macedon Ranges, 36.9 per cent; in Manningham and
Nillumbik, 27.5 per cent; in Melton, 34.6 per cent — —
Mr Nardella — Hear, hear!
Ms GREEN — I know the member for Melton
welcomes that. There has been a reduction in crime in
Shepparton of 20.9 per cent; in Stonnington, 42.4 per
cent and in Wellington, 19.5 per cent. If you resource
police and increase police numbers, the crime rates go
down.
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state, why is the minister not here to defend the
government’s record, instead of bringing out the
member for Yan Yean? For goodness sake, for
15 minutes we heard nothing but irrelevant waffle, and
it was embarrassing. I cannot wait to hear who the
second government speaker is.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr WELLS — I’ll bet it’s you!
Ms Beattie interjected.
Mr WELLS — I’ll bet it is you — the member for
Meltdown — and you are going to be just as bad!

We are absolutely proud of this record. We will
continue to resource policing and will continue to keep
this state safe. When we say that we are going to
increase police resources, we actually do that, unlike
those opposite. The community will not forget. It
understands that leopards do not change their spots. The
Victorian community will not forget what happened
under the Liberal-Nationals coalition when the Leader
of the Opposition was the president of the Liberal Party
and the then Leader of the National Party was in charge
of the police portfolio. It promised an increase of police
and an increase in resources, but in fact it cut police
numbers and closed police stations, and the crime rate
went up. The Victorian community will not forget this
record.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I caution the
member for Yuroke. Also, when the member for
Scoresby uses the word ‘you’ he is referring to the
Chair. I will not be the next speaker. The member for
Scoresby, through the Chair.

I am proud that when the Labor Party says it is going to
provide increased police numbers and resources, it does
that. Our record shows that. The community will see
this for what it is. I will be interested to see whether the
Barnaby Joyce of the opposition is able to get his
numbers right, and I look forward to hearing his
contribution next. We have a proud record on policing
and community safety in this state. We will continue
that, and we will continue to support the great work of
the men and women of the Victoria Police Force and
protect their independence, unlike those opposite.

The Premier and the police minister have failed
Victoria. On 27 November Victorians will have a clear
choice of who they would like to govern this state: a
Liberal-Nationals coalition led by the Leader of the
Opposition and the Leader of The Nationals which will
deliver on the appointment of 1600 additional police, or
the rhetoric, spin, lies, media campaigns and other
gumpf of the government which tries to convince
Victorians that they are safe. Victorians are smarter
than that. They know the truth: we do not feel safe on
our streets. After 10 long dark and tired years we are
now seeing the results.

Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I join this debate on the
matter of public importance, and I congratulate the
member for Gippsland South for introducing this very
important matter. What an embarrassing contribution
we have heard over the last 15 minutes with the
government’s lead speaker, the member for Yan Yean,
and her repetitive waffle. What facts did she put
forward? It was absolutely embarrassing. What we
want to know is where is the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services? If the police numbers are so
fantastic and brilliant, if the state is so safe, if we have
so many police out on the beat and if we feel safe in this

Mr WELLS — I should have said ‘you lot’. What
we have to do is to make Victoria safe again. As a
parent of three kids I dread every time the boys say,
‘Dad, we’re going into the city to a nightclub’. I hate it
when they catch public transport at night. I hate it when
they go into a nightclub. I hate it because there is a lack
of police in the CBD. I detest it. This state has been let
down by the Brumby Labor government because it has
not kept pace with population growth. It has not kept
the number of police up to date at any time.

No-one on the government’s side takes responsibility
for policing matters. Not once has the Premier or the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services stood up
here and said, ‘I take responsibility. I am the man who
is in charge. I will take responsibility for what is
happening. I will take responsibility for the increase in
crime. I will take responsibility for the control of
violent crime in this state. I will take responsibility for
the cut in operational police in this state’. Not once
have we heard anyone stand up and take responsibility.
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Let us look at the benchmarks. The Liberal and
National parties have promised 1600 police. Compare
that to what Labor has delivered. Let us look at the
crime statistics. In 2002–03 there were 35 719 incidents
of violent crime in the state. In 2008 there were 42 949
incidents of violent crime, and it is increasing. What has
the government done to address the violence in the
state? It has not done anything. It fills the mushrooms
on the government benches with all the facts and
figures in regard to what it needs to do to spin itself out
of this problem.
We have even had the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services come before the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee, and when we asked him,
‘How can you say Victoria is the safest state? On what
are you basing it? On what basis are you saying
Victoria is the safest state?’, we found that the
government uses Australian Bureau of Statistics data
which includes a victimisation study survey. The
government is not even using Victoria Police statistics;
it is using an ABS victimisation survey. The survey
says you cannot compare this report with other reports.
The ABS says it was a sample victimisation survey
which specifies that the information should not be
compared to that of other states. The government is
using a sample which it cannot use to compare with
other states.
When we asked the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services to explain it he got himself into such a knot
that he had to get the then Chief Commissioner of
Police to explain what the survey meant. This is what
she said:
There are two major sources of data. One is the study
conducted across Australia by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics, and it is a victimisation study. It is a sample, but it
is a statistically significant sample. It is done on a range of
households across Australia …

The government is not even using its own police data
because if it did it would find that violent crime in this
state has increased significantly under its governance. It
is an embarrassment.
We have said quite clearly that one of the concerns we
have is about the number of operational police in the
state. The government keeps talking about the number
of operational police. The Leader of The Nationals
made it very clear today that when we promise
1600 police it will be 1600 front-line police. When you
compare the number of police operational staff as a
percentage to the numbers in every other state, Victoria
is down to about 80 per cent. It is the lowest number of
any state when it comes to operational police.
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Let us look at another benchmark, which is the issue of
the amount of money that Victoria spends on police —
the expenditure on police service per person — being
the lowest of any state. We spend the least amount of
money on police when compared to every other state.
When we talk about the crime statistics and about the
chief commissioner and the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services talking about the Australian
Bureau of Statistics and violence, the Ombudsman’s
report makes it very clear that it does not trust the crime
statistics. The Ombudsman has concluded that crime
statistics in Victoria were distorted by the
underreporting of serious crimes, particularly assaults.
The Ombudsman, who is the independent umpire, came
in and said quite clearly, ‘We do not believe Victorian
crime statistics. They are wrong. They are being
manipulated’.
The Ombudsman also found that some members of
Victoria Police had falsely boosted crime clearance
rates casting doubts on the accuracy of crime data. Let
us have a look at this. The Ombudsman said — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Melton!
Mr WELLS — The Ombudsman said, ‘I do not
trust you. You manipulate crime data so we cannot
believe it. We do not believe the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services’. The police minister said he relied
on a survey and on a sample. He does not get it right.
We do not believe the government when it says, ‘We
have more police out on the beat’. The Australian
Bureau of Statistics data says quite clearly that is not
the case. As a percentage we have fewer police on the
beat. The government does not spend the amount of
money we require it to spend on Victoria Police.
That is why on 27 November Victorians will have a
very clear choice. A vote for the Liberal-Nationals
coalition will be a vote for 1600 police on the front line.
It is for parents like me who have three kids and who
are sick and tired of the fear and who want to know that
when our kids go into the central business district at
night they are going to be safe because of the number of
police we will put on the front line.
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — What we have today
are the Pinocchios of the opposition. These people
come in here and want to spin the tale that they are
going to save Victoria. They say, ‘We are going to cut
the crime rate. We are going to put 1600 more officers
on the beat’. The noses of these Pinocchios keep on
growing and growing. The come in here and spin, but
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the reality is they never deliver. The reality is that what
they say now will not be put in place or funded when
they are put into office. Do members think it is just me
saying this off the top of my head? The answer is no
because the reality is that whenever the Liberal Party
with the former National Party come to office they cut
police numbers. In 1990 and 1996 they promised to
boost police numbers by 1000, but what did they do?
They did not boost police numbers by even one; they
cut police numbers by 800.

challenge has been thrown out’, and they have been
double dipping. They think you can have what Norman
Lindsay called a magic pudding, that you can have a pie
and as soon as you take out a bit of the pie it magically
grows back again. The $35 million will magically come
out to fund not only the PSOs but also the extra
1600 police officers. And I am sure it is going to be
used to fund more promises as these Pinocchios of the
world go out there and promise more and more rubbish
to the people of Victoria.

Now we have a situation where former Premier Jeff
Kennett is in dispute with a former Chief
Commissioner of Police, Neil Comrie. In a paper he has
said it was all Mr Comrie’s fault. The member for
Scoresby said it was all Mr Comrie’s fault and that he
had cut police numbers because of a budget decision he
had to implement. The opposition comes in here and
says, ‘We are going to give you 1600 more police’ but
the Pinocchios know they will never do it.

What is all this about? This is about scaring people.
This is about putting down Victoria. That is the only
thing these people across the table today care or know
about. They think if you scare enough older people, if
you scare enough younger people, if you scare enough
people who use public transport, if you scare the people
who use our entertainment and sporting venues, they
are going to vote for you. They think those people are
going to listen to the rubbish that comes out of their
mouths and are going to support them.

A challenge was put out by the Leader of The Nationals
in regard to double dipping. These Pinocchios say
anything, anywhere, to anyone — to whoever is
listening. The Leader of The Nationals came in here
and said, ‘I want to give you a challenge. How are you
going to fund the protective services officers (PSOs)?
We did not say we would fund extra PSOs on railway
stations via cuts in advertising’. He said that in the
Parliament just 15 minutes ago. He said, ‘Prove to me
where the opposition has said that, because this is a new
policy’. These Pinocchios come in here and say it is a
new policy for the 1600 police officers. They say, ‘We
are going to fund it from cuts to advertising that we
have not promised before’. Let us go through it.
On 10 November 2009 in MX a headline states, ‘Query
on opposition rail plan’. It says:
Slashing government advertising would free money for
platform patrols …

The Leader of the Opposition said he was going to do
that. He said:
Our transport security plan will be funded out of the state
budget and there will be no cuts to services …

But cuts to advertising were being flagged in MX back
on 10 November 2009.
On 6 April this year we saw a commitment to reducing
spending on advertising. The opposition promised that
$35 million per year, or $140 million over the next four
years, will be cut from the advertising budget to fund
front-line police. Here they are, the Pinocchios of the
world — the Pinocchios of the Liberal Party and The
Nationals. They say, ‘We throw out the challenge. The

It does not work that way. It does not work that way
when we have, time and again, promise after promise
after promise, delivered on police numbers. When we
promised 800 in 1999, we delivered 800 in 1999. When
we promised 600 in 2002, we delivered 600 in 2002.
When we promised an amount at the last election, we
not only delivered that amount but have delivered
450 extra police officers in this term. We said to the
police commissioner, ‘It is up to you where those
allocations should go’.
But what do the Pinocchios of the world do? The
Pinocchios of the world go out there and say one thing
to one audience in the bush. I was up at Wodonga just
last week and the member for Benambra was out there
saying, ‘Wodonga is going to get 14 police officers,
because I am going to allocate them to Wodonga’. That
is what he was saying. But the Leader of The Nationals
then said, ‘No, that is not going to happen. That
decision has to be made by the police commissioner’.
Members opposite, these Pinocchios of the world, are
out there saying one thing to their constituents — and
the member for Shepparton did the same thing — but
will not deliver what they say. The worst of it is they go
out there and they say, ‘Look, it is terrible in the
country. We need more police officers in the country’,
but then you have the Leader of The Nationals on the
front page of the Bendigo Advertiser of 7 April. What
was the headline on the front page? It was ‘But first,
metro cops’. These National Party/Country Party
people are supposedly going to put all the police
officers in the metropolitan area and then they are going
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to look at what they are going to do in country and rural
Victoria.
We govern for all the state. Where the police resources
need to go — the extra person power, the extra police
cars — those things are based on the needs of all
Victorians, not the spin. Members of the opposition
have been talking about spin. The promise of
1600 police officers from this mob — these Pinocchios
across the way — is all about spin, because their record
is abysmal.
When the Leader of The Nationals was in government,
when he was a senior backbencher, when he was a
committee chair, he was there urging on the then
Premier, Mr Kennett. He was there saying to
Mr Kennett, ‘Yes, mate, I support you. I support you
cutting 800 police officers’. And yet he came in here
just before and said, ‘I will deliver. I will put 1600 extra
police in place. I will do that’. I raise the challenge for
the Leader of The Nationals, who is not even here for
this debate on his matter of public importance. He put
the matter of public importance before the house, and
he is not even here at the table.
Mr K. Smith — He is in his office
Mr NARDELLA — Yes, he is in his office. He is
probably in his office having a smoke or doing
whatever he does in his office, but he is not here. The
challenge is that he should be here to listen to this
debate today. The Nationals and the Liberal Party
cannot be trusted to deliver one extra police officer
anywhere in Victoria. The statistics bear out the fact
that we had to come in and fix up their mess in 1999.
That is why there has been a 25 per cent reduction in
crime. We do not attack the police. We do not attack
the statistics. We do not attack the Australian Bureau of
Statistics. We do not attack the law enforcement
assistance program. We have done the work to reduce
crime in the state because the opposition parties cut
800 officers. We put in 800 officers to cut crime. We
have the record; they have the scare campaign. If they
think they are going to win on the scare campaign, they
have another think coming to them.
Ms Green — On a point of order, Deputy Speaker,
the member for Melton referred to a document and I
would ask whether he would table it. He referred to a
press clipping from MX.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Melton will make it available.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — It is regrettable to follow
a contribution from the member for Melton because it is
mere rhetoric — a lot of hot air, a lot of noise but little
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substance. And, most importantly, if he is concerned
about the Leader of The Nationals, I note that the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services — who
apparently should be able to answer the suggestion in
this matter of public importance — is not in the
chamber and has not participated in this debate thus far.
Certainly the challenge ought to be for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services to come in and tell the
people of Victoria what he proposes to do in relation to
police numbers.
Public safety is a matter of profound concern. The
member for Melton may refuse to consult with people
in his community or elsewhere, but the reality is that
many, if not all, opposition members are concerned
about public safety. Their constituents and people
around this state repeatedly say there is a problem with
violent crime and public safety. You have only to talk
to the victims, the people who have been bashed and
slashed; you have only to talk to the families of loved
ones who have been bashed and slashed in this state.
Recently I spoke to a parent of a young man who had
been seriously injured as a result of gatecrashers
coming in and then mugging him just because he said,
‘I think you should leave’. It left him permanently
scarred and in danger of losing his life. He spent a great
deal of time in a hospital being sewn back together by
hospital workers, nurses and doctors working
assiduously to try to save his life. Luckily his life was
saved. I have also met many other victims of crime and
their parents. Some of them have been permanently
disabled and some will spend the rest of lives suffering
from acquired brain injuries.
I have spoken to neurosurgeons, who will tell you that
their concern used to be just about road trauma victims.
A bipartisan approach in dealing with road safety has
brought the number down. But apparently we cannot do
the same for the similar critical problem of violent
crime. As I said, I have spoken to neurosurgeons about
this matter, and they have said they now have to deal
with — and I do not have any statistical data; this is
anecdotal evidence — as many victims of crime with
acquired brain injury as road trauma victims. The
consequence for us as a community as a whole in
relation to the ongoing care of these victims is a
profound matter.
We have in this state a problem with violent crime. We
can talk about the statistics but the reality is that we
have a problem with violent crime. The police statistics
will tell you that violent crime has grown by almost
40 per cent since this government came to power.
Those same police statistics will tell you that assaults in
this state have grown by almost 70 per cent. We also
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know that weapons offences have gone up. The
consequence of that is what I described. Most
importantly, we have a problem, and we have to do
something about that problem urgently.
The approach of this government was manifested by
the member for Melton, whom I notice has now fled
from the chamber. In his windbag approach to debate
he said that everything is okay, everything is normal.
The reality is that we have a problem, and we need to
deal with that problem. The essence of that is the lack
of police resources. We now know that we have the
lowest number of front-line police per capita of
anywhere in this country. We have the lowest funding
of a police force per capita of anywhere in this country.
We know we have the lowest number of police per
capita of anywhere in this country. That is not just a
novel thing; that has been building over a number of
years. Indeed for the last three years we have had that
record in this country.
The most important thing is that we have to deal with
this situation. Yes, there is a panoply of solutions to this
problem, but the no. 1 issue is the lack of front-line
police officers. Until we address that particular matter
we will never be able to look victims in the eye, we will
never be able to look at the families of victims nor the
other people who are involved when talking about the
issue of revenue and say we are going to do something
seriously to address that issue.
I note that the member for Yan Yean mentioned the
Hurstbridge police station. I note also from the official
police rosters that Hurstbridge station is now down by
20 per cent on its front-line police numbers.
Warrandyte station numbers are down by 25 per cent,
Yarra Junction station numbers are down by 20 per cent
and Fawkner numbers have gone down by a massive
30 per cent under this government since it built the
Fawkner police station. This is going on right around
this state. There is hardly a single police station in the
state that has the numbers necessary to deal with crime,
particularly violent crime on our streets. I have said on
a number of occasions in this chamber that that has
come about because the establishment strength is being
diluted by long-term absences. The same number of
police appear on the rosters at police stations but
officers are absent because they have been seconded,
are on long service leave, are on WorkCover or are on
maternity leave.
The most important thing is that although the
government says we have a full complement and a
sufficient number of police, station after station after
station reports a lack of police to deal with the
necessary front-line services they must deliver. The
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front-line services may dictate that 40 front-line police
officers need to be stationed at a police station, but the
number of police at many stations is down by 10 per
cent or 20 per cent. I have certainly seen police stations
with numbers down by 30 per cent. I have seen one or
two police stations at which the number of front-line
police officers is down by 40 per cent because of this
government’s policies. As a result we have seen daily
reports of knifings, glassings, bashings, thuggish
behaviour, maimings and even death.
We have a problem, and that is something this
government blithely dismisses and says, ‘We have the
safest state in the country’. As the member for Scoresby
has clearly demonstrated, that is based on a survey that
is unreliable for comparison. We do not get the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services or the
Premier coming into this house and dealing with violent
crime such as assaults in this state. The number of
knifings is a problem that we need to deal with. The
opposition has a concrete proposal. It has a wellarticulated and funded policy to provide 16 extra police
in the next four-year term of a Baillieu government. As
the shadow minister for crime prevention and as a
former shadow minister for police I have been
intimately involved in that policy development. I can
assure the house that it is a concrete proposal.
We want to do something about violent crime. There
are a range of things we can do, but at the end of the
day we must put on more police. What we do not need
is more of the same. We do not need these statistics
swept under the carpet and no acknowledgement that
we have a problem. The government is blaming
everybody but itself. We have a problem in this state,
and we need to do something about it urgently. The
only way this state will get an urgent solution to this
problem is by people voting for a Liberal-National
coalition at the next election. We must deliver more
front-line police. We need to build up the Hurstbridge
police station by increasing the number of front-line
police by another 20 per cent. We need to build up the
Warrandyte police station by increasing the number of
front-line police by another 25 per cent. We need to
build up the Yarra Junction station by increasing the
number of front-line police by an extra 20 per cent.
We certainly need to build up the Fawkner police
station by increasing the number of front-line police by
an extra 30 per cent over the next four years. If we do
not, we will utterly betray the trust of Victorians. It just
does not end there; as I said, over 300 police stations
around this state will report that they are deficient in
front-line police. As I said, some are down on numbers
by 5 per cent, some are down by 10 per cent, some are
down by 20 per cent and some are even down by 30 per
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cent. In a couple of cases I have seen they are down up
to 40 per cent. It is outrageous that this government is
blaming everybody else and refusing to accept
responsibility. The minister is not in the house. The
Premier is not in the house. The government wheels out
the member for Melton to deal with the matter, but the
decision-makers are the ministers who are responsible,
and they are not are in the house to deal with this
matter.
We need to do something urgently. A panoply of
solutions includes increasing police numbers. It is not
just the opposition that is saying that; I note that the
Police Association has said that we have a deficiency of
almost 3000 in the number of front-line police officers.
It is a problem that this state faces. Unless we do
something about it we will not solve that problem and
there will be a continuation of victims and their families
suffering from the trauma of violent crimes.
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I take this
opportunity to congratulate Victorian police officers on
the great work that they have done. The fact that there
are so many more of them under a Labor government
than there were under a previous regime is something
of which I am particularly proud. I am also particularly
proud of the fact that this state is Australia’s safest state.
When the opposition gets up and bleats about it not
being the safest state it is failing to looking at the facts
that are before it.
I abhor all violence; I do not think there would be a
person in this house who does not abhor violence. Lives
are torn apart when someone is the victim of violent
crime. Victims of violent crime had their lives torn
apart in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, and victims are
still having their lives torn apart. I particularly want to
make a point about the increase in the great work that
has been done on family violence and the fact that more
crime is being reported under the family violence
statistics than ever before.
Previously when a woman was bashed it was
considered a domestic incident. Under our government,
our strong family violence project and the proactive
work of Victoria Police, when a woman is subjected to
family violence now it is considered a crime. It was a
crime in the past, it is a crime now and it should always
be considered a crime. The difference is that the
government, with police and domestic violence
workers, has attacked the cause of family violence and
brought the perpetrators before the courts. Of course to
do that you have to have it reported as a crime and you
have to have the police take a proactive stance.
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The code of practice for the investigation of family
violence was introduced in August 2004. It reflected the
government’s strong view, and Victoria Police’s
commitment, that family violence is a serious crime and
should be handled accordingly by police. Police,
particularly those who have worked and continue to
work with children who witness family violence, are
pleased about and proud of the fact that the
government, together with police, has addressed this
problem. Of course as a result there is greater reporting
and greater investigation of family violence matters.
Police are required to take action on all reports when
previously they would not have got involved and would
have called it a domestic incident.
I have a lot of time for the member for Benambra, and I
must admit that when he got up yesterday and talked
about the increase in crime statistics I kept interjecting
and yelling out across the chamber — I am sure the
Speaker did not hear me, or I would have been pulled
up — about the fact that the increase in the reporting of
some violent crime is because of the government’s
family violence strategy. It is because we as a
community are saying, ‘Violence is wrong. It is wrong
no matter whether it occurs within the family home or
outside it’.
I turn now to the Auditor-General’s report entitled
Implementing Victoria Police’s Code of Practice for the
Investigation of Family Violence. All of the AuditorGeneral’s reports are very good, but I particularly
recommend this report to the member for Benambra
and those who wish to paint an inaccurate picture
regarding increased rates of violence against the person,
and painting an inaccurate picture comes with failing to
recognise that family violence statistics are now
factored into those rates.
The conclusions of the Auditor-General highlight the
fact that, and I quote from page 2:
Police are responding to all family violence reports as
specified under the code.

The report goes on to point out that:
Within 18 months of its —

the code’s —
introduction, Victoria Police had trained 6500 operational
police and employed 10 regional family violence advisers and
a designated family violence liaison officer for every 24-hour
police station.

The statistics are appalling, but this Parliament and the
media need to look at them to get a full picture of why
there has been an increase in reports of violence against
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the person — one of the only crime statistics that is
increasing. Under the heading, ‘Activity’ the report
says of the code:
Since its introduction there has been a marked increase in
police response activity, including a 14.5 per cent increase in
the number of family violence incidents attended between
2003–04 and 2007–08.
Police spent much more time attending family violence
incidents —

compared with previously. This represents a 202 per
cent increase.
The report then goes into costs. Costs can be financial,
but more importantly they are human.
The report summarises the outcomes achieved by
Victoria Police’s approach, highlighting the fact that the
number of family violence-related charges for crimes
against the person has risen and saying on page 3:
This shows that police have been actively prosecuting
offenders, and reflects the more thorough level of
investigation applied under the code resulting in the
identification of crimes associated with family violence that
were previously not reported.

And if they were reported, they were dismissed as just
domestic incidents.
I resent the inferences of the previous speaker, the
member for Kew, who suggested that members on this
side are not concerned about crime. We are concerned
about crime; we were so concerned that when it came
to family violence crime we put in place a proactive
strategy in conjunction with Victoria Police. As a result
women are safer, children are safer and some husbands
and partners say that even some men are safer, because
not every violent crime against a partner is perpetrated
by a male, although the vast majority of such crimes are
committed by male offenders.
The other point I want to make is that the opposition’s
claim that from this side it is purely rhetoric, spin and
lies that Victoria is the safest state is in fact misleading
the Parliament. Victoria is the safest state. As a result of
the work of the men and women of Victoria Police
there has been a reduction in the crime rate of 25.5 per
cent under our government.
The fact is that when we promised extra police, we
delivered them. At every single election when we
promised police, we delivered. In 1999 we promised
800; we delivered 800. In 2002 we promised 600 and
we delivered 600. In 2006 we promised 350 and we
will deliver over 470. That is a sensational result: we
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now have over 5000 recruit graduates through the
police academy since we came to government.
It is a nonsense to suggest that this government is not
supportive of police and of increasing police numbers.
Last year the government announced a $47 million
boost to provide an extra 120 police officers over and
above the previous number, and that was delivered. It is
up and running, and as a result people know and see
that there are police available to help them.
The last point I would like to make in relation to the
claim of 1600 additional police — front-line police —
is that quite frankly again the Leader of The Nationals
could not seriously believe he would be in a position to
deliver on where police would be allocated. Even in
20 years, when the opposition might have some
fighting chance of thinking it could deliver good
government in this country, if the Leader of The
Nationals still happened to be here and were still
available to speak about police, he knows from his legal
background that it is unrealistic and misleading to
suggest he could deliver police at certain stations.
Mr TILLEY (Benambra) — As I said in this place
yesterday, when it comes to crime in Victoria, the facts
simply do not lie. It is a sad fact that since the election
of Labor, the total incidence of violent crime against the
person has risen 40 per cent. That is correct: using the
government’s own figures, under Labor the rate of
crime against the person has risen 40 per cent. Under
Labor, the rate of assaults in Victoria has risen 70 per
cent.
In regard to the last contribution from the member for
Pascoe Vale, who was talking about domestic violence,
it is quite offensive to suggest that the rise in violent
crime is attributed to simply domestic violence. This is
an age-old problem; it has been going on for many
decades in the community right across Victoria. The
member for Pascoe Vale suggested that the police are
abrogating their responsibility in investigating domestic
violence. Having served as a member of the Victoria
Police force for around 12 years I find it quite offensive
that someone would suggest Victoria Police have not
made inroads into the issues relating to domestic
violence.
The simple matter is that violence in Victoria has risen
70 per cent, and that is across the board, including
incidents of domestic violence. Although I appreciate
that in her contribution the member for Pascoe Vale
was attempting to be the voice of reason on this issue,
we are still having glassings, stabbings, muggings and
bashings on our streets throughout the whole of
Victoria. But under Labor there has been an increase
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also of around 32 per cent in the incidence of rape.
Under Labor the number of weapons and explosives
offences has increased 57 per cent. Stated simply, under
Labor Victorians are not safe.
Victorian families are absolutely sick and tired of
waking up on Monday mornings only to hear the litany
of crimes, bashings, hospitalisations and deaths caused
by alcohol-fuelled violence, and about the inability of
Victoria Police to proactively police, simply because
there are not enough officers on the beat. Victorian
families are sick of getting on the trains, buses and
trams with drunken louts who do not have the slightest
regard for anyone and who bash and abuse at will,
knowing there will be no-one there to stop them.
Victorian families are sick and tired of waiting for
police to respond to calls for help or assistance because
they have been robbed or assaulted or had their home
vandalised. The simple fact is that these hardworking
men and women of Victoria Police are under the pump
and are having to carry the burden of a severely
underresourced police force. They now drive out of the
gates of a police station with 10 to 15 or 20 jobs already
on their plate — handovers from the previous shift.
They simply cannot serve our community across the
state of Victoria; they are under the pump. The coalition
will certainly seek to address that matter after
November this year.
I have never met a member of Victoria Police — a
former colleague or anyone whatsoever — not willing
to answer the call for help. The police officers are
absolutely committed to the task set before them. They
swear an oath to protect this community and to uphold
the rights of Victorians. But they can only do so much
with the resources available to them. If the calls for help
exceed the capacity of police to respond, victims slip
through the cracks, and that is unfortunate at this point
in time. As I said, we will seek to address that in the
future. It is no wonder that we are continually hearing
complaints from Victorian families that they have
simply had enough.
Let me say again that Victorian families have had
enough. They want their streets and their communities
back. They want to see the end of drunken, violent louts
who are left to rule simply because Labor does not care.
I have been in this place for only a short period and I
can say without hesitation that opposition is hard work.
We are chipping away daily at the coalface, meeting
with community members and hearing constantly of
their frustrations that an arrogant and ignorant
government will not address their concerns. But as I
have learnt throughout my life, hard work pays off.
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In the last term of this government the coalition has
been working extremely hard to come up with a policy
that will address the problems this government has
wiped its hands of, the resourcing and the issues in
relation to protecting Victorian communities when it
comes to law and order. The coalition has put in the
hard yards, and the policies we have will revolutionise
policing and public safety in Victoria. I am particularly
proud to stand with Ted Baillieu and his coalition team
because I know that all his hard work and the hard work
of the team on this side of the house will see an
additional 1600 police put on the beat in the first term
of a Baillieu government.
The Leader of the Opposition and the next Premier of
Victoria, Ted Baillieu, and his $344 million Making
Our Streets Safer game plan will end the chronic
statewide policing shortages and restore public safety in
metropolitan and regional communities by putting
1600 new police on the beat. Obviously this means
there will be more police on their feet and on the beat
all the way across Victoria, from Mallacoota to
Mildura, from Wodonga to Werribee and right across
the length and breadth of this state. It needs to be
highlighted that it will be the largest single recruitment
of police officers over one term of government in
Victoria’s history. It is something which has been
keenly welcomed by many in the community. Many
emails and letters of support have been received from
across Victoria. You see daily in the various media
outlets that we are being strongly supported in our
position on this matter.
A visible police presence is a key driver in preventing
crime from taking place in the first instance, and filling
the shortfall left by Labor means more police will be
able to protect more Victorians. Once again, having had
the experience of serving the Victorian community as a
member of the police force, I know that when you do a
patrol, when you walk the beat and when you go out
and talk to the community, simply by officers waving
the flag people will certainly look over their shoulder
and thus any inappropriate actions will be curtailed. We
will need foot soldiers; we need police on the beat in
the community. Once we get this policy up and once
we form a government we will be able to deliver on it.
Senior Sergeant Greg Davies, secretary of the Police
Association, said in this month’s Police Association
Journal:
There are crimes that simply cannot be brought under control
without a visible police presence as an ongoing deterrent.

That is very clear. It comes from an experienced former
colleague who has worked in the community. It is not
rocket science. It is simple. You need a clear and visible
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police presence in the community throughout the state.
We need to see our police officers being able to get into
the community and proactively police this great state of
Victoria. Victoria Police was once this nation’s premier
police force; it was the best police force in the nation.
Every other agency in Australia came to Victoria and
asked for advice on policy. Victoria was the premier
police agency in this nation, and once the coalition
forms government it will return Victoria Police to being
this nation’s premier police force because it will be
adequately resourced. It will be able to concentrate and
support its community.
The coalition believes, and I certainly believe, that
Victoria Police is the nation’s best police force, but it is
a responsibility of government to protect its citizens,
and the Premier and Labor have demonstrated by their
inaction on law and order that this is not an area of high
priority for them. This is certainly apparent in the
figures from the Productivity Commission which show
Victoria has the lowest number of police per capita in
Australia. It has been shown Victoria has only
206 unsworn and sworn operational officers for every
100 000 people, unlike South Australia which has 303
per 100 000, New South Wales with 237 and
Queensland with 265. This demonstrates an appalling
lack of support by this Labor government. It is simply
not good enough. Only the coalition has the policies on
the table today to cut crime and make our streets safe
again. Labor has continued to fail Victorian families
when it comes to keeping them safe on our streets.
I now wish to briefly address something I think is
important — that is, that you simply cannot trust the
word of those opposite. It has not been a particularly
good year for the Minister for Consumer Affairs, what
with his botched liquor licensing regime. Certainly
there was a rush of blood to his head last week when he
was the acting Minister for Police and Emergency
Services and came out and suggested things in response
to a headline in the Border Mail which in no way
reflected what I told the reporter or the position of
myself or the coalition. This was perpetuated today by
the members for Melton and Yan Yean. It was like a
scene from Dumb and Dumber. There is a whole cast of
Dumb and Dumber. You could now fill a movie with
about 80 dumb and dumbers; they all copy one another.
As I said in the article, I am hopeful that the coalition’s
policy of 1600 new police will be delivered and we will
see a safer Victoria.
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — Fancy
congratulating yourself for promising something! It is
the height of pomposity and self-indulgence. Every part
of this matter of public importance reeks of it. The first
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principle is to judge people by what they do, not by
what they say. I can smell the arrogance of the Kennett
Liberal-National coalition government coming back to
the other side of this house. There is a whiff in the air, a
parade of stuck-up noses with a born-to-rule attitude,
but it is sadly lacking any potency.
People in the Victorian electorate are far too smart to be
duped by hollow unrealistic promises that are not
funded or put together properly. The reality is that to
make large commitments you have to make hard
decisions. You cannot use the same $35 million to pay
for more than one thing.
The Leader of The Nationals asked government
members to provide evidence that a promise to slash
advertising spending to pay for more police was
actually made by the opposition. An article in the Great
Southern Star of 7 April 2010 is headed ‘Ryan pledges
cops’. At the bottom of the first column it says:
Mr Ryan said part of the money for extra police would be
found by slashing government advertising when the coalition
was in power.

So there is the evidence — I would love to table that
evidence — for people to see.
The promise to fund this by cutting government
advertising and from budget surpluses is all well and
good, but the electorate will rightly ask, ‘Does the
opposition have the same commitment as a government
to returning a current account that is in surplus? Is the
current account going to remain in surplus under the
opposition?’. The opposition cannot be trusted with the
books. In the end the Victorian people will reject the
opposition because they will look to its total policies
this coming election and ask themselves, ‘Can we trust
the Liberal and National parties to deliver on their
promises?’.
The Liberal-Nationals coalition has also promised
940 PSOs (protective services officers) for public
transport. That is nice. Somewhere along the line they
said they would fund this the same way — by slashing
government advertising. My question is: what services,
perhaps to rural and regional Victoria, will be cut to pay
for these promises? What projects in the Seymour
electorate will be cut to pay for these promises, if
indeed they are delivered by a future coalition
government?
The Leader of The Nationals said that the funding for
the protective services officers would come from the
transport budget, not just from advertising, which
probably means that the hundreds of extra bus and train
services that have been added in the Seymour electorate
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will be at risk when a coalition government has to slash
and burn the transport budget to pay for a very citycentric promise — 940 PSOs operating in Melbourne
railway stations, not in country Victoria. In country
Victoria we are very privileged because on V/Line
services we have conductors, and that is a really big
bonus for our travellers, who respect it and really love
their services.
Over the life of the Kennett government police numbers
were slashed by 800, despite a coalition promise in
1992 to deliver an extra 1000 police. That is what the
Liberal Party and The Nationals’ history is in this state.
Over the life of the Bracks and Brumby governments
we have promised 1750 new police officers, and by the
end of this term we will have delivered 1870 new
police officers. These officers are not sitting behind
desks, as accused by those opposite: 97 per cent are in
operational roles. The 55 others are working in
education roles and recruiting new police. Since we
came to government we have put 5000 recruits through
training.
The opposition says its policy is to poach police from
interstate to make up numbers. One assumes it will
have to do this through advertising. That means the
opposition will have to break its promise and increase
the advertising budget in order to advertise interstate for
more new police so it can fulfil this promise, if indeed it
intends to do so. The coalition did not intend to do it in
1992 when it last came to government in Victoria.
Under Labor the Victorian police budget has increased
by 77 per cent. It is up from $1.07 billion in 1999–2000
to $1.89 billion this year. We have now looked at the
opposition policy and we can compare that with
Labor’s record, which is compelling. On a statewide
basis we have increased police numbers by 1870; those
opposite decreased police numbers by 800.
We have undertaken an unprecedented police station
building program, and 81 per cent of these new police
stations were built in rural and regional areas. This is a
far cry from the running down of state government
infrastructure right across rural and regional Victoria
under the last Liberal-Nationals coalition government.
We have put $450 million into rebuilding and
refurbishing more than 160 stations.
Under Labor police have been provided with the
resources and worked hard to reduce Victoria’s crime
rate; the police have done a marvellous job. Our overall
crime rate has reduced by 25.5 per cent. This makes
Victoria the safest place in Australia. The crime rate has
decreased every year for the last seven years. In
contrast, the Victorian crime rate under the Liberal-
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Nationals coalition increased by 10 per cent between
1994 and 1999–2000. The facts are there for everyone
to see: Victoria is the safest state in Australia and we
are very proud of that. We are very proud of our police
force members who go out there and protect our state
every day, and I know that is a bipartisan point of view
despite interjections from the opposition.
We have respected the independence of the Chief
Commissioner of Police while opposition members
have flipped and flopped over who will direct the
allocation of police resources. Members of the Liberal
Party and The Nationals, probably to try to promote
their hollow promise, have gone into their local areas
and suggested that perhaps those communities are
going to get an extra 14 police at Wodonga and an extra
50 police in other parts of the state; their media releases
show that. But when questioned they still say, ‘Yes, but
decisions like where police go will be up to the police
commissioner’ — and rightly so. From collecting
statistics on crime rates and population growth police
command knows where it needs to put police resources.
What the opposition’s policy is going to be in this
regard is very unclear, and I hope it does not try to
confuse the electorate coming up to the election later
this year.
The argument that the number of police in Victoria is
the lowest per capita of all of the states is an interesting
one. As the principal of a primary school I sat through
Kennett government briefing — or propaganda —
sessions where PowerPoint presentations showed, for
example, how Victoria had too many teachers per head
of population and how we needed to reduce the number
of teachers we had to the lowest common denominator.
The reasoning was partly right in the sense that we can
be much more efficient in Victoria because we have a
state in which the population lives closer together; there
is not the same remoteness in our communities as in
larger states, and we do not have the same issues to deal
with as other states.
The Liberals also claim that the number of police per
capita has reduced during Labor’s term in office.
Again, that claim is incorrect. The fact is that we have
increased the ratio of police per head of population.
Police numbers between 1999 and the end of this
government’s term will have grown by 22 per cent,
outstripping the population growth by 16 per cent.
Mr R. Smith interjected.
Mr HARDMAN — Sixteen per cent. We have
outstripped the growth of population. This brings me
back to the point that you cannot trust anything that
members of the Liberal Party and The Nationals say.
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They even try to rewrite history. There was a classic
example of that in the Sunday Herald Sun on 14 April
2002 when the opposition tried to blame the Chief
Commissioner of Police of the day, Neil Comrie, for
cutting police numbers by 800, quite a scurrilous thing
to do. As Mr Comrie said at the time:
Mr Wells was not involved at the time and he shouldn’t be
attempting to rewrite history now.

He also said:
For Mr Wells, or anyone else, to suggest we did that
voluntarily —

that is, cut police numbers —
is outrageous.
The bottom line is, we didn’t have the money in our budget to
employ extra police and the cuts were the direct result of
government policy.

That statement goes back to Liberal and National Party
days.
In the Mitchell police area we have increased police
numbers by 56.5 per cent; we have put a brand-new
police station in Kinglake, which did not have one
before; we have put brand-new 24-hour police stations
in Wallan and Kilmore; we have replaced the 24-hour
station in Seymour; we have built new police stations in
Yea and Broadford and we are building a new one in
Pyalong.
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — It gives me great
pleasure to support this very important matter of public
importance (MPI) proposed by the member for
Gippsland South. From the outset can I say that
government members have failed to recognise or make
any meaningful contributions to the debate that speak
about what this government has done to eradicate
violent crime in this state. This MPI relates to the
coalition’s commitment to recruit and train an
additional 1600 front-line operational police within the
first term of assuming government in November 2010.
As we know, Victoria has experienced an escalation in
serious and violent crime over the last 10 years. In
particular, crimes against the person have increased
dramatically — some 40 per cent — and assaults by up
to 70 per cent. These are appalling statistics that need to
be addressed, and this government has failed to do so.
Other speakers have referred to articles in today’s
Herald Sun on the appalling state of affairs in this state.
The paper featured the life stories of 10 victims of
crime. We are not just talking about statistics: a victim
of an assault can suffer lifelong injuries, both physically
and mentally. The perpetrators of these serious crimes
need to be condemned. They are nothing but appalling
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cowards and the community as a whole would
condemn their actions.
The coalition has adopted and put forward a range of
policies that seek to make a real impact on the
escalating crime rates in this state. Whilst other
members have spoken more broadly on this
magnificent MPI, I want to speak to the Morwell
electorate and outline how additional police numbers
will positively impact on our community. As other
speakers have indicated, police officers do a wonderful
job, and that is indicative of our police members in
Gippsland and the Latrobe Valley. I know many of
them personally and I know the challenges they
confront on a daily basis, and I am sure all members of
this house would agree that, on the whole, our police do
a wonderful job.
I also want to make the point that this MPI is not just
about community safety; it is also about supporting our
local police, who do a wonderful job. They are under
enormous stress and strain in the vocation they
undertake and it is important that they are appropriately
resourced to get on with the job they want to do. My
fear, when I talk to some members of the force, is that
they are at their wits’ end and are contemplating
leaving the force, and that is the last thing we want to
see. We need to bulk up their numbers, so this MPI is
not just about community safety; it is about providing
appropriate resources for our existing police members.
One only has to view the crime statistics for the Latrobe
Valley or Latrobe city to understand not only the great
work that the police officers do in my region but also
some of the challenges they face. I want to talk about
crimes against the person. The state average for assaults
is 627.6 per 100 000 population. If you compare that
with the average number of assaults in Latrobe city,
which is 1336.8 per 100 000 population, that is just an
appalling statistic, at more than twice the state average.
I take the point made by the member for Pascoe Vale,
who said that family violence can make up a proportion
of those numbers. I heed that advice, but that is still an
appalling statistic. It is imperative that we ensure that
we have an appropriate number of police resources in
our region. If you look at other crimes against the
person, such as rape and non-rape sex, again figures in
Latrobe city are quite damning compared to the state
average.
That goes to my next point, which is about police
numbers. Some time ago I viewed a police roster which
showed the capacities of each of the stations throughout
Victoria and also the number of missing police officers
in relation to that. Those absences were caused by
issues along the lines of WorkCover matters, long
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service leave, secondments and vacancies. If you
analyse the figures of the major police stations in my
electorate, at Morwell and Traralgon, you find that the
Morwell police station has a capacity of 65, but when
these figures were collected, 19 were missing. In
Traralgon there was a total potential capacity of
43 police and 9 were missing.
My office is visited often by members of the public
who relay their experiences in reporting a crime and the
subsequent time delay in a police response. I do not
blame the police at all for that. It is just that they are not
appropriately resourced to undertake their duties. This
has a flow-on effect to the community when its
members report crime. In particular, Churchill and
district has a population of approximately 5000 people.
It has a police station, but it is not manned 24/7. Police
officers I speak with and members of the community in
general are very keen to see that resourced more
appropriately in the future. At the moment if someone
from Churchill reports a crime, they may very well
have to wait for police officers to come from Traralgon
or Morwell. Untimely delays in response are an aspect
of unmanned, underresourced police stations in our
region.
An injection of additional front-line police officers will
make a real difference, not only to my community but
right across the state. Interestingly, some time ago I
undertook a community survey to get the views of the
community on a range of issues. The amount of
feedback that I got was enormous, and I appreciate
people in the community having been involved. I asked
a couple of questions relating to police numbers in our
region. Question 1 was ‘Do you think police numbers
in our region are adequate?’. Only 7 per cent of
respondents indicated that they thought that there were
adequate police numbers in our region.
The second question in relation to community safety
was ‘Do you believe having more police officers
patrolling our streets and roads would deter antisocial
behaviour in our community?’. On this very important
point, 92 per cent of people surveyed said yes, and
3 per cent were unsure — that is, the community
overwhelmingly believes that a police presence makes
a huge difference to deterring crime. That is reflected
not only in my community but across the state.
A number of police officers in my region tell me of
situations where police officers have been taken from
regional areas for operational purposes in the
metropolitan areas of Melbourne. That is all well and
good, but it leaves regional police stations
undermanned and underresourced when those police
may well be needed. This is just another example
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proving the fact that our police resources are
undermanned. The coalition’s policy promising
1600 additional front-line police officers has been well
received not only by the community but also by police
officers themselves.
I have quite a bit of involvement in the Traralgon CBD
Safety Committee and also the Morwell CBD Safety
Group. Various community groups, businesses and
local police are involved in those groups. I want to relay
a quick story to members. Over a period of time the
Traralgon entertainment precinct has suffered its fair
share of antisocial behaviour and assaults. On a
particular weekend preceding one of the committee
meetings, the police conducted a very strong blitz in the
Traralgon entertainment precinct. At the meeting I
asked a police officer, ‘How did you go over the
weekend? What was the feedback? Did it make a
difference?’. Categorically he said to me, ‘Having the
blitz on the weekend we did not have one ounce of
trouble, because our police numbers were strong. We
patrolled the streets, we made sure that people knew we
were there, and we had not one incident’. That proves
to me that additional police numbers do make a
difference, whether that be on our streets or our roads,
so it is imperative that they are adequately resourced.
I want to make a quick point, which was raised by the
Leader of The Nationals. It is not that the Brumby
government has not delivered on the commitment on
the number of police it had promised — we understand
that — but the government just does not get that there
are not enough police on our streets. The
1600 additional front-line police officers that the
coalition has committed to recruiting will make a real
difference. It is all right making promises and
committing to them, but the government does not
understand the issue. The 1600 additional police
officers across Victoria will make a real commitment to
community safety and stop the violence in this state.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to speak on this matter of public
importance, which states:
That this house congratulates the opposition for its
commitment to recruit and train 1600 additional front-line
operational police within its first term …

It goes on. When I first read it I thought it was a bit
self-congratulatory, but what are the odds? That is what
opposition members like to do: they like to beat their
chests and be self-congratulatory, so we will just let that
go.
On reading it again, though, I find it really confusing. I
have heard speaker after speaker say that they think
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Victoria Police does a wonderful job and then go on to
denigrate the fine work that Victoria Police does. That
is a terrible thing.
Front-line operational police — what does that mean? I
hear about more police on the beat — —
Mr R. Smith — The member for Benambra doesn’t
understand the police? A former policeman of 12 years
doesn’t understand what police do?
Ms BEATTIE — Does your leader know your
name yet?
Front-line operational police — what does that mean?
Members have talked about crimes against the person
increasing by 70 per cent. The member for Pascoe Vale
mentioned the domestic violence campaigns. We now
acknowledge that domestic violence is a crime against
the person, and that that has led to a large increase in
crime against the person being reported. That is a good
thing. Domestic violence is not to be tolerated in any
society and I hope that in that I have the support of the
opposition. Police going into a situation of domestic
violence is as important as police being on the corner of
a street — there is no denying that.
I want to go into some local matters. I preface my
remarks by congratulating Inspector Tony Ryan and
Senior Sergeant Mick Frewen on the fine work they do
in region 3.
Again, what does having front-line operational police
mean? I have heard people, including the member for
Benambra, say that they are ‘foot soldiers’. I think
police are smarter than just foot soldiers. I think a large
part of the work that police do is in preventing crime.
Their work is not just about being like Mr Plod,
walking up and down the streets; it is about being out
there, preventing crime. I have been involved with a
local group whose members are talking about
preventing crime — that is, drunk and disorderly
behaviour — at local football matches, but the
opposition does not see those sorts of things as
worthwhile. It only sees more police on the beat as a
worthwhile thing, and I condemn the opposition for
that.
I want to talk about what Labor has promised, because
Labor delivers what it promises and only promises what
it can deliver. In 1999 we promised 800 police, and we
delivered 800 police. In 2002 we promised another 600,
and we delivered another 600, as you well know,
Acting Speaker. In 2006 we promised 350 but we will
be delivering over 470, so that is a great thing. Over
5000 recruits have graduated through the police
academy since we came to government.
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Where are these 1600 so-called front-line operational
police going to come from? We have heard that part of
the money to fund these police will come from slashing
advertising campaigns. How does the opposition plan to
advertise for 1600 new recruits if it slashes advertising?
That is one thing I would like to know. It is not going to
advertise. These people are going to magically appear
out of some sort of cloud saying, ‘We want to be
police’. We all know that you cannot just have an
advertising campaign, that it takes a special type of
person to be a police officer. The member for
Benambra said opposition is hard work — and he
expected me to feel sorry for him about that — but I
can tell him that being a police person is hard work too;
I think he knows that.
We cannot just go out on the street and pick up
1600 people because we are not going to advertise for
them. We need people who are the right sort of people
for the job, who really want to make a career out of
being in the police force, not just foot soldiers. They
really have to want to go into other areas of crime.
Certainly other members have mentioned terrorism and
specialist units. We need those people too, and we need
that constant training. Is the opposition always going to
keep its promised 1600 recruits as operational front-line
foot soldiers, as police on the beat, Mr Plod types? Is it
never going to allow these fictitious people to further
their careers in preventing crime, bringing the latest
methods of crime prevention into Victoria? Members
opposite have not mentioned that at all.
Talking about the latest policing methods, I want to
mention the new operational response unit, which the
Liberal Party has said it is going to slash. The Liberal
Party has said it is going to slash the operational
response unit. Last year the Brumby government
announced a $47 million boost to provide an extra
120 police officers — that was over and above the
previous commitments — so that the Chief
Commissioner of Police, Simon Overland, could
establish a new operational response unit. In keeping
with our track record of delivering, that unit is up and
running.
I talked about training. This is a specialist unit of highly
trained Victoria Police officers that will take to the
streets carrying out targeted operations. Some articles in
the papers recently have talked about targeted
operations at community festivals where people like to
gather and maybe have a few drinks and cause a bit of
trouble. I have seen firsthand what a unit like this can
do, because members of one were at the local
community festival, walking around preventing
crime — not responding to crime but preventing crime.
The unit is made up of police officers specifically
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recruited and trained to undertake targeted law
enforcement operations. The unit has the capacity to
crack down on the use of weapons and alcohol-related
street crime; I certainly saw that in action. But of course
this effort is going to be slashed by a Liberal
government, along with that unit, which is supported by
50 vehicles, two mini brawler vans and the latest
operational equipment, with access to resources such as
mobile command facilities for major operations.

Charteris. The story of Gordon Charteris is a perfect
example of how this government governs this state.
Gordon Charteris was a police officer for 36 years in a
variety of roles. He held a variety of ranks through
various governments and through good and bad
economic times. For 34 of those 36 years District
Inspector Gordon Charteris never found it necessary to
speak out against anything that a government or the
force was doing.

At first blush 1600 additional police looks to be a good
thing, but the Liberals do not say where the money is
coming from. We know about the slash-and-burn
activities of those on the other side of the house. How
many hospitals are they going to close? How many
nurses are they going to sack? How many schools are
they going to close to keep one promise? Opposition
members are all over the shop in their promises. We
have heard the member for Benambra say there will be
more police in Wodonga. We have heard the member
for Shepparton say there will be more police in
Shepparton. But what do opposition members want to
do? Do they want to completely disempower police
command and make political decisions about where the
police should be? What an outrageous suggestion —
politicians fiddling in the operations of the police force!
Labor promises; Labor delivers. The Liberals have a
slash-and-burn policy. Heaven help us if they are
elected in November, but I think the people of Victoria
are too smart for that.

Two years ago things had got so bad Gordon Charteris
felt he needed to speak out. He is not the kind of man to
go to the Herald Sun or the Age. Instead he spoke to the
police force’s internal magazine, the Police Association
Journal, where he said plainly and simply, ‘I do not
have enough police to do my job. We are unable to
protect the citizens of Victoria with the police that I
have’. He had spent 36 years in the police force but
within three weeks District Inspector Gordon Charteris
had been bullied out of his position and onto sick leave.
That is an absolute disgrace. A 36-year veteran of the
police force, who had never had to speak out before,
said something which this Labor government did not
like and the message came from on high to silence him.
It tried. It can bully him, it can hurt him, it can end his
career, but it will not silence him. He will continue to
speak. There will be plenty of time for him to speak,
and he will do so.

Mr BURGESS (Hastings) — Before I begin I
would like to pick up the member for Yuroke on a point
she made. The member for Yuroke suggested that the
member for Benambra would not understand how hard
a local police officer works. The member for Yuroke
was clearly overlooking the fact that the member for
Benambra was a front-line police officer for 12 years.
I speak on this particular matter of public importance
with mixed feelings. I feel deep regret for the many
thousands of Victorians who have undergone trauma,
suffered fear or even death because of the inability or
unwillingness of this government to implement
effective law and order policies. I feel anger towards a
government that puts its political points and interests in
front of the safety of Victorians. But I also feel a great
deal of optimism and determination, knowing that the
Liberal-National coalition has policies to support our
police and allow them to get back to doing what they
signed on for — that is, to protect the people of
Victoria.
It is opportune that we are having this debate today,
because last night I attended a farewell for a very wellknown former police officer, District Inspector Gordon

Further on the Brumby government’s resourcing
policies, the Productivity Commission’s Report on
Government Services 2010 shows that Victoria,
regardless of what members on the other side say, has
fewer operational police per capita than any other state
in Australia. The number of police per capita in
Victoria has been decreasing since 2006–07. This is
also the lowest spending state in Australia on policing.
This government has overseen a reduction in front-line
police patrols from 1.9 million hours to 1.5 million
hours.
What would you expect the results of those sorts of cuts
to be? I can tell the house what they were. Since 1999
total violent crime against the person is up 40.2 per
cent, assault is up 69.6 per cent, rape is up 31.9 per
cent, weapons and explosives offences are up 56.8 per
cent, and property damage is up 41.1 per cent.
Regardless of what members on the other side have to
say, regardless of the arguments the government tries to
manufacture, these are the figures that matter. That is
the true stuff; that is the stuff affecting the community
right here and right now.
In my local area we have a wonderful, hardworking
police force, but it is stretched past its breaking point.
This government has reduced front-line policing hours
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in my local area by 9500 hours, or 18 per cent, since
2002. The results of that are a 48 per cent increase in
violent crime, just in my area. On top of that, this
government has had the temerity to try to force the 24hour police station at Hastings to close overnight. The
community fought back over that. Rallies were held
and there were street marches, and the government
backed down. But that push is still on. As recently as
last night I was told the government is still trying to
close that 24-hour police station. I can tell the
government that is not going to happen.
While we are talking about police stations, prior to the
last election the government advertised that it would
implement a Langwarrin police station when in fact it
never, ever intended that that would be the case. It
intended to build one in North Frankston but advertised
it as the Langwarrin-Carrum Downs police station. It
also claimed it would be a 24-hour station when it will
actually be a 16-hour station. What is more, the troops
to man that station are going to come from surrounding
stations. That is the way this government operates.
On the subject of public transport, commuters are
fearful of using public transport after dark. In my
community locals tell me regularly that they are not
game to go on public transport after dark. It is a
disgraceful situation when people are put in a position
where they are not game enough to use the services
they pay for.
However, there is a solution. The Liberal-National
coalition has announced that upon election it will put
two Victorian protective services officers (PSOs) at
every railway station in the metropolitan area and major
regional centres from 6.00 p.m. until after the last train
365 days a year. Those protective services officers will
be trained and armed. I am pleased to say that all of the
train stations in my area — the Stony Point, Crib Point,
Morradoo, Bittern, Hastings, Tyabb, Somerville, Baxter
and Leawarra stations — will have that policy applied
to them. The PSOs will be trained properly — they will
not be diverted elsewhere — and they will be
authorised to arrest, remove or impede any offenders or
threatening individuals, unlike the people who are at the
stations at the moment who are ordered not to get
involved; in effect leaving Victorians alone to fend for
themselves. This policy does not affect only train
travellers either, because anyone in the vicinity of a
train station will be able to go to that station to gain the
protection of the protective services officers.
Across the wider community the coalition has plans for
a dedicated $344 million fund for an additional
1600 police officers, along with an investment — and
this is very important — of $65 million in operational
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equipment to go with those new officers. Victorian
families have a right to feel safe and secure in their
homes and on the streets, but under this government
they do not feel that.
These are just two of the most recent policies the
coalition has announced to help Victorians feel safe
again. Some of the others include abolishing suspended
sentences, introducing tough new anti-hoon laws,
including the crushing of offenders’ cars, banning
violent drunks from licensed premises, banning the sale
of knives to minors and conducting a shake-up of liquor
licensing laws.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS
Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: Melbourne’s future water supply
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to make a few
comments again on the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee’s report dated June 2009 on its
inquiry into Melbourne’s future water supply. I would
like to start at page 69 of the report, which looks at
permanent water savings rules, which the committee
recommended be strengthened. At page 69 the
committee makes the observation that permanent water
savings rules were in place in Melbourne from 1 March
2005 to 1 September 2006, and obviously that is
factually correct. I make the observation that the
Minister for Water was extremely tardy in responding
to the report. Had the minister read it he would not have
made such a goose of himself by going on radio to say
that Melbourne had never experienced permanent water
savings rules. Had the minister also read the
government’s response to that report, which
presumably was drafted for him, he would know that at
page 14 the response states that permanent water
savings rules were in place for 18 months before we
moved onto other restrictions.
I simply make the observation, and I know the minister
prides himself dearly on his command of detail in his
portfolio, that he made a major gaffe on radio 3AW on
the Mitchell show some time ago. Had he used the
committee’s report and the material available to him he
may not have made such a fool of himself.
Secondly, I want to refer to the extension of the rebate
scheme at recommendation 3.13 at page 90 of the
committee’s report. I imagine a number of people may
have thought that recommendation was a good one. I
note that at page 16 of the government’s response it
indicates that it does not support that recommendation.
The government response goes on to explain that there
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are two different systems, but the committee was well
aware of that, and in fact I thought it made a good
recommendation.
The committee also made a very good recommendation
at recommendation 3.24, which appears on page 102 of
the report. In essence, the committee recommends an
extension of the eligibility for various rebates to nonresidential water users. I make the assumption that the
committee wanted to allow small businesses to have
access to the rebate scheme. Again, I was disappointed
by the minister’s tardy response to the
recommendation. That has also been rejected by the
government.
However, the most disappointing area for me — I
suspect it may be the case for members of the
committee but I cannot speak on their behalf — is the
government’s rejection of recommendations in relation
to stormwater and recycling. In particular,
recommendation 4.5 at page 148 of the report, which is
a very interesting recommendation, recommends that
targets for stormwater harvesting be introduced in
certain circumstances. I turn to the government’s
response at page 29 where it indicates that it does not
support that recommendation. Again, I imagine there
will be a lot of people, particularly those interested in
the environmental consequences of water use, who will
be disappointed with that rejection of the
recommendation of the committee’s work.
I also turn to recommendation 5.1 at page 173 of the
committee’s report, which relates to water recycling.
The recommendation reads:
The Victorian government set enforceable water recycling
and reuse targets. The primary focus should be to replace the
demand for current potable water use.

Again, the government’s response to that
recommendation states that the government does not
support that recommendation, and then goes on to spell
out why.
We see here that the government’s response to one of
the most significant parliamentary reports — while
there were two minority reports associated with it, there
was agreement on most of the recommendations —
contains the rejection by the government of key
recommendations, and I think that is particularly
disappointing.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2009–10 (parts 1 and 2)
Mr FOLEY (Albert Park) — I rise to make a few
brief comments in regard to two Public Accounts and
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Estimates Committee reports, the first being the report
on the 2009–10 budget estimates (part 2) and,
immediately preceding that by a number of months,
part 1 of the same estimates report. I do so with a view
to drawing together a bit of a theme which is coming
from the PAEC reports, particularly in regard to
investment in health, which is a very topical issue.
The first of the reports, the June 2009 report, includes
chapter 5, which is headed ‘COAG reform agenda and
productivity in Victoria’. Pages 71 and 72 show a series
of findings and observations regarding the increase in
health expenditure by this government at that time in
partnership with the commonwealth government. For
instance, at page 72 the report states:
While Victoria’s share of commonwealth funding is in the
process of being determined, the creation of the five new
national SPPs included total funding in 2009–10 of
$24.3 billion …

It goes on to list them. One was $11.2 billion for
national healthcare SPPs — special purpose payments.
Later in part 2 of the report, which was released in
October 2009, section 4.4 deals with the health
portfolio. The committee goes out of its way to
acknowledge a series of investments the Minister for
Health had reported on, for instance, in the
improvements of governance and workforce
development of the health portfolio and in areas such as
the HealthSMART program, workforce development
and increasing the recruitment and retention of health
professionals. The report goes on to list a series of
major infrastructure investments including the
comprehensive cancer centre at Parkville, the Bendigo
hospital redevelopment, the Box Hill Hospital
redevelopment and the Royal Children’s Hospital
redevelopment. It also lists both health protection and
prevention measures; health programs, services and
initiatives; increased investment in ambulance services;
increased investment in maternity services; and a
particular focus on performance measures, governance
and improving productivity in the sector, to all of which
I draw the attention of the house. These measures
reflect the reality that this government has over the term
of its office increased health funding in the state by
over 130 per cent as outlined most recently in the
PAEC report.
What PAEC points to, and what the committee
generally knows, is that we have a good health system
in the state but that it can and should be made better.
That is why the thinking in the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee’s report and the detailed
description of the investments in many ways reflects
and is cited in the health plan document called Putting
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Patients First — Working in Partnership to Deliver a
Better Australian Health System that the Premier and
the Minister for Health released last week as a
mechanism to stimulate debate and bring some
consensus to the looming Council of Australian
Governments discussion in this area.
That report, underpinned by the PAEC report, has
generated wide public debate. It shows that this
government is determined to make our health system
even better in order to make sure that all Victorian
families have access to the very best health service,
regardless of where they live. This seems to have been
picked up and widely reflected across a number of areas
of the Australian community. For instance, the federal
Leader of the Opposition, Tony Abbott, was quoted in
March as saying:
Victoria is the large eastern state with by far the best public
hospital system …

And Pat McNamara, a former member of this place,
was quoted as saying on ABC Ballarat in March:
I can understand Victoria’s position. You know, we have the
best run system.

We have what a member of the federal Liberal
opposition said, Joe Hockey, the shadow Treasurer,
said on the ABC Insiders program recently, and I quote
him directly:
… some states are much better than others …
Victoria runs the best hospital system in the country …

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Fyffe) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Rural and Regional Committee: regional
centres of the future
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — I wish to speak on the
inquiry into regional centres of the future by the Rural
and Regional Committee, of which I am a member.
This inquiry speaks about the role regional Victoria will
play as Victoria’s population grows into the future. We
know that a high percentage of our future population
growth will settle in metropolitan areas of Melbourne,
particularly if the current trends continue. This places
enormous stress upon our city, and we know the
challenges around health, transport and our water
needs. The inquiry looked at what the government can
do to ensure that regional Victoria is afforded the
opportunity to grow and prosper and that our populace
sees the regions as attractive and viable places to settle.
I wish to focus on recommendation 1 in the
committee’s report about the establishment of regional
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development commissions for each region of Victoria.
It talks about the roles and responsibilities of these
commissions, including advocacy, advice, watchdog
role and implementation. Specifically I want to refer to
the committee’s recommendation regarding the
watchdog element. It states that a commission’s
watchdog role would be ‘to act as a watchdog with
regard to the impact of government policy on rural and
regional Victoria’.
As noted in section 5.71 of the report, the committee
found that rural proofing policies exist in other
jurisdictions such as New Zealand and the UK. I will
just refer to section 5.72 regarding rural proofing in
New Zealand. It states:
The New Zealand rural proofing policy document … is
designed as a ‘best practice guide’ for government policy
advisers. Rural proofing is a process for taking into account
the circumstances and needs of the rural community (rural
people and rural businesses) when developing and
implementing policy.

When you consider the regional implications of
introducing or amending legislation and policy you
only have to look at a couple of issues that are
prominent at the moment.
One of these is the youth allowance, where I believe
legislation was introduced without the real impacts
upon regional students being considered. I see some
real merit in ensuring that legislation is monitored
independently, as occurs in the UK, so that these types
of issues and how they impact upon regional Victoria
are looked at.
The other implication is the liquor licensing regulations
within Victoria. Again if we apply a blanket policy
across the whole of Victoria, sometimes implications
for regional Victoria get lost within that. There are a
couple of good examples there that we can certainly
follow.
Section 5.80 of the committee’s report speaks about the
Commission for Rural Communities in the UK. It
essentially provides independent advice to government
to ensure that policies reflect the real needs and
circumstances of people living and working in regional
areas of the UK. This is another example of making
sure that policy is scrutinised and the needs of regional
people are listened to and understood. I implore the
government to ensure that it looks at those particular
aspects of the report very seriously when it finally
presents its response on this committee report to
Parliament.
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I want quickly to touch on recommendation 22 of the
committee’s report, which is that:
… the Victorian government commission research into the
potential impacts of climate change and climate change
mitigation policies, including the proposed carbon pollution
reduction scheme, on business and industry in regional
Victoria.

This is a major interest of mine, given that the Latrobe
Valley in the electorate I represent has electricity
producers. It is important that we get some clarity about
the Victorian government’s view on this. There is a lot
of research and information around at the moment, but I
firmly believe a plan needs to be developed and put in
place to ensure that there is some certainty around
climate change and where the carbon pollution
reduction scheme will lead us in the future.
In closing I call upon the government, in its response to
this committee report, to give due consideration to the
24 recommendations made by the committee.

Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: approvals process for renewable
energy projects in Victoria
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I rise to speak on a
newly tabled report of the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee, of which the Acting Speaker is a
member. This report, which was completed in
February, concerns an inquiry into the approvals
process for renewable energy projects in Victoria.
Before I speak to the report I would like to
acknowledge the work of the committee members
including the Acting Speaker and the committee chair,
the member for Dandenong. I would also like to
acknowledge the secretariat of the committee,
particularly Dr Caroline Williams, Derek Benjamin,
Tess Burton, Tom Holden and the office manager,
Karen Taylor, for all the work they do in organising site
visits and putting together what is often a huge amount
of disparate information. They try to make our jobs a
little easier by getting through all that information,
getting something down in a coherent manner and
making some good recommendations that we hope will
be useful for governments of the future.
The terms of reference for the inquiry asked the
committee to look at, among other things ‘opportunities
to reduce red tape associated with the approvals process
for renewable energy projects in Victoria’. In particular
the committee was asked to consider major obstacles
facing investors in large-scale renewable energy
projects in Victoria, including environmental planning
and other regulations.
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The committee was also asked to look at how Victoria
compares to other Australian jurisdictions with regard
to relevant approvals for energy projects, in particular
wind farms, which are the most common form. The
committee found that most renewable energy projects
are wind related. Wind is the next cheapest form of
energy, and it was the one that we heard most evidence
about.
We were also looking at opportunities to reduce risk
and delays for investors through streamlining
regulatory processes and appeals processes and thereby
reducing other costs and risks associated with those.
We also looked at the likely future drivers of renewable
energy in Victoria, particularly in the context of the
carbon pollution reduction scheme and the expanding
federal renewable energy target. We were also asked to
look at any reviews and inquiries covering similar
issues, including the Australian Energy Market
Commission’s review of energy market frameworks in
light of climate change policies and the Environment
Protection and Heritage Council report on impediments
to environmentally and socially responsible wind farm
development.
We did a number of site visits, as we usually do. We try
to cover the length and breadth of the state, and we
often do that. In Melbourne we were given briefings by
the Department of Sustainability and Environment, the
Department of Planning and Community Development
and the Department of Primary Industries. We had site
visits to the Ararat area. We looked at the Challicum
Hills development out there and spoke to some landholders. We also spoke to the New South Wales
Department of Planning and undertook site inspections
of wind farms at Yambuk, Cape Bridgewater and Cape
Sir William Grant in south-west Victoria. We also
looked at an engineering plant in Portland.
We received written submissions, had public hearings
and heard presentations by representatives of a range of
different groups, such as the Clean Energy Council,
individual wind technology companies, groups from the
Northern Alliance for Greenhouse Action, Pacific
Hydro, Citipower, Powercor and a number of other
companies. We spoke to people about ceramic fuel
cells. We spoke to individuals as well as to
organisations such as alternative technology
associations. We spoke to greenhouse action groups.
We spoke to councils and businesses across the state.
We heard a lot of different views from lots of different
groups. Particularly active are the Australian Landscape
Guardians across the state, who raised with us a range
of issues about health. We spoke with energy
companies as well. Our inquiries demonstrated to us the
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differing views, particularly concerning wind turbines.
We have a renewable energy target we need to meet.
This report will help governments of the future
determine how best to tackle these issues.

Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: approvals process for renewable
energy projects in Victoria
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — I also wish to make
some comments on the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee report on its recent inquiry into
the approvals process for renewable energy projects in
Victoria. The coalition is ably represented on that
committee by you, Acting Speaker, by the member for
Swan Hill and by Mrs Petrovich, a member for
Northern Victoria Region in the other place. I want to
commend the committee in its entirety for its report.
While I disagree with at least one of its
recommendations, I think it is a valuable body of work.
The issue of energy, particularly renewable energy, will
be one of the great challenges of the 21st century, if it is
not already such a challenge. Along with water it is one
of those things we simply cannot do without. I have a
strong personal interest in the issue, but I also have a
portfolio interest through my responsibility for the
environment and local government. The environment,
energy and planning will go hand in hand.
Renewable energy is an important part of any
sustainability strategy, particularly in the context of an
expected low-carbon economy. It is important that as a
state — and I mean all Victorians, not simply the
government or the opposition or any particular
group — we have a consistent strategic approach. We
want to know where we want to be in 10 years, where
we want to be in 20 years, where we want to be midcentury and how we want to get there. Unfortunately I
have seen little or no evidence of effort by the
government to bring the community along with it on
the journey — to bring the community in and develop a
whole-of-state approach.
The strategy has been developed in Spring Street or in
the adjacent ministerial bunkers. It has been developed
in a classic top-down approach. This committee
reference might be an opportunity to change that a bit,
but unfortunately the emphasis in the terms of
reference — the member for Macedon went through
them in some detail — was on things like reducing red
tape, the major obstacles facing investors and how
Victoria compares to other jurisdictions with regard to
relevant approvals. Quite frankly, comparing Victoria
to other jurisdictions is not going to achieve much
because we have a long record of successful interaction
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with the community and a comprehensive development
approach, unlike many of the other states around the
nation.
In relation to opportunities to reduce risks and delays
for investors, in the detail the emphasis is on imposing
the government’s view rather than bringing the
community along. There has been no effort to engage
the community. There has been no effort to develop a
shared vision. Quite frankly it is the Brumby jackboot
at its best. The ultimate insult is the recommendation
that the responsible authority for the planning approval
process become the now thoroughly discredited
Minister for Planning. I was pleased to see the minority
report by you, Acting Speaker, Mr Walsh and
Mrs Petrovich, particularly the recommendation that
local councils be the planning authorities for all wind
power plants.
In your minority report, Acting Speaker, you rightly
identified that the need for renewable energy will
continue to grow and that the need for community
engagement will therefore continue to grow. Some
communities have certainly welcomed the opportunity
to be involved and some have not, but it is essential that
local knowledge of the topography, the environment,
the flora and fauna and the local conditions be taken
into account. I also note the concern expressed about
the limited environment effects statement process. You
simply cannot say that we must have renewable energy
regardless of the environmental cost. I am not
suggesting that that is what the committee is
recommending, but we need to bear that in mind. We
need to be careful to avoid that situation.
I strongly support the minority report, because not only
do local councils have local knowledge of the physical
and social conditions and the likely impact on flora and
fauna but they are also community leaders. They are in
a position to develop a shared vision, and there is the
potential for huge dividends in a shared vision for a
responsible, sustainable energy network for our state. I
urge the government to reject the committee’s
recommendation with regard to the approvals process
and to build a truly collaborative approvals process so
that we can together develop this emerging industry.

Electoral Matters Committee: conduct of 2006
Victorian state election
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I rise to speak
on the Electoral Matters Committee’s inquiry into the
conduct of the 2006 Victorian state election. I
particularly want to take this time to refer to some of
the responses to that committee report. There are fewer
than 200 days until the next state election. It is
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important that action be taken on the recommendations
made of the Electoral Matters Committee on the 2006
election and the response from the Victorian Electoral
Commission.
I want to go to a number of the recommendations and
the electoral commission’s responses to those. In an
area like my area of Moreland, where we have a vast
array of cultures and languages, it is important that as
part of the Victorian Electoral Commission’s
recruitment and training strategy it recruits people from
the different cultures and who speak the languages that
reflect our community. This has practical benefits, not
only because this will assist more people to cast a valid
vote, should they ask questions, but also because it is
important that electoral officials understand how to
accurately enter votes.
I highlight a particular example of where, if electoral
commission staff are not appropriately trained, the
accuracy of the vote result will be in jeopardy. In my
electorate there are a lot of people who write ‘7’ quite
differently to the way in which people with an Anglo
background and an Australian education write that
numeral. When scrutineering in a local government
election, I witnessed many people entering into the
computer system numbers that they were not all that
certain of.
They were pulled up by scrutineers, who said, ‘That is
not an invalid vote; that is the number 7’ or ‘That is the
number 1’. I mention this because not only is it
important to recruit electoral officials for polling day
but also to ensure they are well trained when it comes
to entering into the databases the votes that have been
cast.
I also highlight the committee’s recommendation that
the Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) consider
advertising electoral education material on youth radio
stations. The committee’s report stressed the fact that
there is a disproportionate number of young people who
are either not enrolled, do not vote or do not understand
the electoral system. It is therefore important that in
order to increase enrolment, active participation in
parliamentary democracy and the validity of the vote
cast, the VEC has as part of its media buy a focus on
where young people get their information. That is
recommendation 3.5.
I also highlight issues of accessibility. It is on the public
record that I have taken up this issue at the Electoral
Matters Committee. It is not uncommon for polling
booths to be inaccessible for people with mobility
issues, whether it is someone who has just injured their
Achilles tendon, who has twisted their ankle, who is in
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a wheelchair or who is permanently incapacitated.
Hopefully, as a result of so much of the state
government’s funding of new classrooms since the last
election, more schools will be accessible to all.
However, I emphasise the need for prepolls to be
accessible as well.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM
FURTHER AMENDMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Ms PIKE (Minister for Education).
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr DIXON
(Nepean) pursuant to standing orders.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — Before I make my
contribution I should declare my interest in this bill as a
paid-up member of the Victorian Institute of Teaching.
I am a member in a non-teaching capacity, but a
member nonetheless, so I think I need to put that on the
table.
The opposition will not be opposing this bill, although
we have amendments which will be addressed during
my contribution and that of the member for Mildura
especially. I thank the Minister for Education for her
briefing, especially given that it was in the busy time
before Easter.
The bill amends the Education and Training Reform
Act 2006, particularly in regard to a number of
Victorian Institute of Teaching issues. It re-enacts the
Mildura College Lands Act 1916 in the Education and
Training Reform Act 2006 and repeals the Mildura
College Lands Act 1916, the Mildura College Land
(Ranfurly) Act 1992, the Mildura College Lands
(Amendment) Act 1995 and the Institute of Educational
Administration (Repeal) Act 1993.
About a month ago this house amended aspects of the
Education and Training Reform Act and also debated
matters relating to the VIT. That amending bill is still in
the other place; it has not yet passed through the
Parliament. I reiterate the comments I made last time
the legislation was before the house: the opposition has
concerns about the role and function of the VIT. A lot
has been done to address some of those concerns, but
my primary concern with VIT is that it is too close to
government. It is seen as an arm of government, it is
partially funded by the government, the Governor in
Council has the say over its members, and there is a
representative of the minister on the VIT council.
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If it is a truly representative body of the teaching
profession, it should have nothing to do with the
government; it should be divorced from the
government. With that in the background, I will look at
what is happening with VIT through this bill.
Firstly, the bill will allow ongoing police record checks
on all teachers. That is a good thing. It will provide
better protection for students in our schools and give
parents and the community greater confidence in our
school system and our teachers. Hopefully this will
result in fewer delays. One of the issues I often come
across, especially at the start of the school year and
even into the school year, is that teachers experience
delays in their registration because of delays in their
police checks. In some cases teachers have not been
able to start their employment because of that delay,
and they have suffered financially because of that. In
fact I had a rash of such situations earlier this year, and
hopefully the ongoing nature of the provision will
alleviate that to some degree.
The bill also provides for the public register of teachers
to now include any adverse outcomes of disciplinary
action that has been taken against teachers. Again I
think that is a good thing. It is far more transparent.
Prospective employers or anybody in the community
can access the register of teachers and see if there have
been any adverse results of disciplinary findings against
that teacher. Once again I think this gives students and
the community, and especially parents, more
confidence in the profession.
However, it is interesting that changes will mean that
the only thing shown against the teacher’s name will be
the registration status that has been affected by
disciplinary action. For example, it might say
‘Registration cancelled’ or ‘Registration suspended’,
and that is all that will be there. I wonder whether more
detail should be put there, such as the nature of the
disciplinary action and the reasons for that action,
which may perhaps better inform a prospective
employer. But that remains to be seen; I think the jury
is out on that one.
The bill also adds a new function of developing
standards for high levels of professional practice. The
reason for that given in the second-reading speech is so
that the Victorian Institute of Teaching and the
government can better respond to national teacher
quality initiatives. The national teacher quality initiative
is another interesting step towards nationalisation of
education. We have seen in this place a drip-feed,
which is building up, where a number of education
practices, policies and processes in this state have been
handed over to the federal government. We have
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Building the Education Revolution, the national
assessment plan — literacy and numeracy, known as
NAPLAN, My School, national literacy and numeracy
initiatives, and national intervention in all sorts of
aspects of education.
Ms Pike interjected.
Mr DIXON — The minister asks by interjection,
‘Don’t you want the money?’. As she says, that is what
it is all about. It is all about money. It is not about the
management of education; it is the strings that attach to
the bucket of money. The federal government says,
‘You can have some money, but you have to do this’.
The state ministers, including the Minister for
Education who is at the table, have said, ‘Yes, I will
sign up to that because I want the bucket of money. I
will abrogate my responsibility to manage education in
this state. I will hand it to the gurus in Canberra who are
so far removed from what is happening in our schools
and classrooms here in Victoria. We will sign up
because there is a bucket of money attached’.
The bill will also streamline requirements for nonpractising teachers wishing to return to teaching. I hope
I am never in that category and that the member for
Bulleen is never in that category, but I think this is a
good thing, because we should be encouraging those
who left the profession — perhaps they went on to do
something else — and who now wish to return to
teaching. We should make it as easy as possible for
them to come back because we have shortages of
teachers in some geographical areas and also in some
subject areas. I think it is very important that that
happens. I welcome that.
Under this bill VIT must also notify the director of
public transport regarding teachers who have been
disciplined who are employed as school bus drivers.
Again that is just a small but important loophole that
has been closed through this measure.
The Victorian student number (VSN) is a number that
is given to every child in Victoria from prep age to 25year-olds. That is in the process of being rolled out at
the moment. The bill extends access to that number to
Skills Victoria, the Adult Community and Further
Education Board and the Catholic Education
Commission of Victoria. Obviously because each of
their students actually has one of these numbers, these
organisations need to have access to the Victorian
student numbers and their implications. I am not sure
why they were not included when we first introduced
the VSN in the first place. Obviously it was an
oversight, so those groups will now have that access,
and again I think it is a useful inclusion.
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It is interesting to note that there is even talk about
moving to having an Australian student number. That is
another of those steps towards the nationalisation of
education, and it may have some implications for what
we are talking about here today. One of the main
reasons for the Victorian student number — which the
opposition agreed with; even though there were some
concerns, including some privacy concerns, on balance
we thought it was a good thing — was that some
students fall through the cracks, and there are students
we lose track of and need to pick up. In the case of
older students it is harder to pick them up, and we need
to make the best effort to do that.
It is interesting and relevant to note that the Victorian
department’s statistics on education have just been
released. I got hold of them yesterday. I note that it is
the government’s goal to have a 90 per cent year 12
completion rate at the end of this term of government. It
is currently sitting at 80 per cent — and it is fairly
static, even if it has increased a little bit from last
year — so I doubt whether that goal will be reached.
The coalition does approve of and support the VSN.
These measures will make it more usable by a wider
group, and that is a good thing.
There are other minor amendments regarding the
minister’s powers to appoint members to statutory
boards. That will include the Victorian Curriculum and
Assessment Authority, which I think is also important.
I will briefly refer to the Mildura college lands and the
issues surrounding them. My colleague the member for
Mildura will be talking on that subject later because of
his obvious expertise, being the member for Mildura,
and I thank him for his wise counsel on this bill too. By
way of background, the Chaffey brothers, who
basically founded Mildura, endowed 10 per cent of the
land to various educational pursuits for students in the
Mildura area. Basically any proceeds from the rents of
those lands are then handed out to the students of that
area. In fact 30 schools benefit from the rents and
proceeds of the Mildura lands, which works out to
$90 a student, which is a good amount of money for
any school or any educational institution. That is a farreaching legacy of the Chaffey brothers. The way it
works is encapsulated in the old 1916 act, which is soon
to be repealed. It is being re-enacted inside the
Education and Training Reform Act, which is the act
through which Education Victoria is administered. The
re-enactment updates and modifies the language and
will make for the smoother running of the Mildura
college lands. We think it will go a long way to
achieving that objective.
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The amendment the opposition will move deals with a
school that is not among those 30 schools. We seek to
expand the catchment of the Mildura lands area to
include the Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary
School. When the boundaries were last reviewed two
separate schools were in the throes of merging and
could not decide how they would do it or what they
would call themselves, so they basically missed out on
that opportunity to be part of the Mildura lands. Now
they have merged, they have a name and things have
settled down.
The new merged school is not far from the current
boundaries. I do not think it establishes a bad precedent,
because the next nearest school is 80 kilometres away,
and I do not think that school would have any claim to
be part of the lands. There would be a minor — in fact,
in a matter of cents — reduction in the amount of
income this year, if it happened straightaway, to all the
schools in the area. The value of the land is increasing.
The number of school-aged students in the Mildura area
is decreasing, so it is not going to have any real effect
on the value to each student in each school that is
involved at the moment. That goes to the heart of our
amendment. I will leave the rest of the details regarding
the land. It is quite a unique educational oddity in
Victoria, but one that is very positive for the people of
Mildura.
In conclusion, the opposition will be moving this
amendment. We do not oppose the bill. I will just
reiterate my two main points. We still do not think that
the Victorian Institute of Teaching should be as closely
attached to the government as it is. It should be an
autonomous, independent body.
I also raise my concern once again about so much
control over education in Victoria having been handed
to the federal government, because there is a bucket of
money involved. The handover has not been for real
reasons — that is, the good of the children, the good of
the teachers or the good of our communities — but for
money. There has been a removal of autonomy from
our schools and from Victoria. The policies are not
coming from our local communities, but are centralised
policies, coming from Canberra. I love the money from
Canberra, but we should be leaving it to the schools to
decide, within certain parameters, the best way to spend
that money within their communities.
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — It is a pleasure to speak
on the Education and Training Reform Further
Amendment Bill 2010. I was very pleased to hear the
opposition spokesperson once again outline the raft of
initiatives that have been brought in by this government
since we have been in office. I know that some of his
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predecessors cynically criticised them at the time of
their introduction. It is good to hear that finally they
have seen the light on the whole range of regulatory
and legislative reforms that have been brought in. I also
note that quite surprisingly the opposition spokesperson
seems to be indicating that a state Liberal
government — —
Mr Kotsiras interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Fyffe) — Order!
Without assistance!
Mr HERBERT — He seems to be indicating that a
state Liberal government would not seek federal
funding for education. I am not quite sure whether the
shadow Treasurer is in line with that policy position
that the shadow Minister for Education has just
outlined.
This proposed legislation continues the government’s
agenda of modernising and reforming the legislative
provisions for education in this state. In particular, it
builds on the massive amount of work that was done a
few years ago in rewriting all education legislation.
Things have changed in education — schools are
different and the provision of education is far more
diverse — and we need to make sure that our legislative
framework keeps up to date with those changes.
I was commenting just before that over recent times we
have had a number of bills amending the act. There has
been a bit of a transformation of education through
things happening in this chamber. Once, under the
previous Kennett government, you would hardly ever
hear of any education legislation being brought to this
chamber, but it now seems to be one of the most
prolific subjects of legislation and its introduction is a
regular occurrence in the chamber. This is good,
because it means we are keeping up to date with what is
happening in our schools.
The bill we have before us today does a number of
things. It improves the Victorian Institute of Teaching
in the way it operates and how it handles teacher
registration in particular. The bill makes some changes
to the highly successful provision for the Victorian
student number, which was introduced by this
government, the first state government in the nation to
do so. That initiative is showing great results in
enabling us to track and assist those few students who
fall through the cracks in education so that they do not
have a life of lost opportunity because sufficient effort
has not been made to get them back on track with
education and training.
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As the previous speaker indicated, the bill also updates
the Mildura College Lands Act of 1916. We expect the
member for Mildura to speak prolifically on that act. I
know that he is quite passionate about it, as he is about
all the irrigated lands. It is an unusual act and one that
needs to be updated.
They are the basic provisions of this bill. I will not
speak on every aspect of it, but I would like to talk a
little bit firstly about the VSN (Victorian student
number), which was introduced in 2008. As I said, it
has worked incredibly successfully. Under the VSN
system, a number is allocated for a student as they
travel through from prep to about the age of 25. It is a
useful tool in providing education and training for
students, particularly, as I said, in identifying those who
drop out.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

ABSENCE OF PREMIER
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling questions
I advise the house that the Premier is absent from
question time today. Any questions for the Premier will
be answered by the Deputy Premier.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. When did the minister first become aware that
the former Chief Commissioner of Police and the
minister’s deputy coordinator-in-chief of emergency
management left the emergency control centre at about
6.00 p.m. on 7 February at the height of the tragic Black
Saturday bushfire crisis and did not return that day?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — During the course of Black
Saturday I received regular updates from the Office of
the Emergency Services Commissioner. While I do not
recollect the full details, I spoke to the chief
commissioner. I was not aware of where the chief
commissioner was. I spoke to her at around 6 o’clock,
apparently. She has given evidence about that today,
and I accept that, but certainly I was unaware that she
went out to dinner.
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Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. The question was a
clear — —
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commonwealth and state funding for public hospitals,
with the commonwealth lifting its efforts to match ours.
It is about more funding now to deliver better hospital
care in the immediate term.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Government members
will come to order.
Mr Baillieu — This was a clear question about
when the minister first became aware. This was a
question asked of the Premier yesterday, and he
answered it clearly. The minister has an obligation to
answer the question about when he first became aware
of the circumstances.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The chair cannot direct a minister as to how
they will answer a question, and as long as the minister
is being relevant to the question as asked, I will hear
him.
Mr CAMERON — Last week, when I was on
holidays, I read in the paper that the chief commissioner
went to dinner, and that is when I became aware.

Health: federal government plan
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — My question is to the
Deputy Premier. I refer to the Brumby Labor
government’s commitment to make Victoria the best
place to live, work and raise a family, and I ask: can the
Deputy Premier outline to the house what steps the
government is taking to provide a constructive and
comprehensive plan for health services in Victoria?
Mr HULLS (Deputy Premier) — I thank the
honourable member for her question, and I place on the
record the strong commitment she has to the health
system in Victoria. There can be no greater issue for
Victorian families than health care, and access to the
best possible health care goes to the heart of the
survival and quality of life of Australian people.
This government takes health care very seriously.
While it may not agree with the Prime Minister on the
model for health reform, our government and the
commonwealth government are determined to deliver
better health care for patients in Australian and
Victorian hospitals. That is why the Premier and the
Minister for Health put forward Victoria’s very positive
reform plan Putting Patients First.
Putting Patients First is about real accountability and
making state governments fully responsible for the
performance of hospitals. It is about straightforward
financing, including a 50-50 pool of equal

Our Australian health pact clearly sets out the standards
and performance Australians should expect from their
hospitals. It is about taking decisive action to keep
people healthy and well by investing in prevention and
primary and aged care — to prevent illness rather than
treat it. It is also about achieving greater efficiency
through workforce improvements, new technology and
innovation.
Our government is providing very strong leadership in
health reform. Despite the assertions from some,
including the opposition health spokesperson, we note
that former Premier Jeff Kennett himself agrees that
putting our case in Canberra today is the right thing to
do. Central to our plan is a funding arrangement that
delivers the new investment that is really needed to
improve our hospitals: a 50-50 funding pool, made up
of commonwealth and state contributions, which would
in Victoria deliver $1.2 billion in additional funding for
our hospitals right now, when it is needed.
After a decade of the commonwealth reducing its
percentage share of health funding and a decade of our
government’s massive investment in health services,
the partnership between the two levels of government
has slipped dramatically from what it was meant to be,
which was 50-50. Those opposite stood by as the
Howard government cut funding. There was not one
word from them; not once did they stand up for
Victorian patients. They just took their instructions
from Drs Abbott and Costello. It was a bitter pill that
Victorians were forced to swallow.
Many commentators have said that Victoria runs the
best and most efficient hospital system in Australia, but
we know that Victorian hospitals are not perfect. Quite
simply, we believe patients want the big decisions on
health made closer to home rather than in Canberra.
Right at this very moment we have a great opportunity
to make our hospitals much, much better for this
generation of Australians and for generations to follow.

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. Given that the declaration of a state of disaster
under section 23(1) of the Emergency Management Act
is to be considered only in circumstances described in
that act as constituting or ‘likely to constitute a
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significant and widespread danger to life or property in
Victoria’, I ask: on Black Saturday, did the minister in
his role as coordinator-in-chief of emergency
management discuss the possibility of such a
declaration with the deputy coordinator-in-chief of
emergency management, Christine Nixon, as required?
If so, when; and if not, why not?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — I am very well aware of the
state-of-disaster provisions in the act. What the act says
is that you call a state of disaster where you need to
commandeer property or override the laws that
normally apply in a particular area. As a result of my
obligations under the act, I am always conscious that if
ever I were to receive a briefing that we needed to
commandeer property or we needed to suspend the law,
then that is what would need to be discussed.
I am actually particularly aware of this matter because
some years ago in a previous term when I was Acting
Minister for Energy Industries on one occasion, we had
to commandeer all the brown coal briquettes in the
state. We looked at all the various provisions, including
that provision, and what we decided to use was some
fuel-related act or the like.

Health: federal government plan
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — My question is to the
Minister for Health. I refer to the Brumby Labor
government’s commitment to make Victoria the best
place to live, work and raise a family, and I ask: can the
minister inform the house about responses to the
commonwealth government’s proposals for national
health reform?
Mr ANDREWS (Minister for Health) — I thank the
member for Prahran for his question and for his
longstanding interest in improved health service
provision in his local community.
I will start by mentioning an important announcement
at and visit to the Alfred elective surgery centre at
Alfred Health yesterday. The member for Prahran is a
very strong friend of Alfred Health and supports it in all
the work it does. He and I and the Premier saw
firsthand the benefits of the investment that has been
made there — involving very substantial sums of
money — to build one of the largest elective surgery
centres anywhere across Australia. It is doing fine work
in treating more patients and treating them faster under
a new model of care which we are very proud of and
which has been singled out for praise by commentators
in the national health reform debate we are having at
the moment.
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The reason we were there was to announce a further
$45 million to treat 9000 patients and to treat those
patients faster — $45 million that is flowing out there
right now for the booking of theatre sessions and the
performing of operations right now. It is money that has
no strings attached to it, money that will treat more
patients and treat them faster, money that is not
conditional upon signing up to a plan that does not
benefit Victorian patients and money that is not
conditional on fundamental rearrangements of the GST
and other health policy matters that constitute change
but do not constitute reform. We made that very clear
yesterday.
The most recent responses to the proposals put forward
by the commonwealth government have focused on the
notion that unless states sign up to the plan put forward
by the Prime Minister, then the additional money
announced most recently will not flow to those states.
What I say to all Victorians, including all members of
this place, and most importantly to the Prime Minister,
is that if there is more money to provide more care, then
it should flow to Victoria now. This is not a matter of
holding states to ransom; it is a matter of holding
patients to ransom. That is wrong. It is unacceptable
and it is rejected by me, by our government and I think
by all Victorians.
We all want and need to work hard to improve our
health system, to deliver better outcomes for patients
today and to set the foundations for better health care in
the years to come. Action on elective surgery is a great
example of what can be achieved when governments
work together in agreement to, as I said, treat more
patients and treat them faster. Recently a $60 million
elective surgery blitz — the biggest blitz our state has
ever seen in a partnership between Canberra and our
government — saw us target 9400 additional episodes
of elective surgery and in fact deliver 13 478 extra
episodes of elective surgery — 4000 more than the
target and the most of any state across Australia.
What I would say is that the notion that more money
can flow only if reform is agreed to has been disproved
by that experience in recent times. I think it is very clear
that we can deliver when agreements are reached —
and we will deliver when agreements are reached —
but patients should not be asked to wait for that
funding. If it is available, then it should be made
available now.
We will continue to work with the commonwealth
government to reach agreement. These matters are not
about politics. In many respects these matters are not
even about policy. These matters are about patients, and
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the only way you can treat more patients and treat them
faster is with more real money from Canberra today.
I conclude by saying that the position of the Victorian
government on the commonwealth plan is very clear,
the position of the Victorian government in relation to
our alternative is very clear and the position of the
commonwealth government is equally clear. What is
less certain, what has been a veritable revolving door of
indifference and ineptitude, is that there have been
many different and contradictory — —
Mr Ryan — Statements?
Mr ANDREWS — Statements, positions.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ANDREWS — I have tried to avoid the word
‘policy’ because it is a policy-free zone — the many
conflicting positions of the policy-free zone opposite.
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the
Leader of the Opposition I ask for some cooperation
from members for the smooth running of question time,
particularly the members for South-West Coast and
Bass.

Bushfires: emergency services communications
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. I refer to the fact that following the April
2008 wind event the government was warned by the
emergency services commissioner of significant
failures in the emergency paging system arising from
the minister’s decision to cut back the system to just
20 per cent of its maximum design capacity, and I ask:
why then did the government not act to fix these
problems prior to Black Saturday, when the same
failures left the lives of so many Victorians at risk?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — I thank the Leader of the
Opposition for his question. I start by rejecting the
assertion that I cut this back to 20 per cent. I think it is
important that we go over the history of the matter in
relation to pagers. Firstly, immediately after the
windstorm event the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority (ESTA) and the State
Emergency Service Authority worked through some
arrangements to make improvements, so any assertion
that nothing happened is not correct.
I will go to the pager system more generally. When we
came to government, Speaker, as you will know, we
had the second-lowest funded fire services in Australia.
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In recent years we have actually become the highest
spending state when it comes to fire services on a per
person basis. The emergency alerting system is a
dedicated pager system. It is used by the Country Fire
Authority (CFA), it is used by the State Emergency
Service and it is used by parts of Ambulance Victoria.
That has been in full operation since 2006.
The system is the largest communications system
across the entire state, capturing 97 per cent of the
geographical area of the state. Its coverage is greater
than the 3G network coverage. That compares to a
coverage of only 25 per cent of the geographical area of
the state by the system that was in place previously, so
this was in fact a very positive advance. The primary
critical function of delivering emergency messages was
the reason this system was established. In establishing
the system the critical issues for emergency services,
including the CFA, were reliability and coverage of the
network to ensure that emergency messages were
received. That is particularly important in remote areas.
Where people are living out on farms, for example, it is
very important that we are able to get messages to
them. We want to make sure that critical emergency
messages can actually get through.
Speaker, you will be aware that the bushfires royal
commission has heard that 93 per cent of emergency
messages were received within 30 seconds during the
course of Black Saturday, but what has also been heard
in the commission is that there were delays in the nonemergency and administrative message systems. You
may be aware that since that time work on the systems
has been under way. As a consequence of modifications
in the last year, when it came to the hailstorm event of 6
and 7 March — which was the third-largest paging
event ESTA had had — the longest delivery time on
the non-emergency line was 4 minutes and 22 seconds.
I will go back to the history. In 2004 a contract was
entered into for the new system. What it was going to
have — and this is technical — was so many towers
and a very high baud rate. When that was ultimately
tested there were large black spot areas across the state
and variability in the coverage, so we knew there had to
be much greater coverage and reliability. As a
consequence of that, a baud rate of 512 was established
and additional towers were put in place to make sure
we had the coverage. I will go back to the very start of
this: we fully funded this system to make sure that we
had the coverage. That is what the government did, and
in 2006 it was rolled out. On Black Saturday we saw an
unprecedented event, and as a consequence of that
event there have been changes.
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Mental health: government initiatives
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) — My
question is to the Minister for Mental Health. I refer to
the Brumby Labor government’s commitment to make
Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a family,
and I ask: can the minister inform the house of what
steps the government is taking to deliver additional
services to Victorians living with a mental health
illness?
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Mental Health) — I
thank the member for Dandenong for his question. I
was very pleased to join with him this morning to turn
the first sod of the mental health redevelopment at the
Dandenong Hospital. With the Brumby government’s
investment of $69 million this project, which was
promised at the last election, is the biggest single
mental health development in Victoria in over
50 years — the biggest since the investments made by
John Cain, Sr, in 1953.
It is a project that will deliver over 150 new acute
mental health beds and will deliver over 290 jobs
during the construction phase alone. Of course those
290 construction jobs, as well as the additional clinical
jobs that we are creating, contrast sharply with the
12 000 jobs which were cut from the health and human
services sector under the last government of those
opposite.
The Dandenong redevelopment is in addition to the
25 beds delivered by Labor at the Casey Hospital, the
50 new mental health beds at the Maroondah Hospital
and the 50 new mental health beds being delivered at
the Northern Hospital. Since coming to office Labor
has commissioned over 350 additional mental health
beds, including 100 subacute prevention and recovery
care (PARC) beds, a model pioneered by Labor here in
Victoria and now being rolled out across other states.
There is more to come in terms of PARC beds: we have
PARC beds coming in Bendigo, in Broadmeadows, in
Clayton, in Frankston, in Preston and in Ringwood, and
an additional eight mental health beds in Geelong. This
is in stark contrast to the staggering 832 public hospital
mental health beds that were cut and closed in the
1990s by the Liberal-Nationals coalition.
In response, we have been building more acute beds
and community beds and providing more community
services and support. We have been building more
public mental health beds, whereas others, when they
were in government, closed them. We are also
spearheading the biggest mental health reform in
Victoria’s history, which is focused on prevention,
early intervention and recovery — a mental health
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reform agenda that has overwhelming support from the
mental health sector, including from the Australian of
the Year, Professor Patrick McGorry, but which those
opposite refused to back or fund.
The Brumby government is doing the work to deliver
once-in-a-generation capital works projects that deliver
vital new services and jobs and doing the work to
partner with clinicians, carers and consumers to
develop and deliver a nation-leading policy, ensuring
that Victoria continues to lead the way in mental health.
We have continued to treat an additional 9000 patients
in our mental health system every year since 1999.
While we do the work, others diddle, dither and peddle
misinformation to hide the fact that after more than a
decade those opposite have had no ideas. It is time they
stopped spreading rumours and started writing policies.
Vulnerable Victorians deserve better.

Bushfires: emergency services communications
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. I refer to the significant failures of the
Country Fire Authority category of the emergency
paging system on Black Saturday, and I ask: why has
the government withheld details about these failures
from the royal commission?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — The bushfires royal
commission is still going. We provide the royal
commission with the material that it needs. In addition,
my understanding is that in the coming weeks of
telecommunications issues will be examined.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask government
members to come to order.

Community development: government
initiatives
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — My question is to the
Minister for Community Development. I refer to the
Brumby Labor government’s commitment to make
Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a family,
and I ask: can the minister update the house on the
government’s commitment to strengthening Victoria’s
communities?
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Minister for Community
Development) — I thank the member for Brunswick
for his question. The Brumby government is committed
to making Victoria’s communities stronger, fairer and
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more resilient. It is part of our pledge to make Victoria
not only the best place to live, work and raise a family
but also the fairest place to do so.
We have a very strong record of supporting our
communities with concrete actions that deliver real
concrete outcomes. We have done it firstly by
establishing the Department for Victorian Communities
and later by linking its functions with planning to
streamline the creation of strong and well-planned
communities. We are also helping to build strong,
active and inclusive communities. It is not just about
meeting infrastructure demands; it is also about tackling
disadvantage and ensuring that no-one is left behind,
especially those who are doing it tough. We make no
apology whatsoever for that.
The Brumby government has been supporting our
communities through programs like community
renewal, community building initiatives, the Victorian
community support grants program, our volunteering
strategy and of course A Fairer Victoria. The same
cannot be said of our shadow minister, who has not so
much as mentioned community development in this
Parliament in over 300 days.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind members of the
opposition that a minister will not be shouted down. I
warn the member for Kew that I will not have that level
of interjection. I ask the Minister for Community
Development not to debate the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask government
members for some cooperation, particularly the
member for Narre Warren North.
Ms D’AMBROSIO — I am happy to report that in
those 300 days alone the Brumby Labor government
has provided an extra $600 000 for the Moe Southside
community hub, committed $767 000 for a new
community space in Waurn Ponds, opened the
$5.6 million Point Cook community centre, announced
over $1 million in funding to rebuild the Euroa library,
and announced funding of $1 million for the Arndell
Park community centre and sports pavilion,
132 volunteer small grants and much, much more.
No matter where people live in Victoria and no matter
what their background, this government is working
with communities to deliver the services and
infrastructure they need. The Brumby government’s
record in the area of community strengthening is well
recognised. Just last December an independent report
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prepared by the Melbourne Institute showed that
Victoria has the lowest rate of social exclusion of any
state in the country. The Brumby government is
standing up for Victorian communities. We are
standing up for Victorian families. Unlike some others,
the Brumby government is not silent when it comes to
building strong communities.
Why is there silence from the opposition? Maybe it is
because it intends to carry out its policy of the last
election to remove all funding from the portfolio. A
commitment by the shadow minister in 2007 — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister not to
debate the question. If she continues to do so, I will
cease to hear her.
Ms D’AMBROSIO — Unlike the opposition, we
care about Victoria’s communities, and we are the only
party — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister has
concluded her answer.
Mr Eren interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Lara is
warned! I will not have that behaviour in the chamber.
Ms Allan interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask for some
cooperation from the Minister for Regional and Rural
Development.

Bushfires: emergency services communications
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. Given that the decision of the minister to
dramatically cut back funding for the emergency
paging system resulted — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Government members
will come to order.
Ms Marshall interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
Forest Hill.
Mr BAILLIEU — Given that the decision of the
minister to dramatically cut back funding for the
emergency paging system resulted on Black Saturday
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in Country Fire Authority volunteers receiving life and
death messages several hours late, will the minister now
advise the house of what percentage of messages in the
CFA category of the emergency paging system were
delivered on that tragic day within the targeted time?

enormous investment, but there has been not a word
from those opposite.

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — Again, I reject the basis of this
question. What had to occur was that the issues of
reliability had to be taken into account. That decision
was made and the rollout occurred during the course of
2006.

Mr MERLINO — I will get to John O’Neill. Work
is about to begin on the new state athletics centre and a
new world-class home for the Victorian Institute of
Sport at Albert Park. Despite heralding a new era for
our Olympic sports, this project has not attracted a word
of support from those opposite.

Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. In a previous answer
he gave an explicit percentage for one category. We are
inviting the minister to provide an explicit percentage
for the CFA category.

The Brumby government is contributing $30 million
towards the Great Southern Stand upgrade at the MCG.
We will also save Yarra Park with a $22 million water
project. Many Australian Football League and
Victorian Football League training ground upgrades are
nearing completion, with the work being worth over
$100 million in total. These are great projects, but again
there is silence from those opposite.

The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services has concluded his answer.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Opposition members
will come to order.

Sport and recreation: government initiatives
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — My question is to the
Minister for Sport, Recreation and Youth Affairs. I
refer to the Brumby government’s commitment to
make Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a
family, and I ask: can the minister update the house on
the benefit to Victoria of the Brumby government’s
investment in major sports infrastructure, and is the
minister aware of any challenges?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Youth Affairs) — I thank the member for Bentleigh for
his question. Melbourne is the undisputed sports capital
of the world. This is no accident. It is an outcome built
on the back of the Brumby government’s investment in
major events and our major sports infrastructure.
Victorians love participating in sport and they attend
events in record numbers, and sport delivers enormous
economic benefits to our state.
In recent years the Brumby government has invested
close to $1 billion in our major sports infrastructure.
Close to $1 billion worth of work has been undertaken
and thousands and thousands of jobs have been created.
Work will commence shortly on the $363 million
redevelopment of Melbourne Park, which will
transform our Australian Open tennis precinct and
secure that great event until at least 2036. It is an

Mr Ryan — John O’Neill’s on the phone, mate. He
wants to talk to you.

Most excitingly, an enormous and until now missing
jewel in Melbourne’s sports crown will open in just
over three weeks. AAMI Park will be a revelation for
sport in Melbourne. Fans will never have experienced
anything like it. It will be the new home of Melbourne
Storm, Melbourne Victory, the Melbourne Heart and
our Super 15 Rugby side, the Melbourne Rebels.
I was asked about challenges. If ever there was a
project that provided a massive boost to sport in our
state it is this one, but again there is only silence from
those opposite. It is because those opposite do not
believe in it. These are the most important sports
infrastructure projects we have seen for generations. To
be silent time after time is sending a message to the
millions of fans and to our important sports and major
events industry that the opposition does not care — and
that is the challenge.
The great sport of Rugby is one of the sports that will
be on show at AAMI Park, yet some people choose to
deride it. If I could quote one such person:
… all this stuff about Rugby, this push-and-sniff stuff.
Heavens above! Do you mind?

Who said that?
Mr Ryan — I said it.
Mr MERLINO — John O’Neill’s best friend, the
very same person who only last week was pretending to
be the best friend of the Australian Rugby Union, the
Leader of The Nationals, said it. The challenge for sport
is ignorance and indifference. Only the Brumby
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government can be trusted to secure our sports industry
and our status as the world’s sporting capital.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM
FURTHER AMENDMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — It is a pleasure to
continue my contribution to debate on the Education
and Training Reform Further Amendment Bill. I was
talking before the lunch break about the fantastic
advantages the VSN (Victorian student number) has
provided to the government in making sure that people
do not drop through the cracks and as part of our
campaign to ensure that 90 per cent of all young people
complete year 12 or its equivalent. The changes to the
VSN in the bill improve the management of that and
give other organisations such as Skills Victoria, the
Adult, Community and Further Education Board, the
Catholic Education Commission and large educational
providers the authority to access and utilise the VSN in
order to ensure that their systems — and the systems
across all education sectors, not just state education —
operate effectively. Of course, as has been mentioned
earlier, the safeguards that were put in place when the
VSN was introduced in 2008 will continue and the
privacy of students will be maintained following this
amendment.
Another aspect of the bill I wish to comment on is the
major reforms in terms of continuous improvements to
the Victorian Institute of Teaching (VIT) and the way it
operates. This has been a major initiative of the
government in regulating and legislating teacher
qualifications in this state, and an important part of that
legislative responsibility is to ensure that only people
with the best morals and without criminal records are in
front of our classrooms. We can ensure that parents
have that assurance. The VIT gets regular updates on
police records, but there is often a lag in the institute
getting that information from the police if a teacher is
involved in a criminal prosecution. This bill takes
account of new technology in the form of data
matching systems, and there will be a continuous data
stream going from the police to VIT to ensure that if a
teacher does do something that is illegal and not
appropriate for the teaching profession, the institute can
pick up on that virtually instantaneously and can take
appropriate action to protect children.
Another aspect concerning VIT is that the changes will
also make it easier for former teachers to re-enter the
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teaching workforce by streamlining current
qualifications and administrative requirements. As the
opposition spokesperson said, there are a few teachers
in this house who may wish to go back to teaching one
day and who will probably look at these changes with
some enthusiasm.
Another important change to VIT concerns the
recording and acknowledgement of professional
development that teachers take part in after gaining
their initial teaching qualifications. It is currently a
requirement that teachers have to have continuous
professional development as part of the re-registration
process. This amendment has regard to what is
happening with national teaching qualifications and
what is happening in the teaching profession,
recognising that education requires people to have good
leadership qualities and a whole heap of other
capacities as well as being good teachers. What the bill
will do is give VIT the power not only to better regulate
but also to ensure there is recognition of higher levels
of practice by teachers.
This means that teachers who want to be principals or
executive principals or want to take on a substantive
leadership position, might do a masters in education or
a Bastow course. Teachers might do a range of specific
courses that update their qualifications to lift them
above and beyond what we would expect from a
teacher, and that is to be recognised. I think that is a
terrific thing.
In regard to the changes to the Mildura schools land,
which the member for Mildura will speak on, but
particularly in regard to the Chaffey land, this is a great
legacy left by the Chaffey family. They were irrigators
and farmers in the 1880s who left property to benefit
those in the Mildura area with respect to education. The
board of trustees has expanded the number of schools
that benefit, and whereas originally 1 school was
intended to benefit, today about 30 schools benefit from
the land.
Currently there is about $1 million in the trust. It is a
great benefit to Mildura’s schools, but the trust is long
overdue for some administrative reform. In terms of
that administrative reform, there is no intention to
change the basic element of the way the trust operates,
but the bill will improve its efficiency and bring it into
line with modern provisions by amending a range of
provisions in the act. I know the member for Mildura
has been involved in extensive consultations. He has
asked a number of questions, and some detailed
responses have been provided to him. I am sure he will
go into some of the aspects of this part of the legislation
in his contribution.
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Put simply, this legislation improves a range of
educational opportunities and services in the state of
Victoria. It is part of our continuous process of updating
and modernising the legislative provisions that enable
our schools to operate effectively. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr CRISP (Mildura) — I rise to speak on the
Education and Training Reform Further Amendment
Bill 2010. The purpose of the bill is to amend the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006 and to reenact the Mildura College Lands Act 1916 in the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006. It also
repeals the Mildura College Lands Act 1916, the
Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Act 1992, the
Institute of Educational Administration (Repeal) Act
1993 and the Mildura College Lands (Amendment) Act
1995.
At this stage I am supporting the amendments proposed
by the opposition. In fact I will speak entirely on the
amendments in my contribution. I would like to thank
the shadow Minister for Education for his assistance in
preparing these amendments and for his cooperation in
putting these amendments forward.
In relation to the purpose of the bill in respect of the
college lease, I will outline the history. George and
William Chaffey, who established the settlement of
Mildura, set aside approximately 10 per cent of the land
to form an endowment trust in 1887. That land was set
aside to fund an agricultural college. The college was
never built, and the rental income from the land is
distributed to local primary and secondary schools.
There are about 30 schools that benefit from this
income. Recently the value of the trust was around $90
per student per annum, and the bill seeks to update and
consolidate that college lease legislation.
The amendments will mean that the land will be shown
in survey maps instead of being listed in the act to
allow for simpler sales without having to amend the act,
and they will be recorded by the Governor in Council.
It will also mean that a list of beneficiary schools will
be included in an order in council to allow mergers,
renamings and additions and to enable the system to be
more simply managed. Any changes must be tabled in
Parliament.
This is where we have an issue, which has led to the
proposed amendment. There is one primary school in
the horticultural region that is excluded from being a
beneficiary by the definition of ‘beneficiary school
region’ in new section 5.7A.2 inserted by clause 17.
The Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary School has
been lobbying for years to have the definition changed

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

to remove the discrimination based on an out-of-date
definition of the irrigated areas.
The trust has an income of around $1.25 million per
annum, which, as I said earlier, is around $90 per
student. This is an incredibly valuable legacy to
Mildura. The original boundaries for this legacy were
the same as those of the first Chaffey settlement, which
is better known as the First Mildura Irrigation Trust
area. The boundaries were expanded post-World War II
to cover an increased horticultural region. No more land
was set aside; it was just expanded to include the Red
Cliffs and Merbein irrigation areas and the beneficiary
schools that then fell within that region.
There is a school that sits outside that beneficiary
region — it is the Nangiloc Colignan and District
Primary School, which sits in a horticultural region and
is active in horticultural issues. The school uses local
oranges to make iceblocks for its canteen and
undertakes visits to look at the value adding and
processing of horticultural products. It is very much in
touch with the industry that surrounds it. Most of the
families of the children who attend the school are
involved in horticulture. There is no better example of
that than a number of things that have been done in the
last 12 months.
The Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary School’s
enterprise learning program has been highlighted as a
model for the Schools First award program, which is
made under a partnership that has been developed
between the school and the Murray Valley Citrus
Board, which is one of the peak horticultural industry
bodies.
I will quote a news report on this from the board’s
newsletter:
On 2 July, 2009, Nangiloc Colignan primary school featured
in a live weather cross on the channel 7 breakfast show.
Participation in the program was an ideal opportunity to
promote the NAB program and to give due recognition to the
widely acknowledged achievements of the school. To date,
the enterprise learning program has been featured on Sunrise,
ABC National Radio, Queensland and Bush Telegraph,
Victoria and in the Age newspaper.

Last year the children were involved in the Journey of
the Orange program. A great many citrus trees surround
the Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary School.
The children picked, bagged, delivered and marketed
oranges to raise money for their school. The school
principal, Eric Wright, said there was a huge
community response that enabled the district to
celebrate its achievement in getting to the NAB awards
as well as being on channel 7 and provided an
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opportunity to showcase the region’s importance as the
home of the quality citrus industry.
There are numerous other examples of how the
Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary School is
connected. It is involved in a partnership with the
Murray Valley Citrus Board, and the primary school
gained an expanded profile when the students from the
school made a presentation to the Citrus Australia
national conference held in Mildura in November 2009.
It was working up its programs, which again were
following value adding, which was part of the school’s
agricultural and horticultural program. The school
formed its business, Fundzinc, which was used to
promote that program, and it has been very successful.
The Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary School has
a horticultural heritage and a history of participation in
horticulture that in my view meets the beneficiary
criteria laid out by the Chaffeys. The school and the
community have previously sought to be involved in
the trust, and this bill creates that opportunity. The bill
includes a definition of ‘beneficiary schools’, but we
need to amend the definition in proposed new
section 5.7A.2 to allow the opportunity for the
Governor in Council to amend the order that collates
the names of the beneficiary schools. It is a two-stage
process. Firstly, we have to amend the boundaries to
make it a beneficiary school, and, secondly, it has to be
added to the list that the Governor in Council keeps.
We also need to consider the issue of the impact of
including an additional school. The Nangiloc Colignan
and District Primary School has about 60 students and
the trust has an income of about $1.25 million, which
equates to $90 per student. For an extra 60 students we
are talking about $5400 a year for the school. In a
budget of $1.25 million this is not a great deal. If you
do some maths on those numbers, you come up with
about 13 000 students who are beneficiaries of the trust.
If that is the case, the impact is a little less than 40 cents
on the overall return to each other student.
I am also informed that the student numbers in the
Mildura area have declined slightly. The trust is
performing well financially at the moment. The
addition of one school and 60 students will have
minimal impact on the returns to the other students.
There is also a concern that we may be setting a
precedent so that other schools may wish to join in this
beneficiary arrangement. The nearest schools are a long
way away and out of the horticultural zone. They are
many kilometres away and in a different demographic
area. The nearest schools are well established in the
grain area.
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The school has sought to be included, and I have been
informed by Mr John Irwin, a Mildura lawyer, that he
has working notes to show there has been
correspondence in the past between the department and
the school seeking participation in the beneficiary zone
if and when the legislation is amended, and that is what
is currently occurring. Because this goes back such a
long time the correspondence has been washed away
with time, but the school has sought to be involved in
this, and I am prepared to take the lawyer at his word
that his notes show that such correspondence has in fact
occurred.
The community has lobbied me over this issue for some
time, since I have been a member. A number of parents,
who go all the way back to the early 1990s, have been
anxious to remind me that this is a live issue. The
inclusion of the Nangiloc Colignan and District
Primary School will correct a minor anomaly at little
cost and should not create a precedent. I urge members
of the government to support the amendments before
them. We now have a chance to correct this injustice
with little impact on anyone.
The acts amended by the bill go back to 1916. Let us
fix this now. Let us get it right now and have this
inheritance justly distributed across all those who have
a horticultural heritage in Mildura.
Mr SCOTT (Preston) — It gives me great pleasure
to speak on the Education and Training Reform Further
Amendment Bill 2010. This bill will amend the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006, re-enact the
Mildura College Lands Act 1916 in the Education and
Training Reform Act 2006 and repeal the Mildura
College Lands Act 1916, the Mildura College Land
(Ranfurly) Act 1992, the Institute of Educational
Administration (Repeal) Act 1993 and the Mildura
College Lands (Amendment) Act 1995.
To start with I make a personal declaration. This bill is
close to home for me, since my wife is a teacher —
although she has not taught in Australia, she previously
taught within the Chinese educational system at both a
secondary and post-secondary level; my brother is a
teacher in the Victorian educational system; and my
father was a teacher in the Victorian educational
system. The bill is close to my family and of some
importance to them. Further, my great-grandfather was
a teacher, as have been other members of my family.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SCOTT — I have been asked ‘in which
schools?’. I will return to that later in my contribution if
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I have time. I welcome the interest of members in my
family’s activities.
The bill is important to me on a general and
philosophical level, since I regard the development of
free education in Victoria as one of the great
achievements of our society. Education is one of the
great drivers of equality of opportunity in our
community. It allows persons to advance in our society,
not on the basis of who their parents are but on the basis
of what their talents and willingness to work will bring
them in life. I particularly refer to persons from
disadvantaged backgrounds or those who live in areas
without access to educational facilities who are
achieving an education. I return to my personal family
history. My grandmother was able to become a nurse
thanks to the dedicated efforts of a teacher in a oneteacher school in a regional and rural area.
Mr Jasper interjected.
Mr SCOTT — Near the Barmah forest.
Such people struggle away with limited resources. I
know that since the establishment of free secular
education in Victoria many teachers have worked in a
dedicated manner under trying circumstances to
provide opportunity to citizens of our society.
It is a fantastic thing that in our society people are
accorded the opportunity to have a free secular
education and to advance based on their capacities and
willingness to work hard for their future development.
Our society has been much greater for that development
over time.
To return to the detail of the bill, its main purpose is to
amend part 2.6 of the Education and Training Reform
Act 2006 in relation to certain operations of the
Victorian Institute of Teaching (VIT), which is referred
to in the bill as ‘the institute’. Those amendments
include the introduction of powers enabling the institute
to undertake police record checks on a continuous
basis. As has been discussed by previous speakers,
recent developments in information technology have
allowed there to be a continuous process whereby
police checks can be updated nearly instantaneously,
thus allowing recent information to be provided and
held in such a police record check.
The amendments also allow for the inclusion of adverse
outcomes of disciplinary actions on the public register,
the enlargement of the functions of VIT to include
development standards for high levels of professional
practice by teachers, the streamlining of the
qualification requirements for non-practising teachers
who wish to return to full registration and the
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requirement on the institute to notify the director of
public transport of certain determinations made by a
formal hearing or panel relating to teachers. I will touch
on a couple of those matters in my contribution.
Firstly, I think the second-reading speech touched upon
drivers of school buses and the like. If there were an
adverse finding relating to someone’s activities as a
teacher that related to working with children, it would
certainly be appropriate for that information to be
shared with the director of public transport.
The issue of non-practising teachers was raised by the
member for Eltham. I know that many persons who
were previously teachers have gone on to other forms
of human endeavour — in fact I understand there are a
number of such people in this house — but they may
consider returning to teaching at a future point. I think
we should encourage all persons who become qualified
teachers and want to make a contribution to do so,
whether it is through teaching at the secondary level or
at universities or the like, as with some people I know,
although this is not dealt with by the bill.
In my view persons who have had a broader life
experience after leaving the teaching profession, in
whatever field of human endeavour that may have
been — certainly it goes beyond politics — should be
encouraged, where possible, to bring those life
experiences back to the classroom, where they can be
of great benefit to students.
The bill makes amendments in relation to the operation
of the Victorian student number (VSN). As was
touched upon in earlier speeches, the amendments
extend the authorised use of the VSN to organisations
in Victorian government departments and the education
and training sector such as Skills Victoria, the Adult
and Community Further Education Board and the
Catholic Education Commission of Victoria. Allowing
such organisations to access the VSN will ensure that
the system operates effectively by providing seamless
access to those organisations that require it. That is a
sensible change. I note that the opposition supported it,
although it initially raised concerns about the VSN.
It is reasonable for a state to have a universal student
identifier. I know there are always privacy concerns
with universal identifiers, but people should be aware
that there are a number of them — for example, the
Victorian Electoral Commission has a universal
identifier for all electors. So long as personal identifiers
are being used for the purpose for which they were
originally created — be that in the case of education
here or in the case of the electoral roll to allow people
to be tracked for a purpose which is legal — and it does
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not involve an infringement of a person’s rights, I think
they are a reasonable mechanism to achieve efficiency
within public administration. I am quite happy with that
amendment.
One of the other issues the member for Mildura
touched on relates to clause 17 of the bill, which will
re-enact the provisions of the Mildura College Lands
Act 1916 and make various improvements to their
operation. I note an amendment has been circulated by
the shadow Minister for Education. I understand that
amendment is receiving due consideration. It was put to
the government last night, and it is required to give due
diligence to this matter. I am sure it is being given the
appropriate consideration and that it will be treated
fairly by the government.
I think it is an excellent bill overall. It will make
changes which will improve the operation of education
in our state. We should all consider the role that
education plays in our society. I personally am a great
supporter of public education and in fact all forms of
education which provide the opportunity for persons to
advance within our society and have their lives freed
from the shackles of the traditions that were once
imposed on people so they are free to make their way in
our society and contribute as best they can based on
their talents and capacities. I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — It is a pleasure to rise
to speak on the Education and Training Reform Further
Amendment Bill. In speaking to the bill, I have to ask
why the government has taken so long to bring in these
amendments. In February 2010 we debated the
Education and Training Reform Amendment Bill, and
now we are debating a further amendment bill. If the
government knew these changes had to be made, why
did it not make them in the previous bill? Why did it
wait a few months — until the minister woke up — to
introduce these amendments? Some of these
amendments are good, and as a former teacher I support
them.
However, I am disappointed that the minister is very
lazy. I think she has one eye on the election, because
she fears she will lose her seat to the Greens, rather than
dealing with matters pertaining to her portfolio. It is
important that the minister’s private office ensures she
is up to date with all the amendments needed so they
are introduced at the appropriate time rather than on an
ad hoc basis with the government coming in every two
months to make amendments to the principal act.
The provisions of the bill improve the function of the
act. However, the improvements to the Victorian
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Institute of Teaching seem to be ad hoc. I have
concerns about VIT, as I outlined in my contribution to
the debate on the previous bill. I raised those concerns
then, and I have to raise them again now during this
debate. I cannot understand how VIT can carry out its
work when it is simply an appendage of the minister
and the VIT board is simply a mouthpiece of this
minister. Of all the members of the board I would say
two are independent. The rest are appointed by the
minister. How can they be truly independent? How can
they represent the teachers, and how can they represent
what is good for our students when they are simply the
mouthpieces of this minister?
For example, in the newsletter that VIT produces —
and I was told it costs $10 a copy — it talks about how
good the Education and Training Reform Amendment
Bill was. If VIT were objective, it would not say this
legislation introduced by this government is designed to
improve the institute’s efficiency and effectiveness,
because there are teachers and others who do not agree
that the VIT board is doing its job. They agree the VIT
board is there simply to be the mouthpiece of this
minister. The VIT board has to be very careful about
how it carries out its duties.
As I said, there are some changes in this legislation
which I support, especially the extra powers to monitor
and report on teachers for the protection of our students.
Our no. 1 priority is to make sure our children, our
students, are looked after in a safe environment.
Some of the main provisions of the bill include
enlarging the function of VIT to include professional
practice for teachers. It is about time this was done. If
people look back at the report of the Education and
Training Committee tabled in the house in February
2009, they will see the committee spoke about linking
teacher professional learning to standards. In fact
recommendation 2.4 in that report states:
That the Victorian government develop advanced categories
of teacher registration, incorporating:
standards for higher levels of teaching practice beyond
full registration; and
opportunities for teachers to demonstrate the attainment
of these standards through completion of … professional
learning programs and/or evidence of advanced teaching
practice.

Why has it taken the government 12 months to
implement such a policy? I would imagine this is due to
pressure from the commonwealth, which thinks it is a
good idea. This government simply follows the
commonwealth.
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Secondly, why does it refer only to higher levels of
professional practice? It has two levels. It has levels of
professional practice and higher levels of professional
practice. Why is there not recognition of all levels of
professional practice? And if a teacher undertakes
professional development, will that be registered on that
teacher’s VIT registration? I have gone through the bill,
and I cannot find anywhere in the bill that any practice,
any professional development that a teacher undertakes,
will be registered on their VIT registration. What is the
point of doing it if it is not acknowledged? I ask the
minister to clarify this point.

hope it will bring in some amendments to ensure that
VIT becomes independent of the Minister for
Education and is not just the minister’s mouthpiece.

The bill provides for police checks on an ongoing basis.
This is a good provision and I support it. The police
checks will no longer be restricted but can occur at any
time. As I said, parents want to feel sure and confident
that their children are in safe hands in the classroom.

Mr LANGUILLER — The member for Bulleen
appears to be taking that personally; I actually did not
say anything about him. But I do wish to make a
number of personal comments about this matter.

The bill streamlines the qualification requirements for
non-practising teachers wishing to return to teaching,
which is good, and it provides for the particulars of
teacher sanctions to be contained on the register of
teachers. It also requires VIT to notify the director of
public transport regarding certain determinations of
VIT panels. Again, as we know, many teachers have
bus licences, as I did, and if the teacher does something
wrong or there has been an adverse finding against the
teacher, it is only appropriate that the director of public
transport be notified.
The Education and Training Reform Act is being
amended to allow certain bodies such as the Catholic
Education Commission of Victoria and the Adult
Community and Further Education Board to access the
Victorian student number database. This is fair, and it
makes sense. But, again, why was this not done in the
previous bill? Why did the government wait for months
before introducing these amendments? Having said
that, I also say there is a danger, and we have to watch
and be very careful to make sure that no data or
information is abused or misused by anyone, so there
have to be clear guidelines.
As I said from the start, I support the changes that this
bill makes to the principal act. I am surprised it has
taken the government so long. However, I am still
concerned about VIT and the fact that it is not truly
independent and therefore cannot represent teachers. I
am still concerned VIT is just a mouthpiece of the
minister of the day. Until VIT becomes independent of
government and is not afraid of the minister or the
government of the day, it cannot truly represent
teachers and operate in the best interests of our
students. Since the government seems to be happy with
bringing in amendment bill after amendment bill, I

Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — It gives me
pleasure to make a contribution to the debate on the
Education and Training Reform Further Amendment
Bill 2010. A number of speakers have made
contributions on the bill, some with more relevance
than others.
Mr Kotsiras interjected.

The first is that I certainly benefited from a good
education in Victoria. This is an opportunity for me to
say thank you to my teachers over many years,
particularly those who had the patience and
extraordinary commitment to teach me in the late 1970s
and 1980s, after I came to this country from Uruguay in
Latin America as a refugee who spoke no English, as
many members would know. I had the privilege of
having access to a good education, and I want to say
thank you to the Victorian governments of that time.
Mr Wynne — Where were you living?
Mr LANGUILLER — I was a resident, as the
member for Richmond is fully and correctly aware, of a
high-rise building in Flemington, in a wonderful unit
that I remember very dearly: unit 67 at 120 — —
Mr Wynne — At 67/120 Racecourse Road!
Mr LANGUILLER — The minister at the table,
the member for Richmond, was there many times. I
must say that it is a wonderful privilege, unfortunately
not one that everybody in the world can enjoy, to have
access to a good education, to universal education and
indeed, as the member for Preston correctly said, to
public education.
This bill is good reform, taking education in the right
direction. It confirms this government’s commitment to
providing the majority of students with the best
education possible. The bill has a number of aims, and I
wish to refer to them. The main purpose of the
Education and Training Reform Further Amendment
Bill 2010 is to amend the Education and Training
Reform Act 2006 to enlarge the functions of the
Victorian Institute of Teaching to include developing
standards for higher levels of professional practice by
teachers.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM FURTHER AMENDMENT BILL
Wednesday, 14 April 2010

ASSEMBLY

1307

I refer to the contribution made by the member for
Bulleen, because he advanced a range of criticisms and
placed in doubt the credibility and bona fides of the
institute. I would have thought, given he is an
experienced member, that if he had any evidence or
suggestions to make, he would have put them on the
record. It is unfortunate that the credibility of this
independent body be placed in question without any
substantiating evidence.

very humble beginnings are, luckily, because the
government, the state and their families made a huge
effort to educate them, able to aspire to important
positions in the corporate sector, in the non-government
sector and indeed in government. It is through
education that that can happen in this country and
fundamentally so. I think the member for Bulleen
would certainly agree with me on that, because I
believe him to be from a similar background.

The second important reform is the provision for police
record checks to be carried out on teachers before and
during registration. I am a parent of four children, and
many of us in this chamber are parents. We should
certainly welcome that reform. It is an outstanding
reform, one that needed to be made, and it has been
brought in by this government. I think members will
find that parents across Victoria believe that it is
important to be confident, to have the assurance, that
for all teachers — and people working with children in
other jurisdictions — it is on the public record if there is
any adverse finding against them or any concern about
them. It is another example of the benefits that new
technologies provide, because now we are able to
connect and synchronise with other jurisdictions and
operate almost on real time. If there is a finding against
a teacher or somebody working with a child in another
jurisdiction, that can be streamlined, brought onto the
public record, so the public is able to be confident in
relation to those records. This is an important
contribution made by the new technologies. It shows
this government’s commitment to transparency and
accountability.

The truth of the matter is that if we give children across
the board and across the state the opportunity to have a
good education, then extraordinary horizons will open
to these young men and women who are the future of
this country and of this state. This does not happen in
every other country. I must say, very respectfully,
particularly to those who are old-timers in this country,
that they should not take that for granted. The fact of
the matter is that the education provided in this nation
gives people extraordinary opportunities — for them,
for their families, for the future, and indeed for their
communities.

This is all about working towards the fundamental goal
of this government, which is to educate or provide
instruction to as many children and young people in
Victoria as possible, and hopefully to meet that goal of
ensuring that a very large number of students — in fact,
of the order of 90 per cent or thereabouts, which I
believe to be fantastic — finish the Victorian certificate
of education or year 12. I was going to say HSC, the
higher school certificate, which reminds me of old
times. It is a fundamental goal, and it is one that we on
this side of the house strongly support.

Another important amendment with which I concur
relates to something that did not exist when I was
fortunate to have access to education. The bill amends
the Education and Training Reform Act in relation to
authorisation for the use of the Victorian student
number, the VSN. As a parent of four and as somebody
who has educated two different generations of children,
one set aged 30 and 28 and another set aged 7 and 8, I
think education is important. I have talked to friends, to
parents and to staff in schools and, as I said, it is
important that we have this number, providing it is
properly and safely used for the purposes that have
been outlined.

I was very impressed by a number of contributions, but
the member for Preston in particular made a very
important contribution. It could be said to be almost
singular in the region and probably the world, the way
that in this country — and indeed in Victoria,
particularly over the last 10 years — people are given
opportunities for education. An education can change
people’s lives. An education means — as it has for so
many of us, and I must say looking across the chamber
I know that for a fact — that people who come from

I commend the amendments that this bill makes; they
are important and really address some of the important
issues to ensure that the system can be improved.
Amongst other things, the bill provides for additional
particulars relating to sanctions placed on teachers to be
contained in the register of teachers, requires the
Victorian Institute of Teaching to notify the director of
public transport of certain determinations made by a
formal hearing panel relating to teachers, and makes
other consequential amendments.

I also concur with the contribution to the debate made
by members who highlighted that important point. The
VSN is important because it allows teachers, parents
and the state to identify potential anomalies or
shortcomings in a student’s life that may lead to them
dropping out of school. It allows the identification of a
student who may be facing problems, particularly when
changing schools or moving interstate. That is good. It
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gives the state education system, the nation and the
family the opportunity to track down a child’s
education record and identify scientifically or
empirically what may be happening with that student.
The state, the teachers and the schools will then be able
to intervene positively and constructively. These are
good amendments, and they fulfil the Labor Party’s
commitment to providing good education.
Debate interrupted.
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Like the member for Preston, in my own family there is
a long tradition of teaching which goes back some four
generations or more. An important aspect of teaching
particularly relevant today is that the primary
component is what transpires in the classroom. I refer to
an email from a Sandringham electorate parent:
I appreciate that schooling is about what happens in the
classroom, but a school that is well maintained and
continually evolving helps children respect their school and
gives them ‘pride’. For children to see that the government is
not interested, has no respect for, or pride in, is a very
negative message.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The SPEAKER — Order! I acknowledge in the
gallery a former member for Doutta Galla Province in
the Legislative Council, Tayfun Eren. Welcome,
Tayfun.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM
FURTHER AMENDMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I value the
opportunity of contributing to the debate on education
and training reform in the state of Victoria. A number
of years ago I had the privilege of attending a Young
Achiever Awards ceremony at a hotel not far from here.
Among the young people who were the beneficiaries of
a long education journey were award winners from
across Victoria. One of them stated that every great task
is a lot of small tasks done well and put together.
Another student quoted the words of a French Nobel
prizewinner, Jean-Marie Lehn who said words to the
effect of ‘Only those who can see the invisible can do
the impossible’.
Today we are debating in part the legacy of the Chaffey
brothers who brought settlement to the Mildura region
and the legacy of the original settlement where there
was a rental overflow from the leasing of land that was
not used for its original intended purpose. This rental
overflow benefited a number of local schools in the
Mildura region.
It should be noted for the record that the opposition has
proposed an amendment to this bill to bring under the
definition of irrigation areas one more school which
will benefit on a per capita basis by something like $90
per student out of an aggregate quantum of about
$1.25 million, which I understand was the figure
presented to the house by the member for Mildura in
his wise contribution to this debate.

In this particular case a local family is concerned about
the lack of access to upgrade funding under the BER
(Building the Education Revolution) initiative for a
local school in the district and, more importantly,
maintenance funding for their school as part of an
aggregate master plan. The reason parents have stepped
forward and written to me on an unsolicited basis was
that they valued the state education system. They
wanted to send their children to a good school for their
secondary education but they had some difficulty with
this because they felt they would be sending their
children to a school that was neglected. They wanted to
send their children to a school in which there was some
level of pride. It has been established that there is a
correlation between the built environment and student
learning outcomes, and multiple studies reinforce this
position.
In recent times there has been a significant level of
investment in school building infrastructure. Some
$30 million has been marked for investment in my
electorate. Local schools nevertheless are concerned
about the lack of action on funding for schools that
have been nominated and school sites prepared for
access to the BER funding but are now at a standstill;
they are now on hold. In one case six Bristol
classrooms have been evacuated so that works can be
undertaken but the work has not commenced. The
closure of a number of important learning areas has
placed the students in a disadvantaged position, and the
press is descriptive of a number of flaws in the
distribution of BER funding.
Another aspect of this bill is the enlargement of the
function of the Victorian Institute of Teaching (VIT) to
include professional practice for teachers and the
provision for police checks on an ongoing basis. This is
an important issue. A local constituent with a very keen
interest in education and Victoria as a whole — he is a
former Victorian of the Year — was concerned about
decisions that were being made to allow teachers who
had a number of offences recorded against them back
into the classroom. This is a matter of major concern to
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him in terms of student welfare. Fundamentally he was
calling for more to be done.
This bill streamlines the qualification requirements for
non-practising teachers wishing to return to teaching,
provides for particulars of teacher sanctions to be
contained on the register of teachers, requires VIT to
notify the director of public transport regarding certain
determinations of VIT panels and makes consequential
amendments to the act.
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$90 a year per student for this primary school in
Mildura. I support the contribution of the member for
Mildura and urge the house to support the position of
the opposition in relation to the bill.

The last time I was in Mildura was to attend the launch
of a series of works by an indigenous artist, Lance
Atkinson. Mildura is a very special part of Victoria, as I
indicated earlier. It is a realisation of the vision of the
Chaffey brothers and one where there has been a
continuing benefit or legacy.

Mr LIM (Clayton) — To say that I am more than
happy to contribute to the debate on this bill is almost
an understatement. Like the member for Preston, I have
a very close family member who is in the teaching
profession: my good wife has been working as a
teacher for the past 35 years, going back to 1976. The
tradition, the culture and emotion is there. I come from
a social and cultural background where the Confucian
tradition of valuing education is very important, and
26 per cent of my constituents as a member of
Parliament are Asian. Therefore you can see that I live,
walk and talk education to the community all the time.

I think sometimes people in this place may not be
aware of the significance of the legacy that they bestow
on future generations of Victorians as a consequence of
decisions made in this place. Those decisions may
include ensuring that there is value for money from
every Building the Education Revolution dollar that
goes into schools to make sure that there is a worthy
outcome. I might just add too in the context of the BER
funding that it would appear that the Catholic system
was able to adapt the funding to local requirements.

More importantly I am proud to be part of a
government that has almost become legendary in terms
of its achievements in education. We can look at it from
any perspective in terms of saying that this government
is prepared. In mentioning the teaching profession, it is
not a coincidence that our present Premier is also a
former teacher. Probably because of his background,
his commitment and focus on education is second to
none in terms of delivering and pushing his government
to deliver in this field.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Green) — Order!
The member for Sandringham should confine his
remarks to the bill. I have allowed a bit of latitude, but I
ask him to return to the bill before the house.

As I mentioned earlier, I am in my electorate talking
about education all the time, and so it would be remiss
of me not to say that only yesterday I had the
opportunity to sing the praises of young leaders in a
local primary school where they had completed training
and education in their respective schools. Many other
schools came along, because there was a cluster
providing that kind of leadership.

Mr THOMPSON — The focus of the bill is
specifically in relation to education and training reform;
and it details a number of important provisions relating
to the legacy of land granted by the Chaffey brothers in
the Mildura region. Again, I just reiterate that the
decisions we make in this chamber will leave a legacy,
whether that be in relation to the upgrade of schools,
whether that be in the investment overflow available for
distribution, as in the case of the Chaffey brothers, or
whether that be in other important decisions we make;
there will be a legacy.
The opposition is very keen for its amendment to be
supported. It will improve educational opportunities for
younger children in the Mildura area. The Nangiloc
Colignan and District Primary School has been
lobbying for years to have the definition of the
beneficiary school region amended to remove
discrimination based on an out-of-date definition of the
irrigated areas. I think that is within the capacity of this
chamber to change. It is a very important amendment
that will make a direct practical difference at the rate of

It would also be remiss of me not to mention again that
at the recent Harmony Day celebrations I had the
opportunity and occasion to speak to a full assembly of
one of the local secondary colleges, Westall Secondary
College, which I think would probably be the most
multicultural secondary school in the whole of Victoria.
I took the opportunity to remind our future community
leaders and citizens of our state that with education, the
phrase ‘The sky is the limit’ is not even proper because
in fact nothing is the limit as far as education is
concerned. Having said that, I also brought in a concern
from the community that unfortunately there appears to
be an increasing degree of violence perpetrated by
young people. I thought I would draw the analogy that
if people are committed to education and are pouring
and channelling their resources and intellect into
education rather than coming up with excuses to
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perpetrate violence, things will improve, and that
message was very well received.
To come back to the bill, to see that this government is
continuing to improve on education and come up with
policy and legislation to make sure that we are ahead of
the pack compared to other states in the country makes
me very proud to be a member of this government. This
government has long been committed to providing
better education services and to enhancing the quality
of teaching in all Victorian schools, as I mentioned
earlier. With such an aim, the government has
introduced a wide range of reforms in the education
sector.
The Victorian Institute of Teaching, for example, was
established in 2001, and a subsequent charter to
recognise, promote and regulate the teaching profession
was drawn up in 2003, when the institute reached its
full capacity in operation. After five years of operation
a government review of the institute was conducted in
late 2007 and produced findings that the institute
needed to continue fulfilling its role, because a number
of initiatives had been effectively implemented to set up
its foundation for regulatory functions. The job of
marketing and advocating for the teaching profession
was no longer required of the institute. However, the
role of the institute will need to be amended to put more
emphasis on being a regulator of the education sector.
The review suggested that the marketing of the
profession could be more effectively carried out by the
Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development (DEECD), the teaching unions and
universities. A more simplified, integrated approach
should be adopted by the institute to regulate the
profession; only through that can the standard of
teaching profession be maintained in the long term.
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can be judged on whether they meet the required
standards of professional conduct. Part 2.6 of the act
will be amended, introducing the concept of ‘suitability
to teach’ in lieu of the concept of ‘fitness to teach’.
Investigation into matters of potential misconduct or
incompetence may be undertaken, even if no prior
complaint against a teacher or notification from
employers exists. An applicant’s criminal record and
their mental and physical health will all be considered
in determining the nature of conduct of a teacher under
investigation; a teacher’s record in Victoria and other
states will also be taken into account when determining
a teacher’s suitability to teach.
The bill will give the institute powers to impose a wider
range of disciplinary responses and sanctions, including
a designated course of further education or training for
a teacher under investigation. A teacher’s registration
may also be cancelled for a specified period of time.
In consideration of time, I will end my contribution
there. As I said earlier, I am very proud to be part of
this government, which continues to improve on
educational services to the community. It would be
remiss of me, though, not to mention the latest addition
to Victoria’s special entry schools which is now in
operation. That school, in North Melbourne, has been
very well received, particularly by the Asian
community in Victoria, and I think we should be very
proud that in future the four special entry schools — the
two new schools combined with MacRobertson Girls
High School and Melbourne High School, which my
two boys happen to be going through — are going to
continue to produce the leaders, opinion makers and
drivers of this proud state of Victoria. I commend the
bill to the house.

Teacher registration fees have been what supported the
institute financially, and DEECD also provides an
annual grant to supplement the income from fees which
include yearly, application and criminal record check
fees. Under the amended act, registration renewal will
take place every year, and a more streamlined process
will be developed online to avoid a time-consuming
registration process for teachers.

Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — I am pleased to rise to
speak on the Education and Training Reform Further
Amendment Bill 2010. I do not think it is to overstate it
to say that teaching is the single most important
occupation in the world. Our teachers not only pass on
valuable knowledge, ensuring that we build on our
bank of knowledge rather than starting from scratch
with every new generation, but more importantly they
teach us how to seek information, use information,
develop our minds and form our own opinions.
Teachers seldom get the recognition they deserve.
Having worked very closely with the schools in my
electorate and with my children attending local schools,
I can tell you we are lucky in the Yarra Valley to have
as many dedicated teachers as we do, teachers we can
entrust with the futures of our children.

The institute will have the power to investigate
registered teachers on wider grounds, so that teachers

The purpose of the Education and Training Reform
Further Amendment Bill is to augment the functions of

Under the reforms outlined a smaller council of
12 members will govern the institute instead of the
original 20 members, which consisted of elected and
appointed members, as well as the Secretary of the
Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development or a nominee of the secretary.
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the Victorian Institute of Teaching to include:
developing standards for higher levels of professional
practice by teachers; providing for police record checks
to be carried out on prospective teachers; streamlining
the qualification requirements for non-practising
teachers who wish to return to full registration; and
providing for additional particulars relating to sanctions
placed on teachers by formal hearing panels to be
contained in the register of teachers. The bill also
amends the language of the Mildura College Lands
Act 1916 to improve its operation and repeals the
Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Act 1992 and the
Mildura College Lands (Amendment) Act 1995.
The Victorian Institute of Teaching was established in
2001 and is responsible for registering teachers working
in Victorian government, Catholic and independent
schools. All practising teachers are required to be
registered by VIT to ensure that only qualified teachers
are employed by our schools. One of the most
important functions of VIT is to investigate evidence in
relation to accusations of serious misconduct,
incompetence or lack of fitness to teach. For this reason
VIT plays a critical role in protecting our children from
those few rogue teachers who breach our trust and
undermine our confidence in their ability. I hasten to
add that these teachers are a minority.
Under clause 6 of the Education and Training Reform
Further Amendment Bill, VIT is given further powers
to conduct police record checks on an applicant when
considering their registration. While our children are in
the care of others it is vital that we are not exposing
them to a person in a position of authority who
constitutes a threat to their physical and/or emotional
security.
We have a duty of care to provide a safe learning
environment for every single Victorian child. Just this
year it was reported in the Age that a former grade 6
teacher gagged and bound boys for his own sexual
gratification.
Thankfully, the teacher was subsequently jailed for four
years. However, it was shocking to find out that the
teacher in question had more than 16 000 pornographic
images and videos on his computer with some of the
material having been created by the teacher with boys
he met through various activities. Some of that material
was also shared amongst users of a known child porn
website. This is very disturbing and sends shivers down
the spines of parents everywhere. I believe the insertion
of this clause will help to weed out a few more bad
apples that may otherwise have been granted
registration and subsequent exposure to our children. It
is also imperative so that the occasional scoundrel does
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not sully the reputation of the entire teaching
profession.
Yet, just as we increase the protections for our children,
I ask the government what it is doing to protect our
teachers in cases where the tables are turned and
teachers find themselves vulnerable to attack. Teachers
of students in the senior years of high school who in the
past were generally taller than their students are now
often dwarfed by teenagers, whose aggression from
time to time is directed towards them. It is only through
vigilance, proper reporting and robust discipline that we
will prevent attacks from becoming commonplace in
Victorian schools. Our teachers must be supported and
not made to feel that students have all the rights while
they have all the culpability.
Clause 16 of the bill inserts a new subsection into the
Education and Training Reform Act stating that any
employee of the Catholic Education Commission
whose duties include the analysis and evaluation of
information relating to students can be authorised to
access, use or disclose one or more Victorian student
numbers. Bodies or persons authorised under the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006 to access, use
or disclose a Victorian student number may not do so
until the secretary has published notice of an
authorisation in the Government Gazette. An
authorisation will be subject to a number of conditions.
The administration and use of student identification
numbers must be watched very closely at all times,
given that these numbers provide access to sensitive
personal information about students and their academic
performance which could be potentially humiliating if it
were released accidentally or retrieved deliberately.
Privacy is not just the realm of adults. While a student
achieving all A-pluses may be delighted to have this
information broadcast to every Harry, Barry and Larry,
a student with all Ds may feel their world has come to
an end. When dealing with the impressionable minds of
young people we must exercise absolute caution to
protect their emotional wellbeing and dignity.
Clause 4 of the bill inserts a new definition of the
Catholic Education Commission. This clause is not
contentious as it simply defines the Catholic Education
Commission as the Catholic Education Commission of
Victoria Limited.
I am reminded of a far more contentious clause in the
recent Equal Opportunity Bill 2010, which I did not get
to speak on because the government prematurely
guillotined debate. Accordingly, the government
prevented residents of the Yarra Valley from having
their say. In that bill the exemption applicable to
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religious bodies allowed them to discriminate so long
as the discrimination conformed with the doctrines,
beliefs or principles of the religion or was deemed
necessary to avoid injury to the religious sensitivities of
adherents to the religion.
However, the equal opportunity commissioner
apparently stated that she did not consider the
employment of teachers like maths teachers to fall into
this category. I would have argued, if given the chance,
that this is a defensible form of discrimination as one
can presume that people of faith will want to mix with
like-minded individuals in certain settings and that any
attempt to enter an institution where a religion is
practised while being devoted to another religion may
be with the intent to make mischief.
Although Mildura is well and truly out of my electorate
I will touch on the Mildura College Lands Trust.
George and William Chaffey, who established Mildura,
set up an endowment trust in 1887 to fund an
agricultural college; it was a tremendously generous
legacy. The college was never built, but the rental
income from the land is to this day distributed among
local primary and secondary schools, equating to
around $90 per student per annum. This benefits around
29 schools in Mildura.
It is my understanding that the trust has over
180 properties and distributes funds on a student pro
rata basis. However, the Chaffey legacy is now causing
difficulties which have been highlighted by the member
for Mildura on a number of occasions in this house. The
problems are arising from families whose homes are
situated on college-leased land. The cost of renting the
land is an enormous burden and totals $5000 to $7000
annually. Last year the department requested Ernst and
Young conduct a report on issues relating to college
leasing, but at the time of this debate we are still
waiting on the results.
Another issue of concern is that one primary school in
the horticultural region is continuing to be excluded
from becoming a beneficiary of the Chaffey trust due to
an antiquated definition of the irrigated areas. Nangiloc
Colignan and District Primary School has been trying
to have the discriminatory definition modified, yet this
bill completely overlooks its petitioning. In conclusion,
I would like to see this bill amended, as has been
proposed by the shadow Minister for Education, so that
the school can also become a beneficiary of the Chaffey
trust.
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — I too speak in
support of the Education and Training Reform Further
Amendment Bill. As other speakers have identified, I
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note that the major component of this bill amends
certain operations as they relate to the Victorian
Institute of Teaching (VIT). It includes some
amendments that relate to certain operations of the
Victorian student number (VSN), a minor change in
regard to the management of the Victorian Curriculum
and Assessment Authority and, as we have also heard,
it also has a provision to repeal the Mildura College
Lands Act and bring the basic contents of that act
within this piece of legislation.
As other members who have spoken on this bill have
recognised, especially those on this side of the house,
the Brumby government has clearly identified that
legislation is a no. 1 priority. As a former teacher and
present chair of the Education and Training Committee
of the Parliament, I continue to see these as very
significant issues. I am pleased that this government has
acted as extensively as it has in terms of funding,
providing facilities in schools and supporting our
teachers, thereby providing the best opportunities for
students across the state.
As we know, the Victorian Institute of Teaching is a
component within that framework; it is a component
that ensures the standard of our teachers is at the top of
what we would expect it to be. The VIT was
established in 2001 as a professional body representing
teachers. The VIT acts to register all teachers in a
formal way so that only teachers registered by VIT
should be teaching in our schools. It also has a role to
deal with disciplinary matters brought to its attention
including complaints in regard to serious issues of
malpractice by teachers, which it then investigates and
makes determinations about.
It also has a very significant responsibility in promoting
professional standards in teaching. As part of that we
are aware that it now requires teachers to undergo many
hours of professional training to maintain their
registration each year. It is an issue that the Education
and Training Committee has been following through in
its deliberations in this term of the Parliament, with an
inquiry in regard to ongoing teacher education.
It is pleasing to see that VIT has been playing an
important role in supporting some direct teacher
professional learning activities, some of which I have
attended myself, and I have been pleased to talk with
teachers who have attended some of those activities at
the VIT. As well as that, it is looking at a whole range
of issues in providing further information to teachers
about the range of professional learning opportunities
out there for them, and there is certainly a significant
ongoing role to be played in that regard.
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It is important that the Victorian Institute of Teaching is
able to carry out regular police checks. The legislation
varies the way police checks can take place to ensure
VIT has the power to undertake them on a continuous
basis. Whenever a teacher submits themselves for
registration they authorise VIT to carry out a police
check to ensure that no serious offences come to light
that would impede their ability to work with children. It
will ensure that students and parents can be completely
confident that there is no reason why the teachers they
have before them should not be able to teach.
The legislation also covers issues about recording any
adverse outcomes of disciplinary action. It is always a
difficult matter to determine how much information
about disciplinary outcomes is put on the public record
in order to be fair to a teacher who has undergone that
procedure and also to ensure that schools, principals
and so on can be confident that if they are considering
employing a teacher who is registered they are able to
access any information about why they should not
employ that teacher. The bill tries to balance that so
there will not be a great range of information on the
public register about any disciplinary procedures. But if
a teacher has their registration either temporarily
cancelled or suspended or it is subject to conditions,
that will be on the register. It will not be on the public
register forever; it will be reviewed annually, depending
on the nature of the outcome determined by the VIT.
There are a fair balance of protections, but we want to
ensure that parents, teachers and the school system can
be confident about the information provided by VIT on
that score.
The bill provides for an enlargement of the functions of
VIT relating to professional development activities and
to the setting of professional qualification levels for
people at the higher levels of the profession, which
means the principal class of teachers. The VIT will now
be allowed to develop professional standards that
people wishing to obtain those higher levels of
qualification should meet in order to demonstrate their
competence as a senior teacher and a person of the
principal class. This is a very sound move forward. We
want to ensure this is an ongoing area of development
within the VIT. Professional standards for teachers
should continue to be challenged and followed up by
the VIT.
An issue that came up in the review of VIT was about
teachers who have become non-practising but who wish
to return to teaching. Their qualification requirements
will be streamlined, and that is a sensible practice. We
want to encourage people to come back to teaching if
they feel capable of doing so. We do not want to
impede them by putting stumbling blocks in the way,
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such as too much paperwork, and the bill proposes to
streamline that.
The bill also deals with the Victorian student number
system. When we introduced the system we wanted to
ensure a degree of privacy was associated with the
Victorian student number and that only the appropriate
people could access those numbers. As the system has
rolled out, it is appropriate to recognise that now that
those in the Catholic education system and people in
adult and community further education use it, they
might have reason to access VSN data. The bill enables
certain employees of those organisations and of the
Department of Planning and Community Development
who might need to access VSN information to do so.
The bill also appropriately updates the Mildura College
Lands Act. This is a very sound bill which relates
mainly to the important activities of the Victorian
Institute of Teaching to ensure we continue to challenge
our teachers to be at the top level of their profession and
to allow anybody wanting to employ a teacher to look
at the register and be confident that VIT is doing its job
in terms of teacher registration and providing
employers with the information they need to employ a
teacher so we can ensure that students in all our schools
continue to have the best quality education.
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to speak on the Education and Training
Reform Further Amendment Bill 2010. The bill amends
a number of acts, including the Education and Training
Reform Act 2006. It also re-enacts the Mildura College
Lands Act 1916 in the Education and Training Reform
Act 2006 and repeals the Mildura College Lands Act
1916, the Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Act 1992,
the Institute of Educational Administration (Repeal)
Act 1993 and the Mildura College Lands (Amendment)
Act 1995.
The member for Nepean has foreshadowed an
amendment on behalf of the coalition relating to aspects
of the bill that affect Mildura and we support that
proposed amendment. The members for Mildura and
Nepean, and preceding me the member for Evelyn,
outlined very clearly the challenges in that aspect of the
bill. We support the amendment proposed by the
member for Nepean because ultimately it will benefit
the Mildura community.
I turn to a number of the provisions of the bill. It will
enlarge the functions of the Victorian Institute of
Teaching (VIT) with the aim of developing standards
for higher levels of professional practice by teachers. It
provides for police checks to be carried out on teachers
before and during the registration process. It
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streamlines the qualification requirements for nonpractising teachers who wish to return to full
registration. At this point I might say there may be a
couple of members on the other side of the chamber
who might have to utilise that aspect post27 November!
The bill also provides for additional particulars relating
to sanctions placed on teachers to be contained in the
register of teachers. It requires VIT to notify the
director of public transport of certain determinations
made by a formal hearing panel relating to teachers,
and it makes other consequential and miscellaneous
amendments.
The bill introduces a system of continuous police
record checks for registered teachers. They are carried
out on a regular basis and are consistent with the
working-with-children assessment notice. The institute
will receive regular updates and information on those
aspects about registered teachers. As it is, people who
apply to become a registered teacher and teachers who
apply to renew their registration will consent to ongoing
Victoria Police record checks. As other members have
mentioned in their contributions today, it is imperative
that the standards of our teachers are maintained at a
very high level and therefore it is imperative that the
checks are conducted. They will run in parallel with the
national criminal record checks so that we will have a
very thorough regulatory framework around people
who are applying to become a teacher or who are reregistering.
The bill addresses information included in the
institute’s public register of teachers. As previous
speakers have stated, it includes on a public register any
adverse outcomes of disciplinary action for teachers. I
guess that serves two purposes. One is to enable the
public and those who might want to employ teachers to
view a register concerning the performance of a client
or a prospective employee, but it also keeps those in the
teaching fraternity honest and makes sure that their
conduct is at the highest professional level.
Further elements of this bill state that a registration that
has been cancelled, suspended or is subject to
conditions will be included on the register if that is the
finding of the hearing panel. Any adverse outcomes
other than deregistration will be automatically removed
from the public register at the expiry of the condition,
limitation or suspension period. As the second-reading
speech says, it is anticipated that the length of these
condition, limitation or suspension periods would be
approximately 12 months.
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Other speakers have spoken about the need to get this
right and to balance the rights of an individual teacher
against the public’s interest in teachers within the
teaching fraternity. It is a difficult balance, and I
understand that, but I think we have this in the right
domain. If you have a look at bodies in other
jurisdictions such as the Queensland College of
Teachers and the Teacher Registration Board of the
Northern Territory, you find they both have similar
powers to what has been proposed here in terms of
publishing adverse outcomes of disciplinary action on
their public registers.
As I mentioned earlier, the bill also streamlines the
qualification requirements for non-practising teachers
who wish to return to full registration, and I think that is
a good thing.
An interesting element of this bill requires the institute
to notify the director of public transport of certain
determinations made by the formal hearing panel. The
example that has been conveyed is where a teacher who
was subject to an adverse outcome of a disciplinary
action is then employed as a school bus driver, which is
quite an interesting element. Talking about school bus
drivers and school bus routes, that is certainly a
challenge in my electorate this year.
One of the other elements of the bill I want to speak to
is the Victorian student number (VSN) or unique
student identifier. The bill talks about its rollout and
also the extension of the classes of authorised users of
the VSN. Having debated this issue previously in the
chamber, I can say that the VSN is utilised for the
purpose of trying to identify students at risk of dropping
out of education and those within the training system.
The government’s goal is to have 90 per cent of young
Victorians complete year 12 or its equivalent. There is
quite a bit of work to do in that respect.
It would be remiss of me not to take the opportunity to
point out the challenges facing regional students in their
completion rates. They are far worse off when
compared to their metropolitan counterparts. An
extensive amount of work has been conducted in
relation to that, and the statistics tell us very strongly
that those who undertake education in regional Victoria
are far less likely to complete year 12 than their
metropolitan counterparts. Whilst the VSN is a sensible
step in the right direction, a lot more work needs to be
done by government to ensure that regional students do
indeed complete year 12. That 90 per cent goal of the
Victorian government is noble, but there is quite an
extensive amount of work to be done.
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As I have mentioned, this bill extends the classes of
those who are authorised to utilise the VSN to Skills
Victoria, ACFE — which is the adult, community and
further education sector — and the Catholic Education
Commission of Victoria. These organisations will be
required to access and utilise the VSN to make sure
their systems operate correctly. The VSN is being
rolled out to those organisations as we speak.
Education is such an important element of our whole
social fabric. We have heard in this house before that
education is the Brumby government’s no. 1 priority.
Ms Beattie — Hear, hear!
Mr NORTHE — I am not sure that too many
people would disagree with you. By the same token
there are a number of schools in our region —
particularly in the Morwell electorate — which do a
wonderful job. On the whole our teachers and
principals do a marvellous job, sometimes in very
difficult circumstances. The majority of them are there
for the right reasons. They are an imperative. As a
parent of three children, I understand the importance of
the teaching fraternity and the role it plays in our
children’s lives. We understand the importance of
education in ensuring that all students in Victoria have
the opportunity to go as far as they can in their
educational outcomes.
I call upon the government to look with all seriousness
at the amendment circulated by the member for
Nepean. It is very important for the Mildura
community.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to support the Education and Training
Reform Further Amendment Bill 2010. I understand an
amendment has been put forward by the member for
Nepean, and I further understand that we will be
accepting that amendment. However, the Minister for
Education is in the house and will expand on that later.
There are two overall objectives of the bill. The first
objective is to amend the Education and Training
Reform Act 2006 in relation to the operations of the
Victorian Institute of Teaching, the Victorian student
number, the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment
Authority and for other purposes. The second objective
is to update the language of the Mildura College Lands
Act 1916 and make a number of changes to improve its
operation, and to re-enact its provisions in the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006. The Mildura
College Lands Act 1916 and two other amending
acts — the Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Act 1992
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and the Mildura College Lands Amendment Act
1995 — will be repealed.
I want to talk about the first objective for a moment,
particularly as it relates to the Victorian Institute of
Teaching and some criticisms that were made of it by
the member for Bulleen. He asserted that VIT was just
a mouthpiece of the minister and questioned the
credibility of it. I would suggest to the member for
Bulleen that if he wants to question credibility, he
should look in the mirror, if he can bear to do so. Half
of the board of the Victorian Institute of Teaching is
elected and half is appointed. The half that is elected is
elected by its peers — in other words, it is elected by
teachers.
Once again the member for Bulleen has come in
hurling criticisms around the chamber with absolutely
no credibility at all. He questioned clause 5(1). He
wanted to go into a bit of detail on clause 5, but, once
again, he was wrong about it. What clause 5 proposes is
a national framework, which includes four levels of
standards: graduate, proficient, highly accomplished
and lead. That national framework is currently the
subject of national consultations. Under the current
national partnerships agreement the regulatory bodies
in each state, including VIT, are expected to use the
standards in the national framework. The honourable
member for Bulleen is wrong again.
We will also be accrediting pre-service teacher
education programs using the graduate standards.
Teachers will be assessed for full registration using the
proficient standard. Teachers will be certified at higher
levels of practice using the highly accomplished and
lead standards. The member for Bulleen also asserted
that the VIT magazine cost $10 a copy. When there
were interjections asking him what the source of his
information was he did not answer; he just skated over
it. Once again it is not the credibility of the Victorian
Institute of Teaching that is in question but the
credibility of the member for Bulleen.
You, Acting Speaker, will know that Labor states that
its no. 1 priority is education. It is not just a statement, it
is a fact, because record levels of funding have been put
into the education system by both the federal
government and the state government. It is not just a
statement, it is a fact.
I just want to talk about the Mildura College Lands Act
and say a little bit about the Chaffey brothers. The
Chaffey brothers were well known around Mildura.
What is not as well known is that they were well known
in my electorate of Yuroke; indeed they were the
owners of the Woodlands Homestead for some time
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and produced one of the irrigation systems at the
homestead, which is now in a state park. People can
still go out there and have a look at the irrigation system
installed by the Chaffey brothers. I know the member
for Eltham, with his interest in education and his
interest in horses, will go out there one day and have a
look at that.
The Chaffey brothers’ story is one typical of many
early arrivals in Australia. It is a great success story. In
the 1880s two Canadian brothers, George and William
Chaffey, established the Mildura irrigation colony.
Prior to coming to Mildura the Chaffeys had
established successful irrigation colonies in California.
When they came here people were highly suspicious
about these two Canadians with their strange accents,
even though they were British subjects. As part of their
vision for Mildura the brothers set aside one-fifteenth of
their land to fund an agricultural college in the area.
That was after a visit by Alfred Deakin to California to
meet the Chaffey brothers. If you like, he seduced them
to come over to Australia, and they set up the irrigation
colony of Mildura.
In 1891 the Governor of Victoria, Lord Hopetoun, laid
the foundation stone for the college, but alas
construction was never completed due to financial
difficulties experienced by the Chaffeys. It seems that
the global financial crisis that took place in 2008–09 is
not a new thing. In 1912 the state of Victoria opened
the Mildura Agricultural High School on the site, and
rental money received from the Chaffey land was
provided to that school instead. Money was used to
build classrooms in 1919, an assembly hall in 1939, a
sports pavilion in 1958, a cafeteria annex in 1965 and a
large gymnasium in 1967. The legacy of the Chaffey
brothers lives on, not only in Mildura but in many parts
of the state.
As I said, the provisions of the Mildura College Lands
Act will be updated and re-enacted in the Education and
Training Reform Act. The amendments will mean that
survey plans will be used to show that the land is
subject to the scheme instead of listing the land in the
act. The Governor in Council will be able to add or
remove land, the list of beneficiary schools will be
moved from the act and a time limit of 28 days will be
inserted for leaseholders wishing to apply for a review
of rental evaluation. Sadly one brother returned to
California and the other brother died in Melbourne, but
their legacy lives on and continues to educate young
people in the Mildura area.
As I said, it is one of the early successes of
multiculturalism in Victoria. And it is one of the early
successes of wine grape growing. At that stage Mildura
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was described as a ‘Sahara of blasting hot winds and
red driving sands, a howling carrion-polluted
wilderness’. The Chaffey brothers had many obstacles
to overcome, but they made an invaluable contribution
to the state of Victoria. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr HODGETT (Kilsyth) — I rise to make a
contribution on the Education and Training Reform
Further Amendment Bill 2010. I say at the outset that I
support the amendments circulated by the member for
Nepean. The bill makes a number of minor
amendments to improve the functions of the affected
acts. However the improvements to the Victorian
Institute of Teaching are ad hoc, and I still have
concerns with regard to the Victorian Institute of
Teaching’s close links with the government. We trust
this bill or any bill to do with education and training
will improve the operations of the Victorian Institute of
Teaching, and we trust it will deliver real and direct
benefits for teachers, schools, children and their
families.
I move to the purposes of the bill. They are to amend
the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 and to reenact the Mildura College Lands Act 1916 and the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006. The bill also
repeals the Mildura College Lands Act 1916, the
Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Act 1992, the
Institute of Educational Administration Act 1993 and
the Mildura College Lands (Amendment) Act 1995.
I move to the main provisions. It is my intention to go
through the main provisions one by one. They are
clearly set out in the bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HODGETT — In the interests of time it is not
my intention to go through them one by one. They are
clearly set out in the bill. However, I want to make a
couple of points in relation to the bill. Firstly, I too
firmly believe the Victorian Institute of Teaching
should be independent. The VIT should be at arm’s
length from the government.
The VIT is for the profession, not for the government.
As an excellent member of this house has said, VIT is
not a mouthpiece for the government and should not be
interfered with.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr HODGETT — It should not be a mouthpiece
for the government, and it should not be interfered with.
It is my firm view that VIT must be independent and
must be allowed to operate professionally and to go
about its business without fear or favour.
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Secondly, I note the changes to clause 5, which amends
section 2.6.3 of the Education and Training Reform Act
2006 by substituting new section 2.6.3(1)(d), which
adds the function of developing, establishing and
maintaining standards for the recognition of higher
levels of professional practice attained by teachers in
Victorian schools.
I have nothing against professional development
training or higher standards, but I caution that these
modifications are all part of the national teacher
development standards. They pave the way for further
nationalisation of education, this time with the national
professional teacher standards framework. This is in
addition to the national takeover of curriculum, literacy
and numeracy, teacher registration, reporting, teacher
performance pay et cetera. It concerns me that we are
losing our autonomy. This is just another example of
education being taken over at the national level. In the
context of current debates on Victorian service delivery
I express my caution and concerns.
That being said, I strongly urge the government —
although it is not often that Labor listens — to accept
and support the amendments put forward by the
honourable member for Nepean.
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To put this in context, in 2006 the government
introduced the Education and Training Reform Act. It
was a complete overhaul of education legislation in this
state, some of which had not been changed or updated
since 1872, so it was an important piece of work.
However, as with all legislation, we need to continue to
ensure that education legislation is accurate, that it
reflects changing circumstances and that it keeps pace
with developments in education. This bill builds upon
the 2006 legislation in a number of areas. It facilitates
important updates to the act so that we have a robust
legislative framework for education.
In the end this is all about benefiting students in our
state. It is about making sure we have the kind of
teaching workforce that will provide the best learning
opportunities for our students and that we are able to
keep track of all our students and ensure they do not fall
between the cracks and continue to have opportunities
for lifetime achievement.
As I said, I am pleased to commend this bill to the
house because of its significant contribution to the
ongoing high quality of education that we already have
here in Victoria.
Motion agreed to.

Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I will make a few
brief comments on the Education and Training Reform
Further Amendment Bill, mainly focusing on the reenactment of the Mildura College Lands Act 1916.
I worked in Mildura for a couple of years. It was a
worthwhile exercise which helped me understand the
background to the Mildura College Lands Act, which
was supported by the Chaffey brothers in the 1870s. It
was a great initiative to encourage education and
training, which we know is vital to the continuing
development not only of the children around Mildura
but of children across Victoria.
I commend the work done by the member for Mildura
in working with the government. I also note that there
has been good cooperation from the government to
make sure the Nangiloc Colignan and District Primary
School is included in the Mildura lands region. It is a
worthwhile project. I hope the government accepts the
amendments circulated by the member for Nepean.
With those few words, I support the bill but more
importantly support the amendments.
Ms PIKE (Minister for Education) — It is with
pleasure that I take this opportunity to make some
summary comments on the Education and Training
Reform Further Amendment Bill 2010.

Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clauses 1 to 16 agreed to.
Clause 17
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I move:
1.

Clause 17, page 10, line 20, omit “and Wilga Road”.

2.

Clause 17, page 10, lines 25 to 27, omit “and the
imaginary extension of Wilga Road in a direct line east
to the Murray River” and insert “, Wilga Road until it
intersects with the Calder Highway, the Calder Highway
from Wilga Road until it intersects with Castle
Crossings Road, Castle Crossings Road from the Calder
Highway until it intersects with Kulkyne Way and the
imaginary extension of Castle Crossings Road from that
intersection in a direct line east to the Murray River”.

Very briefly, these are common-sense amendments that
will make a huge difference to a school community. I
recognise the work of the member for Mildura in
working through this bill. It will not establish a
precedent that will disadvantage any other school or
school community, and it will not disadvantage the
existing schools that are caught up within the Mildura
lands due to the circumstances I outlined in my
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previous speech. I support these amendments and I
welcome the government’s support as well.

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

Bill agreed to with amendments.
Third reading

Mr CRISP (Mildura) — I rise to support the
amendments. The amendments are common sense and
provide natural justice for the students at the Nangiloc
Colignan and District Primary School. The minister met
Jill Sleep and two students from the school at the
council of education national awards event where the
work they had done, which was in the tradition of the
Chaffey brothers in establishing this award, was being
displayed as they showed the minister details of their
Fundzinc program.
The minister will also meet representatives of the
school at the innovation showcase on 10 May. That will
provide the opportunity for the minister to discuss the
success of these amendments with the school. The
amendments will enhance the education of some
students in the horticultural zone who have hitherto not
been able to participate in the program. I commend the
amendments.
Ms PIKE (Minister for Education) — The
government does not oppose the amendments to the
boundaries of the beneficiary schools region, and it
recognises that over time the horticultural area has
changed in the Mildura region.
I just want to put on the record my thanks to the
member for Mildura for a very informative little history
lesson about the development of horticulture in that
area. I am now a great expert on where the river flows,
why it flows, when it flows, what happened pre and
post the war, and why this is an important and
appropriate amendment to be made. Obviously under
proposed section 5.7A.7 the Governor in Council is
able to make an order if we do want to add additional
beneficiary schools, and the work will be undertaken to
do that. This sets the framework to make that possible,
and I look forward to meeting with representatives of
the school in the very near future.
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — I thought I would also
add a few words of support for the amendments. I think
they are very good amendments. Over the years the
boundaries have changed in relation to the schools that
are within the trust, and the number of schools has gone
from 1 to 30. The amendments address a small anomaly
and will not substantially impact on the benefits to all
the existing schools in any material way, but I think
they add a bit more fairness for one of those schools,
and I believe they should be supported.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 18 to 27 agreed to.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(VICTIMS OF CRIME ASSISTANCE AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — The Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill makes a range of amendments to the
Victims of Crime Assistance Act 1996, the Sentencing
Act 1991, the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005,
the Family Violence Protection Act 2008, the Stalking
Intervention Orders Act 2008, the Infringements Act
2006, the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 and the
Summary Offences Act 1966. This is yet another
omnibus bill spanning several portfolios, brought in by
a government which when in opposition was critical of
omnibus bills of this sort.
The bill makes it clear in relation to victims of crime
that victims or their representatives may read aloud
their victim impact statement in court and may include
and display non-written material such as photographs.
The bill allows a court to permit a representative
nominated by the victim to read a victim impact
statement. It allows the court to apply vulnerable
witness protection arrangements, such as the use of
closed-circuit television, to victims and others giving
victim impact statements. The bill allows the Chief
Magistrate to delegate powers of the Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal to judicial registrars. It also
provides for a category of reasonable safety-related
expenses that can be paid to victims of crime, including
payments on an interim basis.
In relation to family violence protection and stalking
intervention the bill makes a range of changes,
including extending police search powers to include
seizure, allowing children to be the subjects of interim
intervention orders on a court’s initiative, providing for
interim orders that extend final orders and allowing
courts to make interim orders based on the information
in the police family violence safety notice. In relation to
that latter measure, the bill requires a court in
considering whether to refuse to admit or limit the use
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of a family violence safety notice to consider whether it
is reasonably practicable to obtain oral or affidavit
evidence.
The bill provides for an extension of the time limit on
commencing a proceeding for a summary offence in the
Children’s Court, which was recently reduced by
legislation in this Parliament from 12 months to
6 months, in various cases where an infringement
notice has been served on a juvenile registered with the
children and young persons infringement notice
system¸ which is known as CAYPINS
The bill increases the infringement penalty amount
under the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 for being
drunk, violent or quarrelsome or refusing or failing to
leave licensed premises when requested to do so from
2 penalty units to 4 penalty units. It also allows a
banning notice under the Liquor Control Reform Act
1998 to be issued for up to 72 hours instead of
24 hours. The bill also increases the maximum penalties
for various drunkenness offences under the Summary
Offences Act. For the offence of drunkenness it
increases the maximum penalty from 4 penalty units to
8 penalty units; for being drunk and disorderly and for
disorderly conduct it increases the maximum penalty
from 5 penalty units to 10 penalty units. The bill also
increases from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty units the
infringement penalty amounts for those offences and
for the offence of behaving in a riotous, indecent,
offensive or insulting manner.
I shall make some observations and assessments in
relation to these provisions. In relation to the extension
of time in certain circumstances for commencing
certain proceedings for a summary offence in the
Children’s Court, this is an issue that has arisen as a
result of amendments made by the Criminal Procedure
Bill, which was debated in this Parliament in February
last year. At that time the government reduced the time
limit from 12 months to 6 months, despite opposition to
that measure by the coalition parties. The coalition
pointed out the enormous difficulties that that reduction
in the time limit would cause police in investigating
crimes apparently committed by juveniles and ensuring
that charges were laid within the time limit that was
specified — within the six months. We warned the
government that reducing the time limit from
12 months to 6 months was likely to cause problems. It
is now being seen that that is exactly the case and that
unforeseen problems have arisen through the reduction
in that time limit.
However, rather than admitting the folly of the change
that it made last year in reducing the time limit across
the board, which put police in the invidious position
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potentially of having to either give up on seeking to
bring juvenile offenders to justice for offences such as
graffiti or else delay investigations into other crimes
such as burglaries, robberies or drug trafficking, the
government has introduced the amendments in the bill
before us today to address one particular aspect of the
problems that have been caused — namely, in relation
to the situation where infringement notices have been
served and registered.
In relation to the family violence and stalking
intervention measures, we understand from the helpful
briefing with which we were provided by Department
of Justice officers that the changes arise largely from
recommendations made by the Chief Magistrate to
improve and deal with issues that have arisen
principally in relation to the family violence protection
legislation that has been recently enacted by the
Parliament.
Generally the changes in the bill seem to be worthwhile
improvements. It is worth noting that one of the key
initiatives in the recent legislation — namely, giving the
capacity to police to take action on the spot in family
violence situations — was a measure that was initiated
by the member for Scoresby when he was the shadow
Minister for Police and Emergency Services. He made
the case for that power to be given to police, he
prepared the policy which the Liberal Party announced
prior to the last election and he has now seen that
initiative taken up and introduced by the government in
the legislation that was enacted.
The method adopted by the government was not
exactly the method advocated by the member for
Scoresby as set out in the Liberal Party’s policy,
because our proposal would have had a magistrate
involved in that process and would have had more
straightforward paperwork requirements. Nonetheless it
is pleasing that, from what can be seen at this early
stage, this measure that was initiated by the member for
Scoresby is proving its worth in family violence
situations.
There was one aspect of this part of the bill which
caused us to pause and raise some concern, and that
was the provision that requires a court in considering
whether to refuse to admit or limit the use of a family
violence safety notice to consider whether it is
reasonably practicable to obtain oral or affidavit
evidence. It seems to me that this is a measure that can
be read in two different ways. On the one hand it can be
read as encouraging the court to go out and look for
better evidence if there are any doubts about what is
contained in the family violence safety notice, which is
of course the notice prepared by the police on the spot
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at a family violence situation. That is the interpretation
we were told in the briefing provided to us that the
government intended. It seemed to me that it could also
be read as putting pressure on a court to rely on the
information contained in a family violence safety notice
even if it had serious concerns about the contents of that
notice. Clearly if the clause were to operate in that way
it would be undesirable and concerning. We trust that
the interpretation which the government seems to give
to that clause — of encouraging the court to look
positively towards the opportunities to obtain other oral
or affidavit evidence — is the interpretation that will be
adopted by the courts and will work well in practice.
In relation to the measures in this bill dealing with
liquor-related offences, this is primarily a matter within
the shadow portfolio responsibility of my colleague the
member for Malvern, and I hope sufficient time will be
allowed by the government for debate on this bill for
the member for Malvern to speak in detail on those
provisions. However, it is fair to say that what the
government is doing in the measures before us is going
nowhere near as far and is likely be nowhere near as
effective as the range of reforms that the coalition
parties have been calling for to deal with street violence
and alcohol-related violence.
In addition to what ought to be enacted in the law, it
goes without saying that the law is going to be of little
benefit unless there are enough police on the streets to
enforce it. Clearly the coalition parties have made a
commitment to put an extra 1600 police on the street,
and that is a commitment that the government has not
made. Under a coalition government the laws relating
to liquor-related offences and indeed relating to all
offences will be far better enforced with more police on
the streets.
In relation to this part of the bill and the proposal to
extend the duration of a banning notice from 24 hours
to 72 hours, the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee has raised issues regarding the operation of
that measure in potentially impacting on people
engaging in employment-related activities. SARC
makes the point that there is some exemption in relation
to people going into a designated area, for example for
work-related purposes. It is unclear what the situation is
in relation to someone who needs to pass through a
designated area on the way to work or education or for
another legitimate reason. I think it is appropriate for
the government in the course of this debate to respond
as to what its intentions are in that regard. One may
take the view that if a person is subject to a banning
notice and therefore has to change their travel
arrangements, then that person must accept that as one
of the consequences of their actions and of being served
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with a banning notice. However, whatever the position
is that the government has on that issue it should be
placed on the record, because this is yet another issue
where SARC in doing its duties is quite rightly pointing
to inconsistencies between the government’s so-called
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities and what
it is doing in practice. For consistency’s sake and for
the sake of the government’s credibility we need to
know where it stands on that matter.
It is probably fair to say that the principal area of the
bill containing new initiatives is that relating to victims.
As I said earlier the bill makes clear that victims or their
representatives can read a victim impact statement
aloud in court and include and display non-written
material, and they may have a representative present the
statement. Provision is also being made available for
funding of safety-related expenses through the VOCAT
(Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal) process.
All of those measures are welcome in themselves, but
the best way in which any government can help victims
is to ensure that there are fewer victims in the first place
by having more police on the street and having tougher
and more effective sentences, therefore reducing the
amount of crime in the community. It is far better to
ensure that there are fewer people in the community
who are victims of crime than to have to deal with the
terrible and irremediable consequences of crime for
victims once that crime has occurred. Of course to
make sure there are fewer victims in the first place
requires getting rid of soft-on-crime options like
suspended sentences and home detention, and that is
something that the Brumby government has not been
prepared to do.
In Victoria in recent years there has been a steadily
rising level of violent crime, and more and more
Victorians are suffering terribly as a result of that and
because the Brumby government has proved quite
incapable of taking the action necessary to reverse those
levels.
Another of the many aspects of crime that are causing
difficulty for victims is the government’s inability to
ensure that criminal cases come to trial in Victoria in a
timely manner. The adage is that justice delayed is
justice denied, and unfortunately that is becoming
increasingly true in Victoria, which has the longest
waiting lists in Australia at every level of jurisdiction
for criminal matters to be heard. It has the longest
Supreme Court appeal lists, the longest County Court
trial lists and the longest lists in the Magistrates Court
and the Children’s Court. Whereas the lists in other
jurisdictions such as New South Wales have been
reducing in recent years, the lists in Victoria have been
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ever increasing. Delays create trauma and distress for
victims, for their families and for witnesses while
thousands of people who are likely to end up being
found guilty of violent crimes are walking free and
unpunished. Delays undermine respect for the law and
public confidence in the justice system. They reduce the
protection being provided to the community from
violent and other criminal behaviour, and the delays can
diminish the prospects of appropriate outcomes for
trials because of fading witness memories and the
potential for evidence to be lost. If the government is
looking to help victims, it could provide enormous
assistance by tackling rising court waiting lists.
In relation to the changes to victim impact statements,
confirming that victims or their representatives can read
out their statements in court and incorporate additional
material is a worthwhile step forward in giving a
greater say in court to those victims who would like to
have a greater say. It is welcome that the Labor Party
now supports victim impact statements, despite having
been highly critical of them when they were introduced
by the then coalition Attorney-General, Jan Wade, in
1994. The evidence, however, suggests that in practice
there are likely to be relatively few victims who will
take up the option of reading their victim impact
statement in court, but for those who would like that
option it is perfectly appropriate that it be confirmed
that they are able to do so.
Unfortunately other crucial issues relating to victim
impact statements are not addressed in this bill. One of
the biggest problems with them is that in practical terms
they generally cannot be given to the prosecution in
advance of the outcome of a trial when there is a
determination of guilt, because the prosecution is then
obliged to hand over a copy of them to the defence,
which means they can potentially be used against the
victim in the course of the trial. That means there has to
be a rushed process in completing and delivering a
victim impact statement into the hands of the
prosecution after the outcome of the decision as to guilt
or innocence. This is likely to cause some difficulties in
giving effect to the amendments being made by this bill
unless that part of the law is also changed.
The establishment of a separate category of payment
for safety measures in a way that means payment for
safety-related expenses can be obtained quickly,
including on an interim basis, seems to be a very
worthwhile measure. Clearly if a victim needs to put
fresh locks on the door and needs to repair damage
caused by an intruder in order to secure their home,
they need to be able to do that as quickly as possible
and every reasonable means of assistance should be
provided to allow that to happen.

1321

Lest the Attorney-General, as has been his wont, start
complaining about our side of the house welcoming
measures such as this on the ground that they were not
done under the Kennett government, I remind him in
advance that he has now had close to 11 years in office
to come up with measures such as this compared with
the seven years in total during which the Kennett
government was in office. Either it has taken a long
while for the penny to drop with the Attorney-General
as to the merits of this measure or it has taken a long
time for him to turn a concept into reality.
Unfortunately the Attorney-General is showing no sign
of tackling a range of other serious problems that
victims face — including the lack of support they
receive in preparing their victim impact statements —
despite the language of the victims charter; regrettably
that language is often ignored in practice.
Victims are crying out for reform in a range of other
ways as to how they are treated by the trial system.
Unfortunately, despite the victims charter and other
assurances, victims are still often an afterthought in
Victoria. The office of the Director of Public
Prosecutions tries to do its best with the resources
available to it, particularly when specific problems are
put in front of it, but the system does not work to look
after and involve victims as a matter of course, as it
should. That is no criticism whatsoever of the office of
the director of public prosecutions, which in my
experience has done its utmost to respond to and
overcome specific problems in dealing with victims and
the families of victims when those problems are drawn
to its attention. It is under enormous pressure with the
ever-growing volume of work it has to deal with on
account of rising crime levels, and the system is just not
geared to make sure that victims receive on an assured
basis the sort of assistance the charter set out to provide
to them without them having to, on occasion, do a lot of
pushing and asking for help.
Unfortunately a series of instances have come to my
attention where there have been quite serious and
distressing breakdowns in communication
arrangements for one reason or another. For example,
families of people who have been killed in violent
assaults have not been given sufficient notice of various
aspects of the trials of some of the accused. Families
were not told when leave-to-appeal applications were to
be heard for offenders who had already been convicted
of offences against their family member, and victims
had difficulties obtaining relevant documents or were
not properly warned about the potential for delay in
cases coming to trial, with the result that they incurred
considerable expense in making themselves available
for trials that were subsequently postponed.
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I think victims are justified in saying time and again
that the system is just not appropriately geared to
recognising their needs and the standing that they
should have in the trial process and that the emphasis is
placed far too much on the position of and impacts on
accused persons, which neglects victims. Clearly we
want a system that is just to all concerned. I think it is
fair to say that victims are not being treated justly as a
matter of course by the justice system in Victoria at the
moment and that a lot needs to be done to improve that
situation.
In relation to the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal,
while it is welcome that safety-related expenses are
now able to be met, including on an interim basis, the
current government has allowed waiting lists at
VOCAT to get longer and the number of crime victims
seeking assistance from VOCAT is rising due to
growing levels of violent crime. It is also worth making
the point that only a small proportion of victims receive
any compensation payments at all from VOCAT. As at
30 June last year there were 6162 VOCAT assistance
applications waiting to be decided, which is an increase
of 21 per cent on the previous year; 40 per cent had
been pending for nine months or more, and 30 per cent
had been pending for more than a year. With almost
44 000 reported crimes against the person in Victoria in
2008–09, VOCAT gave financial assistance to only
3547 people.
Concerns have also been raised with me as to how well
the counselling services available to victims are
operating in Victoria. It has been put to me that when a
victim calls the victims support helpline seeking
counselling they are then referred to a victims
assistance counselling provider, who is a provider on an
accredited list that operates to the exclusion of others
who are available to provide counselling services. I am
told there is often a wait of three months or more for
someone to be seen by an intake worker from this
program, which is a very long time indeed when people
are seeking counselling as victims of crime. I am told
that victims then generally receive five counselling
sessions, which provides the maximum payment
possible from the state government under the fee-forservice funded system. At that point the victim is often
referred on to another counsellor who is a contact of the
provider under the program. It was put to me that,
unlike with the Transport Accident Commission and
WorkCover, there is not an open choice of service
provider — despite that being the case in theory,
choices are not being provided to victims. The upshot
of that is a very poor system which falls far short of the
support and timely counselling that could be provided
to victims.
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There are many other measures that victims are rightly
saying need attention to address their concerns,
including laws about publication of names of juvenile
offenders and general recognition of their position
when offenders are being dealt with by the corrections
system.
The coalition does not oppose this bill, but a lot more
needs to be done to make our streets and homes safer,
to better support and look after victims and to ensure
that there are fewer victims in the first place because
there are fewer crimes being committed. For Victoria to
have a government that is able and willing to get that
done requires the election of a Baillieu LiberalNationals coalition government in November.
Ms THOMSON (Footscray) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to support the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill 2010. I am not going to go through the bill
in detail because I only have 10 minutes, but I do want
to clarify for the record some of the issues that have
been raised by the member for Box Hill. I am pleased
that the opposition will not be opposing this bill.
Firstly I would like to go to the issue that the member
for Box Hill raised in relation to the family violence
safety notice evidentiary discretion. In relation to
section 55(3) of the Family Violence Protection Act,
the amendment has the effect of creating a slight
presumption in favour of affidavit and oral evidence if
the court has reservations about the probative value of a
particular certified family violence safety notice. As
noted in the explanatory memorandum and secondreading speech, notices will generally be sufficient
evidence, but this amendment acknowledges that a
deficient notice should lead to consideration of whether
other evidence is in fact available. I hope that goes
some way to clarifying the matter on the record for the
member for Box Hill.
I want to spend a bit of time talking about the
arrangements about liquor, which is an area I have had
some dealings with, having been responsible for the
Liquor Control Act some time back. First I want to talk
about this mantra that we are now going to hear from
the opposition that greater police numbers solve
everything. Increasing the police services is something
that this government is not only very committed to but
has a very strong track record on, having increased the
number of police on the streets and around the
neighbourhoods of Melbourne and Victoria. We, of
course, believe that the police themselves, those in the
police command, have the right to direct where those
police activities will occur. After all, it is about the
professionalism of the police force and allowing the
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police force to do its job. It is not the role of
government to dictate that work. But we have a track
record of increasing police services, as opposed to the
opposition, whose track record when it was in
government was one of cutting police services. It will
be quite clear and evident to the community of Victoria
that you have on the one hand the party that talks the
talk and on the other hand the party that actually
implements change and gets on with producing
outcomes.
We need to be clear that a mantra will not solve the
problems we are facing at the moment in the attitudes
that some in our community, particularly young males,
have and how they behave around drinking and
licensed venues. We will deal with this problem by
having a whole raft of measures. There is no one easy
solution to the problems around behavioural patterns of
young males in particular and their drinking. Those
problems will not be solved just by increasing the
number of police or by the measures in this bill in
relation to increasing penalty points and banning
notices. Those sorts of things, when they come together
as a logical and strategic way of dealing with this issue,
will be part of what will make a difference. It will not
be one measure or the other that will solve the
problems. To tackle the problems we must bring all the
measures together in a strategic way. We must also try
to tackle the problems through things like the respect
agenda, by encouraging people to learn to respect
themselves and others, by having in place laws that arm
the police to take action where they need to take action
and by enabling those in the community who want to
enjoy licensed venues to do so in a safe environment.
That is what this bill is about. It is about having
available an armoury of measures that can be used to
deal with the issues around drinking.
I want to talk also about the banning notices. The
member for Box Hill raised the issue of banning notices
in designated areas and asked whether this would
prevent someone from going to their place of work or
even where they live. He said that the legislation does
not deal with that issue. In fact the Liquor Control
Reform Act clearly deals with the issue.
Section 148B(6) provides:
A relevant police member cannot give a banning notice
referred to in subsection (1)(a) to a person if the member
believes or has reasonable grounds for believing that the
person lives or works in the designated area.

The act provides for a person to be banned from
licensed venues in an area but not from the area itself
or, if it is deemed necessary, from a designated area, but
not where it will impact on their private or working life.
I cannot see how the member for Box Hill could be
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confused by that. It is very clearly stated in the
legislation, and is therefore determined, how the police
will act when they issue banning notices.
I want to go to victim impact statements, because this
government has a very clear commitment to impact
statements. We also believe we have a responsibility to
help and support victims during their pain and
suffering. We probably all, unfortunately, have had
either constituents or people we know, friends or
family, who have been on the wrong side of such
experiences and have in fact been victims of crime. I
have had constituents walk through my door who have
been victims of crime and have been traumatised by
that. It is important that government is there to support
them.
I want to point out, though, that it was a previous
government, the Kennett Liberal government, that in
one callous stroke of the pen abolished compensation
for the pain and suffering of victims of crime. On the
one hand opposition members talk about the
importance of recognising and acknowledging the
victim, yet on the other hand they were prepared to sit
back and watch the assistance and compensation that
was being given to victims just written off as if it did
not matter. It does matter; it is all-important. It is why
this government will continue to work to improve how
we respond to and support the victims of crime.
We have made it clear that we are now being more
flexible about the way victim impact statements are
being made. We are allowing them to be made by the
victim or by someone on behalf of the victim, but we
are doing more than that. A working group will be
established within the Department of Justice to look at
ensuring that we are supporting the victims during that
process. Training will be put in place for police and
others who are dealing with victims of crime to ensure
that they inform victims about their rights, what
supports they have access to and how to quickly access
those supports that are in place, and to ensure that we
have a system that is capable of looking after these
victims.
We accept that the system is not perfect yet and that we
may never get it to perfection, because we are relying
on human beings, who are in essence imperfect.
However, we are working very hard to put in place the
best mechanisms we can to ensure that victims of crime
know where to go to get help, what they need to do to
make a victim impact statement and what the time lines
are. All of that will be dealt with to ensure that victims
get the support they need when they need it. It will
guarantee that the best job that can be done to support
victims will be done. As I said, we will always have
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imperfect systems so long as human beings run them —
people will make mistakes; some people will fall
through the net for one reason or another — but the
intent is to ensure that victims get support when they
need it. We will continue to look at ensuring that we are
putting in place the mechanisms to support victims of
crime. I commend this bill to the house.

looked as if it would lose its pub. The community came
in and took over the pub, because it considered the pub
to be absolutely essential to the fabric of the small
community. It is now in the hands of a private operator,
but again it is struggling to make ends meet because of
the additional imposition of the massive increase in
liquor licence fees.

Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to contribute to the
debate on the Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims
of Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010. It is
a pleasure to follow on from the member for Box Hill,
who as usual did an outstanding job in presenting the
issues associated with this legislation, and also the
member for Footscray, who spent some time putting
this legislation in a broader context. I do not oppose this
bill.

Another aspect touched on by the member for
Footscray was that of enforcement of legislation. Just
last week this side of the Parliament, the LiberalNationals coalition, announced a policy of 1600 more
police in the event that it is elected to government. It is
about having more police on the beat, not on the books.
If we are going to have police out on the beat with a
visible presence, it will do a lot to address the issue of
alcohol and drug-fuelled violence. Similarly we need to
have police in schools to develop respect between
young people who might be straying so they can
develop their own self-respect and respect for other
people and other people’s property.

I wish to concentrate on two aspects of the bill: firstly,
the issue of being tougher on drunks, on irresponsible
consumers of alcohol; and secondly, the improved
operational effectiveness of the Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal, particularly in relation to victim
impact statements. There are also amendments to the
Sentencing Act.
If we are considering being tougher on drunks and
people who have alcohol and drug-fuelled violence
issues, as the member for Footscray indicated, what is
proposed in this bill needs to be part of a larger raft of
measures, and she touched on some of them. We need
to start with encouraging the responsible consumption
of alcohol, and in that context we need to be
encouraging situations such as those that apply in our
not-for-profit clubs that are found throughout much of
Victoria, and certainly in country Victoria. It might be
members of the Tatong Cricket Club, who sit down
after a game to have a couple of coldies, share their
experiences and drink alcohol in a responsible manner.
Or it might be members of the Myrtleford Squash Club,
who do the same thing: have a few hits of the squash
racquet, work up a thirst and then sit down and relax
over a few drinks.
As we know, the functioning of those clubs in
achieving that outcome has been put at serious risk by
the massive increase in liquor licence fees. If we are
going to put this all in context, the massive increase in
liquor licence fees in some of these responsible alcoholserving venues needs to be looked at. The role of small
country pubs is another one — for example, the
situation of the Devenish Hotel. Devenish is a small
community on the outskirts of Benalla which lost its
cricket team a number of years ago because of the
waning population. Two or three years ago it lost its
football team after it had won a premiership. Then it

In this context we also need to address the issue of
social disadvantage. Just last week the Rural and
Regional Committee conducted public hearings in
Benalla on its inquiry into regional differences of social
disadvantage, particularly in regional Victoria. If we are
going to address issues of domestic violence and drug
and alcohol-fuelled violence, then we need to address
social disadvantage, because that is a predisposing
factor. The first need is to recognise that the problem
exists, and the second is to take initiatives on board. I
am sure when the committee reports back there will be
some very interesting recommendations about
supporting local initiatives to address this problem as
well as about the state government looking at some
policy changes.
Another thing we need to do to address the issue of
people being subjected to alcohol and drug-fuelled
violence and becoming victims of crime is to protect
our vulnerable people. On Monday a group of
parliamentarians went out to Footscray and visited the
Lentil As Anything restaurant, which I am sure the
member for Footscray would be aware of. Lentil As
Anything is an amazing organisation which looks after
vulnerable people in our society, providing food for the
homeless, shelter and a safe place to congregate for
people who often have mental health issues.
We sat down and listened to these people. When I say
‘we’ I mean the members for Prahran, Doncaster,
Ferntree Gully, Shepparton and Lowan. We sat down
and engaged with these people, who are amongst the
most vulnerable members of our society. One very
interesting case where a person — —
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stensholt) —
Order! I have been very indulgent with the member for
Benalla, but perhaps he could bring his contribution
back to the bill.
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victims of crime if they are not provided with
protection.

Dr SYKES — I am following the lead from the
member for Footscray, who was talking about putting
the provisions in this bill in the broader context that it
needs to be, in the words of the member of Footscray,
part of a raft of measures. I am saying you need to
protect these vulnerable people, and the services
provided by organisations such as Lentil As Anything
need to be supported.

That is where volunteer organisations such as Lentil As
Anything play such a tremendous role in helping these
vulnerable people. Often the homeless people on our
streets are there because of mental health issues.
Organisations such as Lentil as Anything provide them
with a sense of community and a sense of support. With
all of those measures in place we can continue to
reduce the problems. Finally, we need to enforce this
legislation, and that is where the coalition’s policy of
1600 additional police is fundamentally important.

I come now to the issue of victims of crime and their
being able to deliver impact statements, including by
allowing other people to do it on their behalf. I illustrate
the importance of the provision with an example from
Benalla where some years ago a young lady, Angela
Barker, was beaten to within an inch of her life by her
then partner. It was an absolutely tragic situation. The
medicos said, ‘Turn off the life support. She has no
hope’. But through enormous courage and support and
through the great love and support of her parents, Ian
and Helen, but also through the whole Benalla
community and in fact many other people, Angela has
recovered amazingly well. Although she could not
speak at the time her assailant was taken to court, she
has after a number of years recovered some of her
ability to speak. In terms of presenting the impact
statement at the time of the offender going to court,
Angela would not have been able to deliver.
Importantly the bill will address that sort of situation.

Ms RICHARDSON (Northcote) — I am very
pleased to rise to speak in support of the Justice
Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance
and Other Matters) Bill 2010 which builds on Labor’s
ongoing commitment to those who have suffered as a
consequence of a crime and ensures that their needs are
addressed. I am very pleased that today members
opposite have decided to support Labor’s efforts to
ensure that victims of crime are treated in an
appropriate manner, because their track record in this
area is not good. In fact it would be fair to say that
under the Kennett government the Liberals’ record in
relation to victims of crime was appalling. What did
members opposite do when they were last in
government? The previous Liberal government
abolished pain and suffering compensation for all
victims of crime, telling them, ‘If you want any
compensation, you will have to seek it directly from the
offender’.

We need to continue to provide support for people like
Angela, because the impact of the injuries she incurred
are lifelong. I still interact with Ian and Helen, as do
many people in the community, and as part of that
ongoing support the Benalla Trust Foundation was set
up to help local families in crisis. It coordinates the
delivery of community support, which comes in
addition to the routine support measures which are
made available through the government system.

But after the election of the Labor Party in this state, in
2000 I am very proud to say we reinstated state-funded
pain and suffering compensation, and in 2007 we
increased payments to victims by 30 per cent from
$7500 to $10 000. Since then $108 million has been
awarded for pain and suffering compensation —
payments that would not have been made under the
previous Kennett Liberal government. We believe this
$108 million is what victims are entitled to. This is not
the only form of state-funded compensation for victims
of crime. As well as pain and suffering compensation,
victims of crime can receive up to $60 000 in
compensation for counselling, lost wages, and medical
and other expenses.

Along with my colleagues in the Liberal-Nationals
coalition I see merit in the many aspects of this
legislation and will therefore not be opposing it. We see
merit in toughening up on drunks and on people
causing alcohol and drug-fuelled violence, particularly
alcohol-fuelled violence, but the measures need to be
put in the context of being part of a broader range of
measures that encourage responsible consumption of
alcohol, encourage respect for self, others and the
police, and encourage the protection of the vulnerable
members in our society, who are often likely to be

The member for Box Hill and other opposition
members have made reference to the Liberals’ new
found support for police and for increasing police
numbers. I say ‘new found’ because we all know the
previous Kennett Liberal government cut police
numbers by 800. Under the previous Kennett
government 800 police on the beat were gone. Today it
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is very difficult to believe a word members opposite say
about what they will do if they are ever — God
forbid — in a position to be in charge of police
numbers in the state.
The bill makes a number of significant improvements
for victims of crime, and in the brief time I have
available to me I want to concentrate on the changes
that have been made to victim impact statements. They
are already an established part of Victoria’s legal
processes. They are important as they provide a victim
with an opportunity to tell a court in their own words
how they have been affected by crime. We have
already made amendments to the Sentencing Act.
Judges must now take into account the impact of a
crime on a victim when determining a sentence, and
that is particularly important as in my view we have
seen some extraordinary judgements taking place.
The Labor government has plans to go further by
giving victims who choose to do so the right to read
their statement out in court and to include photographs
or a recording to demonstrate the impact of the crime.
Victims will also be given an opportunity to read their
statement via closed-circuit television, if that is what
they choose, or via a representative. They can also have
a limited number of people in court while the victim
impact statement is being read. They can require that
legal practitioners not robe up. These are very
important changes for victims of crime. Unfortunately I
have had a number of constituents come through my
door who have been the victim of a crime. I think they
will very much welcome the changes that are being
implemented as a consequence of the bill before the
house today.
There are a significant number of other amendments in
the bill, but I want to touch on the changes to the
Summary Offences Act to increase the maximum
penalties for offences of being drunk in a public place.
In my view this is very important. The bill also amends
the Liquor Control Reform Act to increase the penalty
for anyone who is violent, drunk or quarrelsome and
who has been requested to leave a licensed premise by
the licensee or by a member of the police. This is
important and particularly timely in the inner city,
where my electorate is based.
In recent weeks the City of Yarra has taken an
extraordinary decision to allow public drunkenness and
for restrictions to be imposed on people seeking to
encourage those who are obviously under the influence
of alcohol to move on. The council did this under the
guise of cultural sensitivity, but of course this has
obviously angered residents and angered various
shopkeepers in the area because they have seen a
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significant turnaround in levels of public drunkenness
and the like as a consequence of there being restrictions
in place. The City of Yarra, led by the Greens
councillors, stepped in and removed the restrictions,
and the residents and shopkeepers fear the consequence
that will come from its efforts. This will be a very
important signal to send to councillors at the City of
Yarra who supported this move, and I think it will be
important for the wider community as well.
The bill makes a range of other changes that are
important for victims of crime in particular, and I wish
it a speedy passage through the house.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to make a brief
contribution on the Justice Legislation Amendment
(Victims of Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill
2010. A number of matters are dealt with in this
particular bill: victim impact statements are one, and
changes to the way family violence procedures operate
are another. There are also some amendments in
relation to liquor. I am sure these are not the full
solution to violence and bad behaviour, but I suspect
other members will have more to say about that. There
are some changes in time limits in relation to the
Children’s Court and some other changes in relation to
the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal.
In the first instance I want to look at the clauses in
relation to victim impact statements. Victim impact
statements allow victims to relay the impact of the
crimes that were perpetrated on them and to convey to
the court how those crimes have impacted on their
lives. The point at which the impact statement is
delivered to the court is after a conviction has been
recorded. The impact statement is made by way of a
statutory declaration and/or sworn evidence as the court
sees fit, and the idea is that these statements may be
given consideration in sentencing.
Clauses 4 to 10 of the bill set out the changes the
government wishes to bring forward in relation to
victim impact statements. In essence the government is
going to allow a victim or a representative of a victim to
read a statement to the court. It is also expanding what a
victim impact statement may include. Clause 4 of the
bill amends the Children, Youth and Families Act, and
this provision is replicated in an amendment to the
Sentencing Act. Clause 4 states:
A victim impact statement may include photographs,
drawings or poems and other material that relates to the
impact of the offence on the victim or to any injury, loss or
damage suffered by the victim as a direct result of the offence.

The changes the government is proposing to introduce
in this bill have come about as a result of a report by the
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Victims Support Agency titled A Victim’s Voice —
Victim Impact Statements in Victoria. The secondreading speech clearly indicates the government’s
commitment to victim impact statements. In her speech
the member for Footscray said the government has a
clear commitment to victim impact statements, and
now I note that the Attorney-General is a champion of
victim impact statements.
I just want, as I often do, to bring a little perspective to
this debate, because it was of course the Kennett
government that introduced victim impact statements.
The ALP did not always support victim impact
statements as much as its members appear to support
them today in this chamber. As I participated in the
1994 debate, I remember very clearly the comments
made by members of the Labor Party at that time.
I refer in particular to the comments by the then shadow
Attorney-General, Neil Cole. He said:
The opposition supports the bill with some reservation.

He made that comment in the Parliament on 20 April
1994. He went on to say:
… the opposition in general terms has many problems with
victim impact statements. It is the opposition’s view that they
provide very little protection for the victim. Indeed, we on this
side of the house would argue … that the only value they
have is, firstly, to allow victims to participate in the process in
a manner which has not often happened in the past, and
secondly, to allow them in a sense to cleanse themselves of
their feelings about the crimes perpetrated upon them.

That was the ALP’s view on victim impact statements
when the Kennett government introduced them. This
was one of the great justice reforms by then AttorneyGeneral Jan Wade, and indeed by the Kennett
government. Neil Cole went on to say:
It is hard to accept that victim impact statements will make a
great deal of difference to sentencing. By and large they will
mirror what is provided in evidence in guilty pleas and will
reflect totally the evidence that has come out at a trial. Most
evidence of impact on victims comes out during the evidence
in a trial and judges should be fully aware of what has
happened.

Mr Cole — who I think was abysmally treated by the
ALP, just as an aside — went on to say:
I do not consider that the fact that a victim has not made a
statement directly to the judge should make any difference to
the sentence handed down. It should not have made any
difference in the past and should not make any difference
currently or in the future.

I remember what was said. I remember what was said
in the Parliament in 1994, and it is terrific that ALP
members have changed their minds on victim impact
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statements. I am delighted that they are now in the
chamber saying they wish to strengthen victim impact
statements, and I support those strengthening clauses in
the bill before the house.
I just wish to remind some of the younger, newer
members of Parliament that this was not always the
case. The ALP was not always a strong supporter of
victim impact statements. There may have been a range
of other speeches that were not completely supportive
of victim impact statements when the legislation was
brought in. It is such a great shame that I am limited in
time, but I well remember the Honourable Barry Pullen
speaking in the upper house on this particular issue and
expressing a range of reservations about the bill.
I also wish to comment in relation to some of the
changes to practices and procedures concerning family
violence. The bill will make some changes in relation to
family violence protection and stalking intervention,
including the extension of police search powers to
include seizure, to allow children to be the subject of
interim orders on the court’s initiative, to provide for
interim orders to extend final orders and to allow courts
to make interim orders based on the information in a
police family violence safety notice. Again we on this
side of the house have been most supportive of
advances in family violence.
When we were in government we enacted a range of
reforms. For example, we put in place a number of
procedural reforms to increase the number of
outworkers available to assist with family violence. I
have spoken in many of the debates on the AttorneyGeneral’s bills to improve the situation for victims of
family violence, who are mainly women. I have
supported, as has my party, many of those initiatives,
including a number of pilot initiatives, and I look
forward to the results of many of these programs as we
hear further from the Attorney-General. Those
measures in relation to family violence — a bit of
tweaking, if you like; a fixing up of the legislation —
are worthwhile. As I said, this is a broad-ranging bill,
and there will be a range of speakers who will have
much to say on the government’s handling of liquor
and what it thinks is an appropriate policy response to
some of the violence on our streets. I will leave that for
other speakers; I have spoken on that in the past.
I particularly want to use my limited time to draw
something to the attention of the house. I am sick of
coming to this chamber and hearing ALP members say
that anything that is for the social good is a fabulous
policy and giving the impression that the ALP thought
of it, enacted it and instigated it. Yet again with this
example it is not the case. Victim impact statements
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were put forward by the previous coalition government.
I remember the debate in 1994. It is a great shame there
are people who do not remember those debates.
Mr Wells interjected.
Ms ASHER — The member for Scoresby will
remember the 1994 debate on victim impact statements,
when the Labor Party was less than fulsome in its
support of many of the elements of the bill that was
then before the house. It is particularly important that
younger and newer Labor members understand this
point. This was a very good social reform of the
Kennett government, and I am pleased that in question
time today the Attorney-General of all people indicated
he was a bit of a fan of Jeff Kennett, and I am pleased
that he has now embraced one of Jeff Kennett’s key
social policies.
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — It is
an honour to speak today on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill 2010. It was enjoyable to hear the
historical context of victims of crime legislation and so
forth. It would have been nice if the member for
Brighton had shared her memories of the caucus
meeting of the Liberal Party when it abolished the pain
and suffering compensation for all victims of crime.
Obviously at the time that was a serious taking away of
the rights of victims of crime. For some reason the
previous government decided to abolish them.
This government believes it has a responsibility to
acknowledge the pain and suffering of victims in the
community — and it is a substantial responsibility. A
constituent of mine came to see me the other day
specifically about that matter. They were grateful that
we had reinstated pain and suffering compensation in
2000 and that in 2007 we increased it by 25 per cent.
The total amount awarded for pain and suffering over
previous years was about $108 million. This is not the
only form of compensation for victims of crime.
Victims of crime can receive up to $60 000 in
compensation for counselling, loss of wages and
medical expenses.
The bill is a wide-ranging one. It deals with various
matters. Firstly, it amends the Victims of Crime
Compensation Act. It will allow the delegation of
powers to the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal
judicial registrars to enable speedy decisions on
complex matters. It makes perfect sense to get people
who are well experienced in that area to deal with these
matters in a quicker and more dignified way in order to
help people who have been waiting a long time. The
bill will also facilitate interim awards for reasonable

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

safety-related expenses. In other words, we will be able
to assist victims in a speedier manner and not have
them sitting around waiting for hearings — for
example, victims will able to change locks on the doors
of a house straightaway.
The bill provides further reform in relation to victim
impact statements. They are very much an established
part of the Victorian legal process. We have already
made amendments to the Sentencing Act to provide
that judges must take victim impact statements into
consideration when determining a sentence, and we
intend to go further. The bill introduces the right to read
a victim impact statement in court and show
photographs and play recordings to demonstrate the
impact of the crime. They will also be able to do this by
closed-circuit television or via a representative or
having only a limited number of people in the court
while the victim impact statement is being read. That is
certainly going to make it a lot easier for those who
have suffered to get into court and read their statements.
This bill also deals with family violence. In my local
area the Narre Warren police station has a specific unit
led by a senior sergeant to deal with the serious issue of
family violence. There are other stations around
Victoria that also have specific units to deal with this
matter alone. For many years some people — I am not
suggesting the Liberal opposition — did not consider
this to be a serious issue in law enforcement. The
changes we have made have brought the family
violence issue into the current era and highlighted how
serious it is. If you look at the murder statistics and
things like that, you see that murder and mayhem is
more likely to occur within a family environment than
it is on an ad hoc basis out on the streets.
To date we have invested $100 million to deal with the
issue of family violence by reforming the response of
the law and the government services in this area. The
reforms will include stand-alone legislation to broaden
the definition of family violence and the provision of
greater powers for police to respond to after-hours crisis
situations. That is vital because it is the type of thing
that needs to be dealt with right there and then; it is not
the type of thing that can be dealt with in a couple of
weeks at a hearing in a Magistrates Court. We need to
be able to remove the perpetrators from the family
home using family violence notices. It is not acceptable
for people who are perpetrating family violence in a
home to be able to stay at the home that night and have
another opportunity to perpetrate further family
violence on the vulnerable.
These reforms will be critical in supporting the safety of
women and children and holding perpetrators
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accountable. We will continue to build on this critical
work through a 10-year family violence reform strategy
that will guide our efforts over the next decade. The
member for Brighton has said she has been supportive
of this, and I note that the opposition is supporting this
bill. The amendments in relation to family violence
include the inclusion of a child as a protected person at
the court’s initiative and the ability of the court to make
an interim intervention order based on a certified family
violence safety notice, broadening the basis slightly
from providing only oral evidence or an affidavit. This
is a great initiative for victims of crime, as at the
moment many cases may be dismissed or adjourned
because there is no affidavit and the police officer and
victim are not in attendance at court. We do not want
these matters to be just ignored; we need these matters
to be dealt with seriously.
Currently the government is reviewing victim
compensation. The government is committed to
strengthening the justice system’s focus on victims. The
harm caused by crime is particularly insidious. Victims
not only suffer immediate physical and monetary
damage but also often experience ongoing trauma,
increased fear and a sense of vulnerability. Financial
support for victims is important because consistent
recovery recognises the traumatic effects of crime and
holds offenders to account for the damage to their
victims. More than anything else it is also about getting
the message across to those who perpetrate such crimes
about the enormous damage they do to those who have
suffered from the violence. As such the government is
reviewing the crime compensation schemes to ensure
they are fair, clear and accessible for victims of crime. I
think that is very important.
One of the last points I will make is that the bill also
deals with entertainment precincts and increases the
number of hours for which a banning notice can apply
from 24 hours to 72 hours. It is a real benefit to keep
those hoons or whatever you like to call them — I call
them dingbats — out of entertainment precincts. The
bill defines certain entertainment precincts which have
since been designated in the areas of Melbourne CBD,
Chapel Street, St Kilda, Knox, Frankston, Ballarat,
Warrnambool, Geelong, Trafalgar and Shepparton.
These changes and these banning notices have been
welcomed by police, who will now be able to get these
morons out of entertainment precincts, send them home
and keep them out of these precincts for three days.
With that short contribution, I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr R. SMITH (Warrandyte) — I rise to speak on
the Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime
Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010, an omnibus
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bill. During my time here I have taken particular
interest in victims of crime, the crimes of which they
are the victims and how they are cared for after the
crime. With that in mind, I begin by focusing on the
part of the bill that deals with victim impact statements.
The bill allows victims or their representatives to read
out their victim impact statements and also include and
display photographs and other non-written material
with their statements.
It is instructive to look at the history of victim impact
statements. It goes back to what were known as the
Tate-LaBianca murders in California in 1969. Doris
Tate, the mother of one of the victims, Sharon Tate,
campaigned hard for many years to keep her daughter’s
murderers from getting parole and was instrumental in
the introduction into California law of the Victims’ Bill
of Rights, which was also known as proposition 8. That
bill was passed in 1982, and under that new law Doris
Tate was the first person to make a victim impact
statement at a parole hearing of one of her daughter’s
killers.
In Victoria the Victims of Crime Assistance League
pushed for the introduction of victim impact statements,
and they were introduced by the Kennett government’s
Attorney-General, Jan Wade, in 1994 as part of the
Liberal Party’s law and justice policy. For the first time
in Victoria this gave victims the right to be heard by
way of a victim impact statement and to relate the
manner in which the crime had affected their lives.
The current practice is that a statement can be
submitted by a victim, a relative of a homicide victim
or the parents of a child who has been sexually abused.
The statement will not be heard in any way before the
accused has been found guilty; the prosecutor may then
read out part or all of the statement in the court and a
judge or magistrate may refer to the statement during
sentencing. These changes enable the victim or his or
her appointed representative to read out all or part of
the victim impact statement, which may include
photographs, drawings, poems or other material that
relates to the impact of the offence on the victim or to
any injury, loss or damage suffered by the victim as a
result of the offence.
Provisions in the bill allow the courts to direct that
alternative arrangements be made for the reading aloud
of a victim impact statement, including that it be read
aloud from a place other than the courtroom by means
of closed-circuit TV or other facilities that enable
communication between that place and the courtroom,
that screens be used to remove the person reading the
statement from the direct line of vision of a child, or
that a person other than the person reading out the
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victim impact statement be beside that person for
emotional support.
These amendments arise from a report submitted by the
Victims Support Agency and commissioned by the
Attorney-General. The report is entitled A Victim’s
Voice — Victim Impact Statements in Victoria. As I
said, the Attorney-General directed the Victims Support
Agency to undertake research to assess the
effectiveness of victim impact statements. The agency
consulted quite a list of groups. Many of these are
government organisations, which possibly means we
had the situation of government advising government.
I have had some dealings with many of these
organisations, and I certainly have respect for them.
Unfortunately this list does not include either People
Against Lenient Sentencing or one of the state’s
foremost victims representative organisations, the
Crime Victims Support Association. Both Noel
McNamara and Steve Medcraft, the respective
presidents of these respective organisations, have
represented victims of crime for many years, so it is
disappointing that they were not consulted when the
Victims Support Agency put together this report, and
that subsequent to the bill’s introduction to Parliament
they have not been afforded an opportunity by the
government to review what is in the bill.
It is evident from this that the government’s process of
consultation has not changed all that much. Parts of the
community feel that the government at times directs a
review with an outcome in mind and omits from the
consultation process those who the government feels
may not be completely in line with the government’s
direction or who might want the government to make
far more sweeping changes than the government is
prepared to make.
Some criticisms were levelled at the Kennett
government by a former member for Altona,
Ms Marple, during a 1994 debate on the Sentencing
(Victim Impact Statement) Bill, which introduced
victim impact statements. She said:
The government has often shown that it does not listen to
groups because it believes they are not important. The
government appears to have been rather selective in its view.

In 2010 a number of victims groups think that exact
criticism could be levelled at the government of the
day.
For the record, while the government did not seek the
views of People Against Lenient Sentencing or the
Crime Victims Support Association, I certainly did. I
will read out a short passage from the presidents of each
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of those organisations, Steve Medcraft and Noel
McNamara, for the record. Steve Medcraft, from
People against Lenient Sentencing, said about the bill:
Whilst we find the changes an improvement there is an area
that needs clarification and that is where the court gives its
approval to the statement. Does this mean that the defence has
the opportunity to change the wording or have certain
sections removed from a victim’s statement as they do at
present? If not, then the changes will be accepted with open
arms.

We know that this legislation does allow for a victim
impact statement to be edited by the court. I note in
passing that similar legislation in the United States does
not have such provisions.
Noel McNamara of the Crime Victims Support
Association said:
… we welcome the legislation on victims’ rights to address
the judiciary with VIS —

victim impact statement —
as a very small step in balancing up victims’ rights.

That is very positive. It is unfortunate that the latter part
of what he had to say really addressed the issue that this
government and the Attorney-General have a very long
way to go in addressing the issue of justice for victims.
It is interesting to see that it has taken this Brumby
Labor government 10 years to research the victim
impact statement and its effectiveness and impact on
the justice system and on victims of crime, given that
while in opposition and during the debate on the
introduction of the victim impact statement legislation
in 1994 the Labor Party spoke very strongly about the
importance of revisiting this issue and monitoring its
use. As I say, it is interesting that after 10 or 11 years in
office the government has only just brought this
legislation into the house and only recently did the
Attorney-General commission the Victims Support
Agency report.
Further to that as part of the debate the then Labor Party
opposition expressed concern about the fact that a
person could be cross-examined on their victim impact
statement and also stated its position that while in its
view the victim impact statement was a very good
cleansing tool for victims, it doubted that the statement
would have much of an impact on sentencing.
It is good to see the Attorney-General has finally
realised that crime does in fact have its victims. It is
good to see that he is actually acknowledging some of
the provisions that victims would like to see introduced.
When he was appointed as Attorney-General he flatly
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refused to meet with some victims of crime advocates,
and added insult to injury by labelling some of them as
whingers. A former member for Springvale, Edward
Micallef, suggested during the debate that then
Attorney-General Jan Wade was introducing the victim
impact statement legislation only to pander to various
victims lobby groups such as People Against Lenient
Sentencing. The Attorney-General also seems a little
more informed about victim impact statements now,
which is in contrast to a grandiose statement he made in
this house in August 2004, when he boldly announced:
I am pleased to announce today that we will be considering an
amendment to the Sentencing Act which specifically directs
the judiciary to consider the impact of the offence on the
victim in sentencing.

So out of touch was the Attorney-General that he did
not realise that Jan Wade had already introduced that
same provision 10 years before that, in 1994, a fact
which members on this side of the house certainly
pointed out to him the next day.
Other provisions of the bill allow for an increase in
penalties for various drunkenness offences. It must
have been very difficult for the Attorney-General to
introduce these provisions into the house, since we all
know that he had proposed to completely decriminalise
public drunkenness and in effect give violent drunks a
bit of a warm cuddle by way of a protective care
regime. It must have been particularly galling for the
Attorney-General to have his plan overturned in cabinet
by someone as ineffectual as our police minister, with
the result being the provisions in this bill.
In closing I support the comments made by the member
for Box Hill when he said the best way to support
victims is to ensure that there are fewer victims. A
range of measures can be taken to ensure that. We
could abolish home detention, abolish suspended
sentences and provide a whole lot more police. It
baffles me that the government is resisting introducing
any of these matters. Certainly it has the power to do so,
but for some reason it seems content to see a parade of
victims coming across our TV screens on a nightly
basis and in the pages of our daily media. I am not sure
I understand why the government is so resistant to
introducing measures that will reduce the number of
victims in this state.
In closing, the opposition is not opposing this bill. I will
leave it at that.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to support
the bill. I should say I have a particular interest in the
victims of crime aspects because several years ago I did
a review of the administration and management of
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assistance for victims of crime, which occurred not only
in the Department of Justice but also in the then
Department of Human Services. There are quite a range
of activities that support victims of crime.
I can assure the member for Warrandyte, who has just
concluded his contribution, that everyone, and I am
sure it is everybody — certainly everybody on this side
of the house — does care about victims of crime, does
understand and does have a strong appreciation of the
impact of crime. While the member attempted to give
us a history lesson and tried to tell us that crime has its
victims, I am very much aware that it was the Liberal
Party that took away — abolished — pain and suffering
compensation for all victims of crime in one callous
legislative act. That probably occurred at midnight, and
probably in an omnibus bill as well!
I remember campaigning in 1999 and doorknocking at
a house where I talked to a grieving mother about the
fact — I will just change the facts slightly so she cannot
be recognised — that one of her children had been
killed. She was horrified that the ability to seek
compensation for pain and suffering had just been taken
away. At that stage I was relatively new to politics and
doorknocking, but it certainly moved me at the time. I
think former Premier Jeff Kennett told victims that if
they wanted any compensation they would have to seek
it from offenders.
I cannot quite remember but there is a story about a red
coat being involved and the assertion that victims
getting crime compensation might spend it on a red
coat. I might have the wrong allusion, but certainly the
implication was that this compensation money might
well be spent by people in lower socioeconomic
registers on something which really would not help.
It is one of the proud achievements of this government
that in 2000 it restored state-funded compensation for
pain and suffering. This is provided through the courts.
Other supporters provide compensation through the
courts such as the Magistrates Court through the
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal (VOCAT). Quite
a lot of money has been provided to victims of crime.
Since the Labor government was elected in 1999 nearly
$300 million has been awarded to victims, and a record
$50 million is expected to be awarded this financial
year.
Not only did the Labor government restore the pain and
suffering compensation, which I think the previous
member mentioned is $108 million or so, to
25 000 victims of crime, but also, as I mentioned, did a
review of the management of assistance to victims of
crime. The member for Warrandyte talked about
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consultation. I was on a body that carried out a review
into services for victims of crime, and so were some
other leading Victorians. We consulted virtually
everybody. We travelled around the state. We talked to
everybody. It is an area about which one has to show a
lot of empathy. You need to listen and to hear what
people say. You need to show compassion and
understand what is going on in order to try to get the
best possible assistance measures for people who are
victims of crime.
We believe we ended up with a report which made
quite good recommendations to the minister and led to
the formation of the agency. One of the things we
talked about in that report was the need to maintain the
research capacity, and we were quite directive and
focused in terms of the research that the agency should
do. I am very pleased that the basis of the changes here
is a report by the agency which is called A Victim’s
Voice — Victim Impact Statements in Victoria. I think
the emphasis on listening and having a fuller capacity
to listen is very important.
Of course victims can have the opportunity to tell the
court in their own words about the impact of the crime
on them, and various measures can be put in place so
that the stress on the victim can be reduced. I might add
that legislation was brought before the house a number
of years ago by this government that would assist in
reducing stress on witnesses by enabling them to
provide statements not necessarily in the court but from
another room outside the court.
This legislation is in line with the previous legislation in
that it aims to reduce the stress on victims and enable
them to express themselves in their own words. It
allows them to use images also. They can get the
prosecutor or other members of the family to read parts
of their statement. This represents a huge improvement
in the ability of victims to get their views across.
As I said, a statement could be read on closed-circuit
TV by a representative, there could be a limit on the
number of people permitted in the courtroom or the
way the courtroom was organised could be altered to
make it less overwhelming for a victim, with legal
practitioners being asked not to wear wigs and robes.
I am strongly supportive of this, just from my own
experience with victims of crime. I am also very proud
of the fact that several years ago we increased the funds
available to victims of crime. This legislation does not
just enable victim impact statements but also makes
amendments to the Victims of Crimes Assistance
Tribunal. We know that a review on compensation for
victims of crime is being conducted at the moment. I
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am sure that Noel McNamara has already been
consulted on this matter. Consultation is something that
we do and we do that extensively. I support the
amendments in this bill to enable the court to do its
work in a smoother sort of manner. I have my own
views on what is the best way of providing long-term
assistance to victims of crime, and I will provide them
to the minister in due course as part of this review.
I noticed the member for Box Hill also talked about
courts. He criticised the handling of the court waiting
lists. I hope he has had a discussion with the Chief
Justice of Victoria and perhaps the other heads of courts
on this matter. I expect their view might be that they are
responsible for the management of such waiting lists
rather than the shadow Attorney-General. I am aware
that the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee has
suggested to the Auditor-General that he review the
management of court waiting lists.
The other aspect I should mention — and I know the
member for Benalla as well as other members raised
this, and it is something which I am also very much
supportive of — is that in dealing with disorderly
conduct and the effects of liquor we very much need to
have a community response of action by all. Yes, we do
need tougher laws, and they are here in this particular
bill and various other acts, but we also need a
community response, a community understanding and
indeed a changed community understanding of the
impact of liquor and how to handle the consumption of
alcohol in a responsible way. We need a full suite of
measures, including consultative ones, formative ones
and educational ones as well as the necessary ones,
which are using the force of the law and using the extra
police the Brumby government has provided,
particularly in the city. I know that some of these
measures are working.
Mr O’BRIEN (Malvern) — It is a pleasure to rise to
speak on the Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims
of Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010,
which my colleagues on this side of the house have
already indicated the opposition does not oppose. I will
focus my remarks on part 5 of the bill, which is headed
‘Provisions related to liquor and disorderly conduct’. I
do so as the opposition’s shadow Minister for
Consumer Affairs, the portfolio that deals with liquor
licensing matters.
The first question I have to pose is: can we trust this
government when its members say that they are
increasing the penalties for public drunkenness? We
know that that goes against the personal stated views of
the Deputy Premier and Attorney-General. He opposes
the criminalisation of public drunkenness. Our Deputy
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Premier thinks it should be a legal right to walk around
the streets while drunk. One can only speculate, it may
even be unparliamentary to speculate, as to why the
Deputy Premier has a personal interest in making sure
that it is not illegal to wander around the streets while
drunk. One might ask whether his next trick will be
talking about making it okay to abuse young women in
pubs, because that is also something that is very much
on the record when it comes to this AttorneyGeneral — this defender of women’s rights, I do not
think!
Let us look at the record and see what the AttorneyGeneral has said about public drunkenness. I refer to an
article from the Age dated 29 April 2007, which states:
Attorney-General Rob Hulls has wanted to bring Victoria’s
public drunkenness laws into line with those of other states
for a long time.
He told the Sunday Age that the Department of Human
Services and the Department of Justice were now discussing
‘a way forward’ from what he has called ‘the Dark Ages’.

We have an Attorney-General, a Deputy Premier, a
chief law officer of this state, who thinks that having an
offence of public drunkenness is reflective of the Dark
Ages. This is an example of why this government
cannot be trusted when it comes to questions of public
order.
I refer also to an article from 29 November 2007 from
the Herald Sun on the same issue, which states:
Public drunkenness would be decriminalised and trouble-spot
venues charged more to operate in a $20 million anti-booze
offensive to be considered by the state government.
…
Details of the proposal are contained in a high-level
departmental submission seen by the Herald Sun.
The submission reveals Attorney-General Rob Hulls —

there is that name again —
wants to decriminalise public drunkenness …

We have an Attorney-General who is on the record as
stating that he does not like public drunkenness being
an offence. Yet we are supposed to believe this
government when that same person comes into this
house and puts a bill before it that modestly increases
penalties for public drunkenness. We know where his
heart is. We know that if it were not the fact that this is
an election year, he would be introducing bills into this
place to decriminalise public drunkenness, and we are
pretty sure that is exactly what will happen if this
government manages to sneak back into office at the
election this year. This is just smoke and mirrors. This
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is window-dressing, because we know where the dark
heart of the Attorney-General is when it comes to
public drunkenness. We know what the real agenda is.
The modest changes being proposed in this bill in
relation to public drunkenness are still soft compared to
what this side of the house has already put out as its
policy. In the most obvious comparison, the
government in this bill is increasing the penalty for
failing to leave a licensed premises when drunk, violent
or quarrelsome from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty units.
On Monday, 22 March this year the Leader of the
Opposition put out a press release entitled ‘Coalition to
introduce tough new liquor offences’. One of those
increased penalties is for failing to leave a licensed
premises when drunk, violent or quarrelsome.
Under a Baillieu government the on-the-spot penalty
will be increased not from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty
units but to 5 penalty units. Already, on that one
discrete measure, we have shown that we are tougher
than the government when it comes to these sorts of
antisocial, alcohol-fuelled offences. More than that, we
have our heart in these measures because we actually
believe in them, unlike members opposite. On that issue
the government has shown that it is softer than the
coalition.
On another issue, we have announced that we will
introduce new offences. If this government wanted to
try to convince people that it is serious about tackling
public order offences related to alcohol, it would
introduce new offences, and it has not done so. We
have announced that we will follow Western
Australia’s lead in introducing a new offence providing
that somebody who has been ejected from a licensed
venue will not be allowed to loiter in the vicinity. The
common experience of police officers, publicans and
licensed hotel staff is that often trouble is caused when
somebody who is not allowed into a venue because
they have had too much to drink hangs around outside
abusing the bouncers, trying to provoke fights and
abusing other patrons. There is a need for a specific
tough offence that prohibits that sort of conduct. This
government is too weak to introduce it. We have
announced that a Baillieu coalition government will do
just that.
Another problem is that often security staff might
exclude somebody who is behaving inappropriately or
has had too much to drink and those staff are
complying with their legal obligation to make sure
drunk people do not remain on the premises. However,
those people who have been excluded often try to sneak
back in. We need to strengthen the hands of responsible
licensees by sending a message that once you have
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been excluded from a place for the night it is time to go
home. We will introduce a measure to make it an
offence for somebody who has been excluded from a
licensed premises to return within 24 hours. Again, this
government is too soft to undertake the policy work
needed to support the introduction of the sort of new
offences and penalties we need to try to make our
streets safer for the very decent majority.
The government is trumpeting the fact that it is going to
increase the scope of banning notices from 24 hours to
72 hours. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services was quite dismissive of the new offences that
we announced recently. He said, ‘That is no good. We
have banning notices’, but banning notices do not
operate across the state. They only operate in 13 or so
designated areas, so you might be subject to a banning
notice in King Street but not at the MCG, or you might
be subject to a banning notice in parts of Frankston but
not in my electorate. As a coalition we believe we
should have laws that provide tough powers for police
and tough penalties for offenders across the length and
breadth of the state. We should not be singling out
particular areas and saying, ‘We will have really tough
banning notices here’ but the police go empty handed
right across the rest of Victoria. That is a nonsense. I
would have preferred to have seen the government not
just saying, ‘We are going to increase the provisions for
banning notices from 24 hours to 72 hours’ but doing a
little bit more homework to explain what police are
expected to do outside of the designated areas where
there are no banning notice powers. Again, it seems like
that is just too much hard work for members opposite.
The coalition supports the modest changes in penalties
that we see in this bill, but there is so much more that
really needs to be done. It is interesting that the
government seems to have some bizarre view that
members on this side of the house were not supportive
of banning notices. I keep hearing this fiction from the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and in fact
I think I have heard it from the member for Yan Yean. I
hope I will be able to enlighten her before she makes
her contribution to the debate because when you go
through Hansard you can see that not at one single
stage did members of this side of the house ever oppose
or ever vote against banning notice provisions. That is
on the record. In fact I have been delighted to have been
able to put out a number of fact-check press releases
pointing out some of the mistruths that have been
peddled by members opposite, and it is good to see that
the press no longer reports those mistruths because it is
now aware of the truth and is aware that government
members coming out here and saying that black is
white does not make it so.
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We know members opposite are committed to the
decriminalisation of public drunkenness; the AttorneyGeneral and Deputy Premier is on the record as having
supported that. He regards criminalising public
drunkenness as being in the Dark Ages.
The question that Victorians have to face in the months
between now and 27 November is: do they support
members opposite who have done nothing substantial
in relation to public offences in the time they have been
in office and speak with forked tongues, or do they
support the coalition’s tough approach that will make
our streets safe again?
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — It gives me great
pleasure to join the debate on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill. I am very pleased to be following the
contribution of the member for Malvern. He spent some
time reflecting on the commitment of the AttorneyGeneral and questioned the genuineness of the
government’s commitment in this important area of
public policy. We have a bill before the house,
introduced and second read by the Attorney-General,
which refers to increasing the penalties related to public
drunkenness. The ink is on the paper, it is in Hansard,
and I suggest that the member for Malvern read it there.
I think the reason the member for Malvern was trying
to reflect on others is he does not want his own record
in this important area of public policy discussed, and he
accuses the government of being too soft. What a
rewrite of his own and the Liberal Party’s position on
this! These people think they can come in here and
make outrageous statements; they think that their
previous statements are not actually on the public
record and that people have short memories.
I was in this chamber at the time we were talking about
introducing banning notices and giving police the
power to move people on. I recall that the members for
Malvern and Kew were suggesting that police should
have to take those matters before a magistrate. What a
ridiculous thing to even suggest. This is about taking
firm action and giving police the powers they need to
deal with this very difficult area. Our record is
absolutely clear. We introduced those powers for the
police, and they are working. The number of
infringement notices issued under the move-on powers
totals about 4000. We take these matters seriously, and
the evidence is there. We are committed to this, unlike
those on the other side.
Mr O’Brien — Move-on powers and banning
notices are two different things.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Malvern has had his chance and
should not interject across the chamber like that.
Mr Wells — He was just trying to clarify — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Scoresby should likewise not interject.
Ms GREEN — Who could forget the banner
headline from the Herald Sun of 6 December 2007
‘Booze bust — Libs sink laws to make our city safer’?
Mr O’Brien — Who wrote that? Who was the
journo?
Ms GREEN — It is from the Herald Sun. The
proposed new laws at that time sought to give police
the power to ban troublemakers from designated
entertainment precincts for 24 hours. This lot on the
other side did not support that. Members were
embarrassed and dragged into supporting changes in
this important area of public policy, and now they are
trying to rewrite history and reflect on the AttorneyGeneral’s and the government’s commitment to this
important area of public policy.
The bill before the house also deals with the important
issue of supporting victims of crime. I note the
comments of the member for Warrandyte, who is a
first-term member and either does not know his history
or is trying to mislead the community about the Liberal
Party’s shabby record on supporting victims of crime. It
was under the Liberal Party’s watch that the
government cruelly took away support for victims of
crime, which meant they were no longer able to get
compensation for pain and suffering. How cruel!
I am really proud that one of the first acts of this
government was to reintroduce support for victims of
crime. The measures in this bill are another example of
how it wants to support victims of crime. In 2000 the
government reinstated compensation for pain and
suffering. In 2007 it increased the payments to victims
by 30 per cent, from $7500 to $10 000. A total of
$108 million has been awarded for pain and suffering
compensation, payments that this government, unlike
the Liberal Party, believes victims should be entitled to.
This is not the only form of state-funded compensation
for victims of crime. As well as compensation for pain
and suffering, victims of violent crime can receive up to
$60 000 in compensation for counselling, lost wages,
medical bills and other expenses.
The government is also continuing to find ways to treat
victims of crime with the respect and compassion they
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deserve and to create a justice system that best
facilitates their needs. That is why we are making
amendments to the Victims of Crime Assistance Act to
allow delegation of powers to Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal registrars to assist with speedier
decisions for less complex matters and to facilitate
interim awards of reasonable safety-related expenses so
that victims can change locks or have urgent repairs
made on windows or doors in family violence cases. At
the moment these can be held up as the tribunal has to
establish exceptional circumstances. This amendment
will give support to those victims and means that those
matters can be dealt with urgently and without delay.
In relation to victim impact statements, we really
believe victims’ voices are vital if we are to have justice
being seen to be done. Victim impact statements are
already an established part of the Victorian legal
process, and they are important because they provide
the victim with the opportunity to tell the court in their
own words how they have been affected by crime. We
have already made amendments to the Sentencing Act
so that judges have to take into account the impact of
the crime on victims when determining the sentence.
The bill before the house is going to go further so that
victims have the right to read their victim impact
statement in the court and to include photographs or a
recording to demonstrate the impact of the crime.
Victims will also be able to read their statements via
closed-circuit television or via a representative, limit the
number of people in the court while the victim impact
statement is being read and require legal practitioners
not to robe.
In relation to family violence I am proud to be part of a
government that has invested over $100 million to
reform the law and government services in the area of
family violence. There are amendments which include
the child as a protected person on the court’s own
initiative, which give the opportunity for the court to
make an intervention order based on certified family
violence safety notices, and which broaden the
provisions slightly from only oral evidence or an
affidavit. This is a great initiative for victims, as at the
moment cases may be dismissed or adjourned because
there is no affidavit or the police officer or victim is not
in attendance at court.
In conclusion, this is another piece of very progressive
legislation proposed by this government. We are
committed to reform in this area, unlike those opposite.
I commend the bill to the house.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
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Mr CRISP (Mildura) — I rise to make a
contribution to debate on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill 2010. The Nationals in coalition are not
opposing this bill. The purpose of the bill is to make a
range of amendments to the Victims of Crime
Assistance Act 1996, the Sentencing Act 1991, the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005, the Family
Violence Protection Act 2008, the Stalking Intervention
Orders Act 2008, the Infringements Act 2006, the
Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 and the Summary
Offences Act 1966.
I will go through the provisions of the bill. The bill
makes it clear that victims or their representatives may
read aloud their victim impact statements in court and
may include or display non-written material such as
photographs. This is to further assist the court and
victims of crime. It allows the court to permit a
representative nominated by the victim to read a victim
impact statement. This takes into account that some
people are simply not up to doing this task in court. It
allows the court to apply vulnerable witness protection
arrangements such as the use of closed-circuit
television to victims and others giving victim impact
statements, allows the Chief Magistrate to delegate
powers to the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal
and registrars, and provides for a category of reasonable
safety-related expenses that can be paid to victims,
including on an interim basis.
The bill also makes changes in relation to family
violence protection and stalking interventions,
including provisions to extend police search powers to
include seizure, allow children to be the subject of
interim orders on the court’s initiative, provide for
interim orders to extend final orders and allow courts to
make interim orders based on the information in the
police family violence safety notice. It requires a court
in considering whether to refuse to admit or limit the
use of a family violence safety notice to consider
whether it is reasonably practicable to obtain oral or
affidavit evidence.
It provides for an extension of the time limit for
commencing a proceeding for a summary offence in the
Children’s Court, which was previously reduced from
12 months to 6 months. In various cases this has caused
some difficulties, and I note that during debate on that
matter in this house it was pointed out that the sixmonth rule was going to cause problems, and here we
are fixing it.
The bill increases the infringement penalty amount
under the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 for being
drunk, violent or quarrelsome or refusing or failing to
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leave a licensed premises when requested to do so from
2 penalty units to 4 penalty units. This is something that
is very much in the minds of country people at the
moment. There is an awful lot of consideration in our
communities of how people behave in an antisocial
way when they are intoxicated. I think it is very much a
case of people wanting a greater police presence. They
want to see preventive policing rather than reactive
policing; as we all know, prevention is better than cure.
Where people have had too much to drink we would
much rather they just went home. For older people that
seems like a wise bit of advice, but it does not seem to
get through to many people.
That leads on to the next part of the bill, which allows
for banning notices under the Liquor Control Reform
Act to be issued for up to 72 hours instead of 24 hours.
Perhaps that will persuade people to go home when
they have had enough to drink rather than becoming
quarrelsome, particularly in the streets, which are being
shared by other people.
The bill also increases the maximum penalty for
various offences around drunkenness and disorderly
conduct, and increases penalties generally. This
legislation is sending a message about the sort of
antisocial behaviour you see on the streets; that is why
The Nationals are not opposing it. But in order to do all
of this you certainly need to have more police out there.
Again, as I say, it needs to be preventive policing, and
the coalition has put forward a plan to achieve that, to
deliver on that commitment to the community to
increase those numbers so that the penalties that are
here can be enforced. That is something that country
people are looking for. They want to be able to walk
their streets safely. If there is a problem, they want to
know that a police officer is not far away and can move
this issue forward by persuading people to go home
rather than letting it become a big issue.
That is very much where I think we are — just looking
for a better result on this drunken and antisocial
behaviour on our streets. Our country towns are
beautiful and are wonderful places to live, but they are
being spoilt by a minority who go out and ruin it for
everybody. Again, those extra police will make a
difference and restore people’s confidence in our
country communities.
Mr SCOTT (Preston) — It gives me pleasure to
support the Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of
Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010. Before
going through the various provisions in the bill, I note
that, in part, this bill is the result of a report entitled A
Victim’s Voice — Victim Impact Statements in Victoria
produced by the Victims Support Agency. Looking at
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that report while preparing to speak on this bill made
me think a bit more deeply about the role victim impact
statements have in our society, particularly in our
judicial system. It put into context how criminal law is
adversarial and based on common-law principles where
the crime is traditionally treated as a harm against the
state rather than the individual. This adversarial process
constitutes a contest between the prosecution,
representing the interests of the wider public; the
defence, representing the interests of the accused; and
the judge, acting as an impartial arbiter. This highlights
the fact that traditionally there has not been a role for
the victim in this process in the way we are recognising
here. A Victim’s Voice states that victim impact
statements (VISs):
… provide victims with a way of expressing their feelings
about the crime and its impact on their life, providing victims
with a voice during the sentencing process.

That is a very important thing to note in the debate
regarding victim impact statements.
The report includes a discussion about the role and
purpose of victim impact statements, particularly
consultations with victims support and witness
assistance services, where the primary purpose of
victim impact statements was identified as:
… a therapeutic one in which the victim can communicate the
impact of the crime to the court and ‘tell their story’.
Legal professionals also identified the therapeutic and
communicative purpose of VISs in sentencing and mentioned
its function in informing the court about the impact of the
crime on the victim. It was noted that in some cases, VISs can
contain additional information not available at trial.

It is important to note that a shift has taken place in our
community whereby the victim has become a more
important person in the process, and this has been
reflected by the actions of this Parliament. The impact
of the crime on the person has been given greater voice
in the judicial process. That is a good and positive
development.
As has happened with other members, although there is
a clear separation of powers, persons who have been
victims of crime have come to my office, to me as a
member of Parliament, and expressed strong distress
and the sense of personal violation they have felt after
becoming victims of crime. That response is not just
about physical crimes. Persons who have been robbed
have a sense that their property has been violated and
that they have lost a certain amount of control over their
lives. It is very difficult for people to recover from that.
Victim impact statements are a very positive
development which add to the judicial process and are
something I wholeheartedly support.
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Turning to the details of the bill, the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill 2010 amends the Sentencing Act 1991
and the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 to
clarify that victims may read aloud their victim impact
statement in the court and that a victim impact
statement may include non-written and other material. I
understand that was a recommendation in the
A Victim’s Voice report.
The bill amends the Victims of Crime Assistance Act
1996 to allow the Chief Magistrate to delegate powers
to judicial registrars and creates a new award category
of safety-related expenses. The delegation of powers to
judicial registrars is in order to simplify and expedite
processes, and that is a worthwhile innovation. The new
award category of safety-related expenses is a logical
response to a certain type of crime where persons may
feel their safety is at risk and may have to, say,
purchase locks or other materials, and that is a very
sensible amendment.
The bill makes procedural amendments to the Family
Violence Protection Act 2008 and the Stalking
Intervention Orders Act 2008 to address technical and
operational amendments required to improve the
intervention order system for victims of family violence
and stalking. I hope I speak for all members in
expressing my utter contempt for persons who
perpetrate family violence. Family violence is almost
always a cowardly crime committed by persons who
abuse their positions of power and relationships within
families to commit hideous acts of violence that can
often impair people for the rest of their lives.
The bill amends the Children, Youth and Families Act
2005 with respect to the children and young persons
infringement notice system and the Infringements Act
2006 in relation to commencing proceedings against a
child for an infringement matter.
The bill amends the Summary Offences Act 1966 and
the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 to increase the
financial penalties for certain drunkenness and public
order offences. It also amends the Liquor Control
Reform Act to increase the maximum duration of
banning notices from 24 to 72 hours.
I, like many other members, welcome these changes.
As a society we have made a decision to take more
seriously violence stemming from alcohol abuse.
Violence has no place in our society, and alcoholrelated violence should be minimised wherever
possible. Unfortunately there will never be a society
that is fully free of violence, but an attitude such as that
which has existed sometimes in the past where a certain
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level of violence is tolerated is one we should seek to
avoid. As a community we should not accept assaults as
a normal part of our lives. People should be able to
walk freely through the streets regardless of the time or
place.
This is an excellent piece of legislation which builds on
this government’s record of giving victims, particularly
in relation to the victim impact statements, a voice in
sentencing matters. This is an important step our
community is taking to ensure that not only the state
and the defendant are represented in the judicial process
but that the voices of victims are heard as well. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) — I too rise to speak
on the Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of
Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010. The
main purpose behind this bill is to make amendments to
several acts, including the Victims of Crime Assistance
Act 1996, the Sentencing Act 1991, the Children,
Youth and Families Act 2005, the Family Violence
Protection Act 2008, the Stalking Intervention Orders
Act 2008, the Infringements Act 2006, the Liquor
Control Reform Act 1998 and the Summary Offences
Act 1966.
Some of the main provisions of the bill include
allowing victims or their representatives as nominated
to read aloud a victim impact statement before
sentencing in court. They can also now display nonwritten material; in other words, photographs or some
other sort of representation. This can be done to let an
offender know how the victim is feeling, but it can also
help a judge make a decision about a relevant sentence.
The bill will also allow a victim to have a representative
in court, so if it is all too much for somebody to read a
statement — if it is too emotional — a representative
can stand up in court and read it for them. In extreme
cases they can also make their statement via closedcircuit television (CCTV) or other transmission. If
some sort of evidence needs to be given and again it is
too traumatic for a victim — and I am sure we can all
think of circumstances where that might be the case —
they will be able to give that testimony via CCTV.
The bill allows the Chief Magistrate to delegate some
of the powers of the Victims of Crime Assistance
Tribunal to judicial registrars, which will help to spread
a little of the workload. The problem with that, of
course, is that the lists at VOCAT will become fuller,
because crime is on the increase in the state. I know
those opposite do not want us to say that. Certainly, if
you have bicycle theft on your mind the statistics show
that sort of thing has gone down, but crimes against the
person and violent crime are up in the state. Will
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VOCAT then become overburdened just as the court
system is now? With the escalation of crime there will
be an escalation in the workload.
There are new measures in the bill in relation to family
violence protection and stalking intervention. Police
will receive extended search powers to include seizure,
which has not been included before. The bill allows
children to be the subject of interim orders. There is
also provision for an extension of final orders on an
interim basis, and it will allow courts to make interim
orders based on the information in a police family
violence safety notice.
The bill allows for an extension of the time limit for
commencing a proceeding for a summary offence in the
Children’s Court. This is something we debated quite
extensively regarding an earlier bill when the time it
takes to bring a case to court was reduced from
12 months to 6 months. I remember saying at the time it
was certainly not a good measure. It opens us up to all
sorts of cases not being able to come before the court
because the time will be restricted. With all the
tinkering around the edges the government has been
doing on bills like this which restrict what police can
do — obviously evidence gathering is quite difficult,
and as we saw not long ago with the questionability of
DNA evidence and the fact that a laboratory closed, the
window of time under the statute of limitations has
become very narrow — I think we got it wrong with the
last bill. Now we see, if you like, a slight revocation of
that, and in certain circumstances there will be an
ability to extend the time for commencing that
procedure in the Children’s Court.
The bill doubles penalties under the Liquor Control
Reform Act 1998 for being drunk, violent or
quarrelsome, or refusing or failing to leave licensed
premises when requested to do so from 2 penalty units
to 4 penalty units. There will also be an extension of the
banning notices available, and I want to talk a little bit
about that. Under the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998
banning notices allow people to be banned from
licensed premises for 24 hours. That time will be tripled
to 72 hours. Our side of the house has said we will
extend that much further to up to two years, which is
quite a substantial difference.
I was speaking to a friend of mine who owns a couple
of very good bars in Melbourne. He said, ‘Of course the
problem with this is it does not matter how long you
ban people for, because there will be more parties out in
the suburbs’. The problem with having parties in the
suburbs is there is not responsible serving of alcohol
and there are not the bouncers or other people to do
crowd control — and in the outer east we have up to
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30 per cent fewer police than are needed to run our
police stations effectively. If people have parties at
home and that sort of behaviour spills out onto the
streets, there is less control. At least in licensed
premises there is an ability to have people controlled.
The bill doubles the maximum penalties for various
drunkenness offences under the Summary Offences Act
1966. The penalty for the offence of drunkenness will
go from 4 penalty units to 8 penalty units, and for drunk
and disorderly or disorderly conduct it will go from
5 penalty units to 10 penalty units. There is a doubling
of penalty units for the offence of acting in an insulting
manner, which some would say could often be used in
Parliament, from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty units.
There are some very real concerns about what is before
us. We warned the government at length — ad
nauseam — about reducing the time limit for
commencing summary offence proceedings in the
Children’s Court from 12 months to 6 months. Now we
see that is going to be extended. We are quite pleased
about that, but as I said, when we are in government we
will introduce a two-year ban. There has been some talk
that it may be difficult to enforce — two years is a long
time to remember somebody’s face — but if there are
not enough police on the streets and there are people
who have been kicked out of premises for 72 hours, the
police are going to have to revisit those premises every
time a licensee rings up and says, ‘Hang on, I kicked
this guy out only 24 hours ago’. If we do not have
enough resources to police a two-year ban, how the
heck are we going to be able to police a 72-hour ban? I
do not think it sends the right message. I do not think it
is nearly strong enough.
Our side of the house has committed to providing
1600 new police members, but we do not want them on
the streets just babysitting drunks. We want them doing
really useful things like preventing crime, which seems
to be a novel idea for members on the other side of the
house.
The police should have had far more input into the bill,
as should local government and the Australian Hotels
Association. These three groups are heavily involved
with what happens on our streets. They are at the front
line of the war against drunken violence, and they
would have had valuable contributions to make. Not
having contributions from them is a no-brainer.
The best way to help victims is to prevent them from
becoming victims in the first place, and again that
comes down to police numbers. We need more police
on the street and tougher and more effective sentencing.
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This is something the community has been calling out
for for many years.
The long and short of the bill is that it makes
improvements to a number of areas so far as access to
justice is concerned, and I am okay with that, but
without the appropriate resources waiting lists will
grow, caseloads will grow, antisocial behaviour will
grow and victims of crime will continue to slip through
the cracks in the system. I will not be opposing the bill,
but I think it could have gone much further.
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — I am pleased to
rise to support the Justice Legislation Amendment
(Victims of Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill
2010. While the bill amends a number of acts, I want to
relate my comments specifically to the changes to the
Summary Offences Act 1966 and the Liquor Control
Reform Act 1998. The legislation before us effects four
major changes, some of which have been mentioned in
passing by previous members.
The bill amends the Summary Offences Act to increase
the maximum penalties for the offences of being drunk
in a public place from 4 penalty units to 8 penalty units,
for being drunk and disorderly in a public place from
5 penalty units to 10 penalty units, and for behaving in
a disorderly manner from 5 penalty units to 10 penalty
units. The second change includes amendments to
section 60AB of the act in relation to infringement
penalties to increase the infringement penalty amounts
for the offences of being drunk in a public place, being
drunk and disorderly in a public place and behaving in
a disorderly manner from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty
units. The bill also increases the infringement penalty
for the offence of behaving in a riotous, indecent,
offensive or insulting manner from 2 penalty units to
4 penalty units.
The third change amends the Liquor Control Reform
Act to increase the penalty for the existing offence
under section 114(2) of the Liquor Control Reform Act,
which prohibits a person who is drunk, violent or
quarrelsome from refusing or failing to leave licensed
premises if requested to leave by a licensee or permittee
or a member of the police force. The offence carries a
maximum penalty of 20 penalty units. However, the
current infringement penalty amount is $234, and that is
being doubled to $468, or 4 penalty units.
The fourth change in the bill increases the maximum
duration of the banning notices that may be issued by
police under section 148B of the act from 24 to
72 hours. Banning notices were actually introduced in
2007, not the date the previous speaker gave. A notice
may be issued to a person by a relevant police member
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who suspects on reasonable grounds that the person is
committing, or has committed, a specified offence
wholly or partly in an area declared by the director of
liquor licensing as a designated area under section 147
of the Liquor Control Reform Act. Eleven designated
areas, including the Melbourne central business district,
have been declared so far.
I am a big fan of banning notices. I reckon they are a
very useful tool in dealing with young people in the city
and other areas where there have been difficulties. I
think increasing the duration from 24 to 72 hours is
very sensible. The purpose of that is specifically to
cover whole weekends, especially long weekends. The
benefit of banning notices is that not only do they
protect people in the area where the person who has
been banned is working or operating — perhaps
working is not quite the word — from any violence or
unpleasantness from that person but they also protect
that person from creating more damage or causing
themselves more harm. In reality both the community
and the person who is causing the problem are
protected by banning notices and the use of banning
notices.
In speaking about banning notices I would like to refer
to Geelong. I think the City of Greater Geelong should
be congratulated on the work it has done in relation to
the Geelong regional liquor licensing accord. I had the
pleasure of attending a conference there on this not long
ago. The member for Lowan was also there. He and I,
with others, went on a tour of Geelong nightspots prior
to Christmas and looked at the liquor accord in action.
The liquor accord is made up of people from Victoria
Police, the City of Greater Geelong, the liquor licensing
directorate and licensed venues. They have had this
liquor accord since 1999. The City of Greater Geelong
has been terrific in the work it has done with all those
people. At the conference I attended — and I discussed
some of the things the police had discussed with us on
the night we went on the tour of licensed venues —
banning orders came up quite extensively.
In Geelong they have carried it a bit further because
licensed venue operators work with the police on
banning orders there. The evidence from the licensed
venue operators was quite interesting in relation to the
effects of banning orders. They are very effective in
regional towns because you are in a confined area, so if
you are banned from the outlets in a regional town, it
makes life very difficult. They also have a visual
recognition technology system when you go into
nightclubs in Geelong, so if you are causing a
disturbance or a nuisance in an area and you are banned
from a nightclub — if you are asked to leave the area
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by the police, for example — most of the nightclubs are
advised of that immediately. It really does restrict the
opportunity to hang out with your friends, if you like.
One of the licensed venue operators was telling us he
has actually had young men in tears when they have
had a banning order on them and they have been told
they cannot go out with their mates anymore. If you
have gone away for a long weekend, you are in your
little tent and all your friends are off having the time of
their lives over the whole weekend in Geelong while
you are sitting there by yourself feeling miserable. It is
really not a good place to be.
The operators were very strongly of the view that
banning notices are a very effective weapon to make
young people realise that their behaviour is
inappropriate. It is a very important penalty when they
realise they are then left out of the activities of their
friends. Some of us can remember when we were
young — some of us have lost it — not that I would say
the member for Benalla has lost it. Anyway, some of us
do remember when we were young. Going out with
your friends was a very important part of your life, and
being prevented from doing that would have hurt a lot
of us when we were that age. I think the banning
notices have been used very effectively.
Oddly enough, the first tour I, my colleague from
Lowan and others went on was about two years ago
during an inquiry the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee was doing on juvenile crime, and that was
just after banning notices had been introduced in 2007.
I think it would be fair to say — and the member for
Lowan can say whether he agrees with me or not —
that at first the police were a bit hesitant about how they
were going to use the notices. But if you look at the
figures showing how many have been handed out and
how often they are used now, I think you can tell that
the police have found them a very useful weapon in
dealing with likely trouble spots in the city.
I notice that even in December, or over the Christmas
period, 253 banning notices were handed out. In
December 2009, 253 banning notices were issued by
police, with about 230 issued in the Melbourne CBD. If
you can remove 230 people who may have unwisely
had too much to drink or who are looking for a fight
from a very populated nightclub area in the city, I think
you are doing a very good job. I think this proves that
the notices work. They have been used quite
extensively, mostly in Melbourne’s CBD but also quite
extensively in Prahran and the municipalities of
Latrobe, Ballarat, Port Phillip and Yarra.
We can see that banning notices are actually working
and proving to be a very effective tool in this area. I
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think extending banning notices to 72 hours is a very
sensible provision. It gives the person who has had the
banning notice imposed upon them time to reflect on
their personal situation, and I am sure most people who
have had a banning notice imposed upon them go out
of their way to try to ensure they never receive another
one.
I think this is a very sensible reform, and having it
extended to 72 hours is a very good idea. That is all I
wanted to discuss. Many other members have covered
some of the other topics. I think the changes in this bill
will strengthen our criminal justice system. I am glad
the opposition agrees with it, and I look forward to it
having a speedy passage through this and the upper
house.
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — I am pleased to rise to
speak on the Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims
of Crime Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010. It is
claimed by the Attorney-General that the bill gives
effect to the three objectives he outlined in 2008. They
are: to review victims compensation, to improve the
processes for making a victim impact statement, and to
evaluate and build on law reforms and services for
victims of sexual assault and family violence.
In a speech I delivered to the Parliament back in 2007,
these were the very issues that I raised. I recall being
bitterly disappointed at the time that special assistance
funding was only $2500 up to a maximum of $10 000. I
have stated before and I will say it again: victims
should be given far more respect and support in
recognition of the trauma they have experienced. It is
an insult that what they have been through is considered
to be worth such a paltry amount.
The purpose of this bill is to make a range of
amendments to the Victims of Crime Assistance Act
1996, the Sentencing Act 1991, the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005, the Family Violence Protection
Act 2008, the Stalking Intervention Orders Act 2008,
the Infringements Act 2006, the Liquor Control Reform
Act 1998 and the Summary Offences Act 1966.
Specifically, this bill has a focus on victim impact
statement arrangements.
Victim impact statements provide victims with the
opportunity to tell the court in their own words how a
crime has affected them. Seldom can anyone do a better
job than the affected individual in explaining how they
have been hurt, traumatised, physically injured or made
to suffer. I am proud to say that it was the Kennett
government that introduced victim impact statement
legislation in 1994.
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In 2007 the Victims Support Agency (VSA) evaluated
the operation of victim impact statement legislation and
issued a report entitled A Victim’s Voice — Victim
Impact Statements in Victoria. It examined whether
victim impact statements were the most appropriate
way of informing the court about the impact of crime,
assisting the court in sentencing and increasing victims’
satisfaction with the criminal justice process. The report
is based on extensive research and consultations with
key stakeholders involved in the victim impact
statement process, including police, prosecutors,
defence counsel, the judiciary and magistracy, victims
service agencies, witness assistance services and
victims of crime. I am pleased to say that the VSA’s
evaluation revealed broad support for victim impact
statements amongst victims of crime, victims service
agencies, criminal justice agencies and the judiciary.
The recommendations outlined in the report are: to give
victims a stronger voice in the sentencing process, to
enable victims to exercise their right to make a victim
impact statement, and to enable victims to engage with
the victim impact statement process.
In clause 7 the bill makes it clear that a victim may read
aloud their victim impact statement in court and display
non-written material, such as photographs, poems and
drawings. This is important for victims who sometimes
lack the necessary vocabulary to properly articulate
their message. This right is not limited to victims
themselves; it may also be exercised by family
members of a deceased person who want to
demonstrate the degree of loss experienced by the
family. In other words, it humanises victims and their
family members so that sentencing does not occur in a
social vacuum where individuals are treated as units of
evidence. While I support this clause, I wonder how
many victims will actually take up this option and
whether more can be done to encourage it to be used
where appropriate for the benefit of victims of crime.
I know how hard it is for victims to come forward to
discuss crimes. On a couple of occasions when I have
been approached by constituents to assist them with a
criminal matter by referring them to appropriate support
and legal services, or when they have wanted an issue
raised publicly on their behalf, they have been reluctant
to be identified for fear of retribution. The period
immediately following a crime in which injury, loss or
damage has occurred is a very nerve-racking time,
during which victims tend to withdraw into themselves.
That is why giving authority to the court in clause 8 to
permit a representative nominated by the victim to read
a victim impact statement represents a step forward for
victims who in many cases are still recovering from the
fright of the attack.
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Clause 12 provides for a specific type of assistance for
safety-related expenses that are reasonably incurred or
reasonably likely to be incurred by the primary victims
as a direct result of an act of violence. Currently this
can be invoked under only exceptional circumstances.
The requirement to show exceptional circumstances has
been expunged from the bill. The logic behind it is to
allow more timely assistance to be given for relocation
costs, security expenses, window and lock repairs and
so on. For the benefit of making victims feel more
secure, I agree with this provision.

best way to help victims of crime is to ensure that court
waiting lists are slashed. Unfortunately the only thing
the people of Victoria are hearing on law and order
from this government is crickets chirping in the
background.

Clause 17 makes changes in relation to family violence
protection and stalking intervention, including
extending police search powers to include seizure,
allowing children to be the subject of interim orders at
the court’s initiative, providing for interim orders to
extend final orders and allowing courts to make interim
orders based on the information in a police family
violence safety notice. Sadly, this is frequently too late
for many women. Extended seizure powers should have
been made available to our police force a long time ago.
Part of the reason why law and order has become
similar to a four-letter word for this current government
is that our police lack sufficient powers to intercept and
detain people until after a crime has already been
committed. Soft laws produce victims.

In October 2009 the Attorney-General launched a
Victims Support Agency’s report entitled A Victim’s
Voice — Victim Impact Statements in Victoria. The
report includes a number of recommendations, both
legislative and non-legislative, and the amendments
made by the bill arise from the legislative
recommendations.

The infringement penalty amount under the Liquor
Control Reform Act 1998 will be increased when this
bill comes into operation and will apply to persons who
are drunk, violent or quarrelsome or are refusing or
failing to leave licensed premises when requested to do
so. The amount will be increased from 2 penalty units
to 4 penalty units. The bill also increases the maximum
penalties for various drunkenness offences under the
Summary Offences Act 1966: from 4 penalty units to
8 penalty units for drunkenness and for being drunk and
disorderly, and from 5 penalty units to 10 penalty units
for disorderly conduct. It also increases the
infringement penalty amounts for these offences and for
behaving in a riotous, indecent, offensive or insulting
manner from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty units. The
government scoffed at the coalition’s proposed twoyear ban on violent drunks re-entering licensed
premises, claiming it would be hard to enforce, yet this
bill requires police to enforce bans on drunks going into
any part of a prescribed area, not just into licensed
premises, for up to 72 hours. Does the government see
the inconsistency in its own argument, or is it just
completely oblivious to the contradiction?
In closing, the best way to help victims of crime is to
put more police on the beat, as the coalition has already
announced it will do with a commitment to put an extra
1600 police on the front line to fight crime. The next

Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I rise to support the
Justice Amendment (Victims of Crime and Other
Matters) Bill 2010. This bill represents another 2006
election commitment delivered proudly by the Brumby
government.

The Brumby government believes that decent, caring
governments have a responsibility to acknowledge on
behalf of the community the pain and suffering of
victims of crime. We have a rule that we will support
those who have unfortunately become victims through
no fault of their own. That is why the Brumby
government made a commitment in justice statement 2
to review victim compensation, to improve the process
for making a victim impact statement and to evaluate
and build on law reforms and services for victims of
sexual assault and family violence.
Without any hesitation at all the previous LiberalNational coalition abolished compensation for pain and
suffering for all victims of crime. Former Liberal
Premier Kennett told victims that if they wanted any
compensation for pain and suffering, they would have
to seek it from the offenders. What an arrogant
comment!
I am pleased to see that after almost 11 years of Labor
government influence and leadership the LiberalNationals coalition has come to the party to support this
bill. That influence has been good for victims and all
decent Victorians.
In 2000 the Brumby government reinstated statefunded compensation for pain and suffering, and in
2007 it increased payments to victims by 30 per cent,
from $7500 to $10 000. A sum of $108 million has
been awarded in compensation to more than
25 500 victims of crime for pain and suffering resulting
from criminal actions.
The Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal is expected
to award about $50 million this year, and last year it
awarded $38.7 million, because unlike the Liberal-
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Nationals coalition this government believes victims
should be entitled to such compensation. Victims of
crime are also entitled to state-funded compensation up
to $60 000 on top of pain and suffering compensation
for counselling, lost wages, medical and other
expenses. Victim impact statements are already an
established part of the Victorian legal process. The
statements have much more weight if the victim or his
or her representative has the opportunity to tell the court
in their own words how they and their family have been
affected by a crime.
The Brumby government has already put in place
amendments to the Sentencing Act so that judges have
to take into account the impact of the crime on victims
when determining a sentence. The government plans to
go further by giving victims who choose to do so the
right to read their victim impact statement out in court
and to include photographs or a recording to
demonstrate the impact of the crime. Victims will also
be able to read their statements via closed-circuit TV or
to have a representative read the statement. The number
of people who may be in the court while the victim
impact statement is being read may be limited, and
requirements may be placed on legal practitioners.
The Brumby government has also invested over
$100 million in reforming the response of law and
government services in the area of family violence.
This includes legislating to broaden the definition of
family violence. It has also provided the police with
greater powers to respond in after-hours crisis situations
and to remove perpetrators from the family home using
family violence safety notices. Today the police are in a
stronger position to respond to such demand than at any
time during the era of the Liberal-Nationals coalition,
because Victoria now has 210 operational police per
100 000 population as opposed to 199 per 100 000 at
the end of the Kennett era.
These landmark reforms have been critical in
supporting the safety of women and children and
holding perpetrators accountable. The Brumby
government will continue to build on this critical work
through a family violence reform strategy that will
guide our efforts over the next decade. This has been a
quiet revolution in reform for victims of crime in
Victoria. The Brumby government reforms are holistic
in nature and have been aimed at assisting rather than
retraumatising victims. This is in stark contrast to the
one-size-fits-all policy of mandatory sentencing, which
would lead to a huge increase in not-guilty pleas, a
huge increase in trials and therefore a huge increase in
trauma to victims.
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The Brumby government introduced legislation at the
end of 2007 to tackle alcohol-related violence. This is
the legislation that was opposed by the Liberal Party,
which at the time was made a mockery of by the
Herald Sun. I am sure those opposite will remember the
banner headline on the front page of the Herald Sun on
6 December 2009 ‘Booze bust — Libs sink laws to
make our city safer’. Those proposed laws sought to
give police the power to ban troublemakers from
designated entertainment precincts for 24 hours.
Ten entertainment precincts have since been
designated, including Melbourne CBD, Chapel Street
in Prahran, and Frankston. Police have to date issued
over 3000 banning notices to remove troublemakers
from entertainment precincts. The bill seeks to increase
the maximum duration of banning notices that may be
issued by police from 24 to 72 hours. These extended
banning notices are designed to cover long weekends
and are aimed at getting rid of troublemakers in the
CBD area.
These banning notices for rowdy revellers are on top of
last month’s regulation change to increase on-the-spot
fines for public nuisance offences from $234 to $468.
Since on-the-spot fines came into effect in December
2009 more than 3100 people have been fined in
Victoria. This includes 1891 in metropolitan areas and
1219 in the regions. Anyone caught breaching these
banning notices risks a potential fine of up to $2336.
These are pretty tough measures by any standard.
These measures, combined with recent changes to the
law and order policy, are the toughest controls in
Australia and are designed to hit thugs in the hip
pocket. This is in stark contrast to the opposition’s
plans to water down our tough new laws. The Leader of
the Opposition announced that he wants to restrict the
length of time police can ban troublemakers from
nightclub precincts to just 24 hours. I cannot guess
whether this is due to a lack of vision or to his being
soft on crime — let opposition members choose one or
both. This puts Labor’s law and order record country
miles ahead of the opposition’s.
I am pleased to put on the record the Northern Territory
government’s announcement that it will adopt
Victoria’s banning laws, which is a testimony to our
law and order policy. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — The introduction of
this legislation is evidence of the absolute policy failure
of the Brumby government when it comes to law and
order. It is a reluctant and grudging admission that we
have a problem with violence and drunkenness and that
violent crime is out of control in Victoria.
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The bill amends eight principal acts. It is a real grab bag
of measures, some of which are better than others. I
suspect some have been included because if they were
introduced as amendments in their own right it would
draw attention to the shortcomings of the policy. The
provisions have been included in this omnibus bill with
the clear intention of clouding the effective outcome of
the bill.

safety-related expenses, and I think that is welcome as
well.

Regardless of the merit of some of the proposed
changes, it would be better to limit the damage in the
first instance. If the government had in place an
effective policing strategy, if it had in place appropriate
measures to ensure good order and public safety, that
would ensure that we had fewer victims in the first
place. The measures are welcome, but they are a very
small step in the right direction.

Part 4 of the bill relates to infringement notices and
makes amendments to the Children, Youth and
Families Act. It allows the formerly reduced time limits
in the Family Court to move back from 6 months to
12 months. The opposition previously expressed a
strong view on this, and I think to a large extent our
concerns have been vindicated. But of course that is not
the only relevant part of the discussion. I want to refer
to a report of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee released in July 2009.

I turn to the detail of the bill. Part 2 deals with issues
related largely to victims of crimes. It amends the
Sentencing Act and the Children, Youth and Families
Act. In the first part it is essentially about victim impact
statements and making their use easier and more
effective. It is about ensuring that the statements are
able to be read aloud in the court, that they can take a
non-written form, and that the courts have discretion to
deal with these matters in a far more sympathetic way
than was previously possible.
I have no doubt that having this process in place will be
of assistance — probably some therapeutic
assistance — to victims of crime. I support the
clarification and extension of the rights of victims in
this regard, but I think it is also important to make the
point that very few victims take advantage of the
opportunity to make these statements in court and
therefore derive the therapeutic benefits from doing so.
Unfortunately, this bill does very little in the way of
facilitating the making of more statements. It clarifies
the process and improves it, but it does not make it
easier, nor does it encourage people to actually take the
plunge, make the statement and derive the benefit.
Part 2 also makes changes to the Victims of Crime
Assistance Act, extending considerably the options of
the Chief Magistrate to delegate powers. It was
interesting that in his second-reading speech the
Attorney-General referred to the increased demands for
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal services. I had a
little difficulty reconciling this increased demand for
VOCAT services with the alleged reduction in the
crime rate. Surely if the crime rate was going down
there would be a lessening of demand, but the
Attorney-General confirmed that the demand has in fact
increased. The changes also provide assistance for

Part 3 relates to amendments to the Family Violence
Protection Act and the Stalking Intervention Orders
Act. As I understand it they are essentially technical
matters. If they improve the operation of the orders I
certainly support that.

Ms Beattie — Good committee.
Mr MORRIS — An excellent committee, as the
member for Yuroke says by interjection.
In the final report of the inquiry into strategies to
prevent high-volume offending by young people the
committee made recommendations including
recommendation 21, which reads in part:
… in those cases where young people have been formally
processed for a first offence they have their matter heard for
first mention within two weeks of charges being laid.

The government decided that the two-week time frame
was not practicable, and I am certainly more than happy
to concede that, but its response went on to indicate that
since the time frame was being reduced from
12 months to 6 months essentially all would be well. I
accept that it may take time for the process to
commence, but unless we deal with these cases with the
kids in a timely manner effectiveness will be lost, and
unfortunately this is not a step in the right direction.
In the course of the same report and on the same
subject, the committee notes that the president of the
Children’s Court, Judge Paul Grant, was:
… concerned about the number of young people who have
attended the Children’s Court due to relatively minor
offences … particularly … transit offences.

The committee’s response to that was to suggest that
perhaps people under 18 should travel free. The
government rejected that suggestion, and I am not at all
surprised, because apart from anything else there are
obvious budgetary implications. Unfortunately the
government failed to address the substance of the issue.
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We now have an overloaded Children’s Court and a
president of the court who considers there is limited
value, to put it politely, in many of the prosecutions, but
we have now had to extend the time frame back again
to deal with that.
That brings me — belatedly — to part 5 of the bill. I
was interested to note that this was the part on which
the Attorney-General’s second-reading speech was
shortest. This part deals with liquor and disorderly
conduct, and I would have thought it would have
received more attention since street violence is endemic
in towns and cities across the state.
Division 1 of part 5 of the bill deals with changes under
the Liquor Control Reform Act and extends the
banning provisions from 24 hours to 72 hours. I think
there is considerable practical difficulty in this
provision. The member for Essendon referred to some
research that I was involved in along with her, the
member for Yuroke and others in Geelong. There are
considerable practical difficulties even in extending the
banning notices to licensed premises, let alone to a
much broader geographical area. The member for
Essendon rightly said these things can work in a limited
space — and Geelong is a relatively limited space
compared with Melbourne — but there are considerable
practical difficulties in other cases.
Finally, I turn to division 2 of part 5 of the bill. Casting
my mind back to 2001, I recall that the then Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee brought forward a
recommendation that sections 13, 14 and 16 of the
Summary Offences Act should be repealed. The
Attorney-General in a press release applauded the
recommendation and undertook to respond, as is
appropriate, but was very keen to proceed with that.
These are in fact the very provisions that we are
extending this evening. Clause 50 extends section 13 of
the Summary Offences Act. When the committee
proposed that it be abolished the penalty was 1 penalty
unit; it is now up to 4, and it will be increased to 8. The
same applies in regard to section 14. The penalty then
was 1 penalty unit; now it is 5, and under this bill it will
go up to 10. Clauses 52 and 53 deal with other related
matters.
The bottom line is that this government’s refusal to
address changed circumstances and its failure to recruit
sufficient police have led to the epidemic of violence
enveloping this state. If we cast our minds back to
2001, in the immediate shadow of the Kennett
government, we were at the point where the
drunkenness provisions could almost be written out of
the system. We have now increased the penalty 800 per
cent. The true legacy of this government will be the
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unchecked rise in the high tide of violence on the streets
and in the cities and towns across this state, and this bill
will do nothing to undo the damage.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — It is a pleasure to rise
to speak in support of this bill. It was disappointing to
hear the contribution of the member for Mornington
because generally speaking he is a little more moderate
in his statements than are many members of his party. I
was very disappointed to hear him using words like
‘endemic’ and ‘out of control’. He did not use the
words ‘war zone’ but came close to doing so. It has
been quite frightening to hear some of the language that
has been used in relation to these issues, and it is also
frightening to think where this will go as we get closer
to a state election.
I have listened to quite a few contributions made by
opposition members this afternoon and evening, and I
invite them to spend more time in our courts. I doubt if
they have ever walked into a court, or if they have spent
more than 30 seconds in there. I would invite them to
sit and spend some time, some hours, watching the way
the courts operate, watching the way magistrates and
judges deal with crimes in this state, the way they deal
with compensation and with victims. I think members
of the opposition would be pleasantly surprised to see
how well our courts function. I would invite all
members of the opposition to spend some time in our
courts, because it might give them greater insight into
the ways in which the courts function.
I sometimes think opposition members live on a
different planet to the one that I live on. I would not like
to play poker with them because they have pretty good
poker faces. I cannot for the life of me understand how
somebody can stand up here and criticise this
government for increasing police numbers when the
last time this opposition was in government it promised
to increase numbers by 1000 and cut them by 800. Yet
opposition members can stand up here day after day
and say with absolutely straight faces, ‘This
government has failed to increase police numbers,
yadda yadda yadda. When we are in government we
will do this, we will do the other’. When they were in
office we know exactly what they did, but they can
stand here absolutely straight-faced — —
Ms Beattie — They’ve got their fingers crossed.
Ms DUNCAN — Yes, perhaps they do have their
fingers crossed. From an opposition that promised to
increase police numbers when last in government and
in fact cut them by 800, it is quite galling to hear what
is said with a straight face.
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Members of the opposition also stand here and talk
about victims and the need to support them. We hear a
lot about victims: how we cannot do enough for
victims, we cannot give them enough, we cannot
support them enough and we cannot respect them
enough. Opposition members say all of that with a
straight face, and yet, again, we can look back at the
opposition’s own record and see that when it was last in
government it actually cut pain and suffering
compensation for all victims of crime right across the
board — Mr Kennett just made a stroke of a pen. I
think he made a comment about a woman who was
given compensation and said that all she was going to
do with it was go out and buy a red coat. He thought
she was not capable of determining how that money
should be spent and that she should not receive any
compensation. In fact he abolished all victims of crime
compensation.
The logic of the member for Mornington — this has
been repeated by other members — seems to be that we
should not have any crime, therefore we should not
have any victims, therefore we should not have to
compensate them. In a perfect world and under this
opposition — —
Mr Morris interjected.
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In support of this bill — and I support this bill — I
point out that some of the changes it makes are really
just reflecting current practice. For example, victims
have the opportunity to make victim impact statements
in courts today. Of course this bill will broaden the sorts
of things they can speak about and allow them to
provide photographs and other evidence, but as a matter
of course victims are invited to make statements to the
court as they wish, and prosecutors can do that on their
behalf as well. Basically the bill’s amendments
formalise what is currently happening in our courts, and
the bill is basically enshrining the right of victims to
address the courts — rights that they have today.
Hopefully it will encourage more victims to take
advantage of these opportunities.
Many victims do not want to make victim impact
statements, do not want to present them to the court and
do not want to attend court, and we must respect that.
Some of the other contributions from members were
getting pretty close to saying we should have
mandatory victim impact statements. Of course we
would not suggest such a thing, but in the debate here
this afternoon some of those statements seemed close to
being made. The changes to victim impact statements
are very important but to a large extent reflect and
formalise what is already occurring.

Ms DUNCAN — I think the member for
Mornington — and I hope he is not saying this — is
now promising that there would be no crime under the
opposition when it is next in government. I guess it just
shows again and again that opposition members will
say anything at any time, never let the facts stand in the
way of their arguments and never let their history
impact on what they say. They stand in a position of
opposition and say, ‘Do not do what we did in
government but do what we say now that we are in
opposition’. I guess it is the privileged position of being
in opposition where you can stand there on the
sidelines, say anything and do nothing.

In regard to the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal,
the bill makes amendments to the Victims of Crime
Assistance Act. These changes will assist by delegating
powers to judicial registrars. This will make for
speedier decisions and less delay and is supported by
the judiciary. These registrars are experienced and
specifically trained and will deal with matters that
would normally be dealt with by a magistrate. I think
this is a good amendment; it makes the system more
efficient and is applied in relation to matters that are
less complex. We still need to maintain judicial
discretion, and this bill does that as well.

It is galling to sit and listen to opposition members,
because none of them think the bill is any good but they
are all going to support it; they say 72 hours is not
enough, it should be two years. Their argument seems
to be the bigger, the bolder, the better. It sends shivers
down my spine to hear some of the public debate on
these issues that are incredibly serious and difficult
public policies to get right. Yet the opposition would
have us believe that with a stroke of a pen all can be
resolved; it is just a matter of throwing more money at
it or taking money away or something to do with some
financial changes, and then all will be resolved. It is
difficult to listen to some of the contributions and the
discussion that goes on.

The bill contains a range of other amendments to quite
a few acts: the Sentencing Act 1991, the Children,
Youth and Families Act 2005, the Victims of Crime
Assistance Act 1996, the Liquor Control Reform Act
1998 and the Summary Offences Act 1966. This bill
puts into effect a lot of the rationale that was in the
second justice statement the Attorney-General released.
It is part of this government’s efforts to make our courts
more efficient, more reflective of community
expectations and more responsive to victims in the best
way we can when people find themselves in front of
courts in very difficult circumstances. We have done
some terrific things, and we have a reformist AttorneyGeneral. Many of the bills that have been introduced
and the changes that have been made by this
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government are very progressive. They are designed to
make our community safer and our courts more
relevant and approachable.
I hope members of the opposition take up my
suggestion that they spend a little more time in the
courts and get a better understanding of how they
operate rather than standing on the sidelines and
making suggestions that when they were in government
they never implemented but rather did the opposite. In
opposition they are suggesting we do all sorts of things
and are again criticising payments in spite of the fact
that when they were in government they did nothing at
all to make changes. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to speak on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill. This bill makes amendments to a number
of different acts, including the Victims of Crime
Assistance Act 1996, the Sentencing Act 1991, the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005, the Family
Violence Protection Act 2008, the Stalking Intervention
Orders Act 2008, the Infringements Act 2006, the
Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 and the Summary
Offences Act 1966.
I wish to speak on two aspects of the bill in
particular — as it relates to the Victims of Crime
Assistance Act 1996 and as it relates to the Liquor
Control Reform Act 1998. Various comments have
been made by members in the house this afternoon and
evening, but I want to talk about some of the main
provisions in the bill relating to victims of crime. This
bill seeks to make it clear that victims or their
representatives may read aloud their victim impact
statements in court and may include and display nonwritten material such as photographs; it allows the court
to permit a representative nominated by the victim to
read a victim impact statement; it allows the court to
apply vulnerable witness protection arrangements such
as the use of closed-circuit television to victims and
others giving victim impact statements; and it allows
the Chief Magistrate to delegate the powers of the
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal to judicial
registrars. They are all important aspects of and
improvements to the current system we have available
to us.
I am sure all members of Parliament have been
approached in the course of their duties by victims of
crime; that is certainly the case with my office.
Unfortunately there have been occasions when victims
of crimes such as assault and other offences have
approached my office and told me they felt aggrieved
that in some cases their voices were not being heard in

1347

the judicial system, so I think the measures in this bill
are a step in the right direction. They give victims of
crime — and this may not suit all and sundry — the
opportunity to put forward their thoughts in person in
their own voice. This is important from two
perspectives. Firstly, it is important for those in the
judicial system — the jury and the judge or magistrate
who is hearing the case — to hear the real impact upon
that person. Secondly, it is important for the victims
themselves. This may be because it gives them some
sense of closure in relation to an event that has
extensively impacted upon them. Therefore, I think the
victims of crime elements of this bill are a step in the
right direction.
In his contribution to the debate the member for
Warrandyte said he was disappointed that the
government had not consulted victims of crime
advocates as widely as it could have on this bill. We
have some great victims of crime advocates in Victoria
who do an enormous amount of work. I am sure they
would be relatively pleased with the measures and
improvements contained in the provisions of the bill we
have before us.
The other thing I wanted to mention in relation to
victims of crime is that over the last 12 months I have
been approached personally on a number of occasions
by victims of the bushfires in my region. Unfortunately
the fires of Black Saturday and those of late January in
my region were deliberately lit. Going on the roller
coaster ride with many of these people has been a
journey in itself. Whilst I cannot say too much about
that subject because some of these issues are before the
courts at the moment I got some sense of the
willingness of victims to have the opportunity to
convey to the courts how they have been impacted on,
not only personally but also their families. Therefore it
is imperative that we ensure these regulations are
enhanced, and I am pleased to see that happening, as I
am sure are many members of my community who
have been victims of crime, whether that be as the
unfortunate victims of assaults or other crimes or as
victims of last year’s bushfires.
The other element of the bill I want to speak about is
the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998. This legislation
does a number of things, one of which is to increase the
infringement penalty amount under the act for being
drunk, violent or quarrelsome or for refusing or failing
to leave licensed premises when requested to do so. The
penalty rises from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty units.
The bill also allows a banning notice under the Liquor
Control Reform Act 1998 to be issued for up to
72 hours instead of up to 24 hours.
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The issue of the Traralgon entertainment precinct in my
electorate has been raised many times in this house. It is
deemed a designated area, and I know very well some
of the issues concerning that precinct.
I consider that the amendment to the length of the
banning notice is a step in the right direction. The
provision is not hefty enough, but the previous time
period of 24 hours for a banning notice was inadequate.
The increase to 72 hours is a step in the right direction,
but this could be taken further. As the coalition has
announced, we would certainly do that.
I know that since the banning notices were introduced
in 2007 somewhere in the vicinity of 2500 people have
been banned from designated areas for that 24-hour
period. I know that a number of those people have been
in the Latrobe Valley area. This is just one of a raft of
measures, ways and means to address alcohol-fuelled
violence across Victoria. In the Traralgon entertainment
precinct, which is a designated area, we have the
Traralgon CBD Safety Committee, which comprises
not only local businesses and late-night venue operators
but also the local police. Through that forum we have
spoken on many occasions about Traralgon being a
designated area and the impact of having banning
notices available to the police. There is no doubt that
the police welcome these measures. Increasing that ban
from 24 to 72 hours is a step in the right direction.
However, there are other ways and means by which we
could reduce the incidence of alcohol-fuelled violence.
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policies which include introducing tougher new
legislation that will ensure that we reduce the incidence
of alcohol-fuelled violence. Overall I consider these
measures to be a step in the right direction, as I have
said.
On the victims of crime measures in this legislation, it
is important that victims of crime have a say in the
court system. It is not for everybody, but at least it
provides them with the opportunity to have a say within
the judicial system if that is what they desire to do.
In relation to the control measures in the designated
areas, where we have troubles with alcohol-fuelled
violence they are a small step in the right direction, but
there are other ways and means of addressing that
matter, such as increasing the police presence in our
region.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — I rise to support the
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime
Assistance and Other Matters) Bill 2010. The bill has
five overall objectives. It amends the Sentencing Act
1991 and the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 to
clarify that victims may read aloud their victim impact
statement in court and that that statement may include
non-written and other material. The bill also amends the
Victims of Crime Assistance Act 1996 to allow the
Chief Magistrate to delegate powers to judicial
registrars and creates a new award category for safetyrelated expenses.

Along with the local police, members of this particular
committee have also long been calling for a NightRider
bus service to be introduced more permanently by this
government. A trial service was introduced and funded
locally. It ran for six months and was very successful
because a number of patrons in the designated
Traralgon entertainment precinct come in from
neighbouring towns, whether it be Morwell, Moe or
Churchill, and this particular service provided an
opportunity for those patrons to get back to their
neighbouring townships in a timely and cost-effective
manner. It got those people out of the one area very
quickly. Unfortunately this service fell over, despite
extensive representation to the Minister for Public
Transport at the time.

The bill makes some procedural amendments to the
Family Violence Protection Act 2008 and the Stalking
Intervention Orders Act 2008 to address technical and
operational amendments required to improve the
intervention order systems for victims of family
violence and stalking. It amends the Children, Youth
and Families Act with respect to the children and young
persons infringement notice system and the
Infringements Act 2006 in relation to commencing
proceedings against a child for an infringement matter.
It also amends the Summary Offences Act 1996 and the
Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 to increase the
financial penalties for certain drunkenness and public
order offences, and amends the Liquor Control Reform
Act to increase the maximum duration of banning
notices from 24 to 72 hours.

There are a number of ways and means by which we
can address alcohol-fuelled violence in our regions.
There is not a one-cap-fits-all solution. I know that the
CBD safety committees that I am involved with in both
Traralgon and Morwell make a significant difference to
addressing alcohol-fuelled violence in our region. The
banning notices are one way of doing that, but we also
call on the government to review some of the coalition

Having said all that, I will address the issues of the
victim impact statements and the banning orders, and
particularly the amendments to the Summary Offences
Act and the Liquor Control Reform Act. With regard to
the victim impact statement, the amendments to the
Children, Youth and Families Act clarify that victims
may read their statements aloud in court and that the
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statement may include non-written material, which
might be in the form of photographs, mementos or such
like. The bill ensures that the protections which apply to
vulnerable victims giving evidence also apply when
they are providing their victim impact statement.
Several years ago I had the misfortune to be a witness
to an armed robbery. It all happened so quickly I almost
did not realise what was going on. It showed me that
not everybody wants to make a victim impact
statement. When the victim actually went to court —
and she was very determined to go to court, but this
was some years ago before victim impact statements —
she was very adamant that she wanted to sit through all
the court proceedings, not only when she was giving
evidence but also to watch all the proceedings. It was so
traumatic for her that she actually broke down each day
that she came into the court. That lengthened the time
the court proceedings took. I am sure from watching
her that appearing in the court actually caused her more
trauma. Her evidence was almost useless because she
was so upset she just could not give a clear picture
about what had happened. We also need victim
advocates to be present to maybe help people along, if
they are determined to make a victim impact statement,
and also help them along generally.
I turn now to the amendments to the Summary
Offences Act and the Liquor Control Reform Act. The
member for Mornington touched on some work that the
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee has done and
some evidence that has been heard. I do not intend to
go into that evidence, as indeed I should not. The bill
amends the Summary Offences Act to increase the
maximum penalty for the offence of drunkenness in a
public place from 4 penalty units to 8 penalty units and
makes clear that the maximum penalty for behaving in
a disorderly manner will increase from 5 penalty units
to 10 penalty units.
It is well known that the Brumby government is tough
on crime. Being tough on crime is not just about saying,
‘We are going to have another 1600 foot soldiers’ — I
do not know what foot soldiers are, but that is what the
opposition is calling them — it is a whole suite of
things. It is about crime prevention, not just responses
to crime, and the Brumby government is tough on the
causes that lead to crime. As we know, the Brumby
Labor government introduced the $234 on-the-spot
fines for public behaviour offences in 2009, and we are
now increasing those fines to $468.
I want to go to some of the statistics. Since the laws
came into effect some three years ago more than
3100 people have been fined, including 1891 in
metropolitan areas. In the regions — this is for the
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benefit of members opposite — 1219 fines have been
handed out, including 148 in Geelong, 112 in Mildura
and 95 in Ballarat. I am sorry the member for Morwell
has left the house, because he would be interested to
know that 81 people have been fined in the Latrobe
Valley and 33 in Bendigo. Because the laws have been
such a success, the Brumby Labor government is now
going the next step of doubling the fines.
Since the banning notices were introduced in 2007
more than 2500 people have been banned from a
designated area for 24 hours. Of course under the
amendment in this legislation the period of banning will
be tripled to 72 hours to keep troublemakers out of
night life precincts across Victoria. So if you are
thinking that you can go out and get drunk and make
trouble, you cannot, not here in Victoria, because we
will crack down; we are tough on crime, and you will
be banned. There is nothing like being banned from
having a good time with your mates or being hit in the
hip pocket to affect you.
This is another in the suite of measures the Brumby
Labor government has introduced to be tough on crime.
These changes will send a very clear message. As I said
in a previous contribution, with the extra police we
have put in, with the extra fines and the banning
notices, you will not be able to just go out and think
you can not only make a fool of yourself but wreck
others’ good times; you will not be able to do that, not
here in Victoria. As I said, we are tough on crime.
These are really good laws. I know others want to speak
on the bill, so I will cut my contribution short. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I am pleased
to join the debate on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and Other
Matters) Bill. Recently I was having a discussion with a
doctor of philosophy and university lecturer who has
applied his mind to the welfare of the Victorian
community in a number of different ways. He is of the
view that oftentimes the Victorian legislature is
addressing the symptoms of a wider malaise rather than
the cause of the issues being delineated and addressed
in the bill tonight. The adolescent psychologist Michael
Carr-Gregg remarked in a public forum recently that
not enough work is being done in helping people
develop an insight into the meaning of life, which
would give them the wider reason which builds a level
of responsible behaviour. That is how I would
paraphrase his remarks.
In relation to the bill before the house, there are a
number of specific provisions in it. One makes it clear
that victims or their representatives may read aloud
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their victim impact statements in court and that these
statements may include and display non-written
material such as photographs.
The bill allows the court to permit a representative
nominated by the victim to read the victim impact
statement. It allows the court to apply vulnerable
witness protection arrangements, such as the use of
closed-circuit television, which is a very valuable
arrangement in many circumstances.
It makes changes in relation to family violence
protection and stalking interventions, including
allowing children to be the subject of interim orders on
the court’s initiative.
It provides for the extension of the time limit for
commencing a proceeding for a summary offence in the
Children’s Court, which was previously reduced from
12 months to 6 months in various cases — and I might
make the comment that the opposition warned the
government that reducing the time limit for
commencing summary offence proceedings in the
Children’s Court would cause problems. That advice
was not heeded at the time. It now has been, but the
government’s amendment only fixes a small part of the
problem.
Furthermore, the bill increases the infringement penalty
amount under the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 for
being drunk, violent or quarrelsome or refusing or
failing to leave licensed premises when requested to do
so from 2 penalty units to 4 penalty units, and it
increases from 24 hours up to 72 hours the duration of
time for which a banning notice may be issued. The
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has drawn
the attention of the legislature to this particular
provision in terms of whether it may reasonably impact
on a person’s opportunity to attend work during the
week. The committee has written to the AttorneyGeneral seeking clarification of this particular measure.
The opposition has some further concerns in relation to
the bill. When a two-year ban on violent drunks reentering licensed premises was a policy position
advocated by the opposition the government and police
claimed it would be hard to enforce, yet this bill would
require police to enforce bans on drunks going to any
part of a proscribed area, not just into licensed
premises, for up to 72 hours. There is a flaw in the
reasoning of the government in its approach to policy
initiatives developed by the opposition and an
inconsistency in its argument.
Furthermore, there is an issue in relation to the ability to
read out a victim impact statement. That measure is
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underutilised by victims at the present time. It raises the
question as to why that is the case. There is important
review work to be done to evaluate this issue so that
people can have both their say and their day in court in
a way that brings meaning to the process.
There has been an issue in relation to the number of
victims of crime in Victoria. Since the Labor Party
came to office there has been a massive 70 per cent
increase in violent crime occurring on the streets of
Melbourne. It is manifested in many different ways.
There is the case of James Macready-Bryan, a young
man who had the world ahead of him but suffered
permanent brain damage after being bashed. Friends
have done some good work in raising awareness of the
impact of acts of violence on the lives of citizens, but
there is still too great an impact on individuals.
Again I drive the point home that the increase in
assaults of 70 per cent under the reign of the Bracks and
Brumby governments is totally unacceptable. Earlier
today the member for Scoresby, a father of three, raised
the issue of the grave concerns he had when his boys
announced that they would be going into the city to a
nightclub. With the strong escalation of violence, the
danger on the streets is something that any parent
would be seriously concerned about. The parents of
James Macready-Bryan have confronted that
circumstance in the case of their son, and will carry the
burden of what transpired for the rest of their lives.
The opposition holds the view that the best way to help
victims is to ensure that there are fewer victims through
providing more police on the streets and imposing
tougher, more effective sentences. I add that we need to
take into account the reasons people are out on the
streets late at night and why people might be drinking
in a manner that inhibits the level of self-control and
self-awareness to avoid grievous assaults being inflicted
upon people.
I remind the house that a number of years ago the Labor
Party, endeavouring to catch the law and order vote in
the Sandringham electorate, made the promise at the
1988 state election that if re-elected it would build a
new police station at Sandringham. It was re-elected
and for the next 22 years there was a vacant site in
Sandringham that stood testament to the non-fulfilment
of what would be called a core ALP promise. In the
lead-up to the last election in 2006 the Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Baillieu, was asked on Neil Mitchell’s
program to give an example of a broken Labor promise,
and the first example he gave was that of the failure of
the Labor Party to fulfil that key election promise.
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In the lead-up to the last election it was the Liberal
Party that committed to providing a new police station
in Sandringham to provide local security and
reassurance to a community where the proportion of
residents over the age of 65 is one of the highest of any
community in Victoria. The Liberal Party committed to
building a new police station in Sandringham if elected.
After that announcement the Labor Party followed
through with its own announcement that it would build
a new police station in Sandringham. I am pleased to
note that after having been held to account for some
22 years, the Labor Party has stepped up to the plate
and done what it said it was going to do 22 years
beforehand. It has been an important local issue in the
Sandringham area.
There has been a movement of resources away from the
bayside area, including patrol vans, and a lack of
commitment to servicing the bayside area in terms of
providing the appropriate infrastructure to enable
policing services to be properly conducted.
Nevertheless, I am pleased that I will be able to have
the opportunity to preside over the development of an
important piece of infrastructure within the electorate,
which, as the local member for Sandringham, is
something I have worked very hard towards over the
last 17 years.
In conclusion I reiterate that there has been a massive
increase in serious crime represented under the heading
of assaults. In Victoria, under the watch of the Bracks
and Brumby governments, there is a high level of
lawlessness out on the street, and, as outlined earlier
today by the member for Scoresby, there is great fear
and apprehension on the part of parents whose children
are going to the CBD at night. More needs to be done to
tackle this problem.
The opposition has come forward with strong policy
proposals, including placing protective services officers
on every station in metropolitan Melbourne from
6.00 p.m. until the last train, providing 1600 new police
on the streets and introducing stronger laws to deal with
public drunkenness and stronger laws dealing with the
carrying of knives and the sale of knives. These are
some of the small measures that, along with broader
measures dealing with the causes of crime rather than
just the symptoms alone, will help make our streets
safer.
Mr FOLEY (Albert Park) — It gives me great
pleasure to support the Justice Legislation Amendment
(Victims of Crime Assistance and Other Matters)
Bill 2010. Having listened to the contributions this
evening from those opposite, I share the concerns
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expressed by the member for Macedon in terms of
some of the undignified language of those opposite.
The amendments this bill seeks to make across a range
of acts are very important and call for considered
judgement. The acts that the bill seeks to amend include
the Sentencing Act 1991 and the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005 to make sure that issues around
victim impact statements and other non-written
materials can be put together in a more appropriate way
suitable to those jurisdictions.
As we have heard, the bill also amends the Victims of
Crime Assistance Act 1996 to allow the Chief
Magistrate to delegate powers and create new
categories of safety-related expenses within the powers
of that jurisdiction.
The bill also makes a series of amendments to the
Family Violence Protection Act and the related Stalking
Intervention Orders Act to address a series of technical
and operational amendments that will necessarily
improve the intervention orders system for victims of
such crimes, together with family violence and stalking
issues.
Further acts amended by the bill include the Children,
Youth and Families Act and the Infringements Act with
respect to children and young persons infringement
notice systems to make sure that proceedings against a
child for an infringement matter are dealt with
appropriately. The bill also amends the Summary
Offences Act and the Liquor Control Reform Act to
increase the penalties associated with drunkenness and
public disorder. Finally, the Liquor Control Reform Act
amendments relate to banning notices.
I am pleased the Minister for Consumer Affairs is at the
table because it is those later items that I want to focus
on. The minister is leading the government’s charge on
cracking down on some of the most disreputable and
irresponsible licensees in this sector. Fortunately they
are in a minority, but nonetheless they are a minority
that causes a disproportionate number of issues for the
sector and for law and order as a whole in our
community.
It is on the amendments to the Summary Offences Act
and the Liquor Control Reform Act, which deal with
the ongoing implementation of the state’s alcohol
action plan, that I wish to concentrate my remarks. I do
so because the plan has been rolled out. As the Premier
indicated at the time, it will take a number of years to
resolve both cultural practice and community changes.
It has been led by a series of ministers, particularly by
the good work of the Minister for Consumer Affairs.
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Part 5 of the bill deals with a range of ongoing
measures relating to designated areas which, if
members recall, were opposed by those opposite late in
2007 to try to frustrate the activities of Victoria Police
in dealing with alcohol-fuelled violence in and around
entertainment precincts. It was only after their antics
were held up to ridicule by the Herald Sun in particular
that on the eve of the election in 2007 the opposition
was dragged kicking and screaming to agreeing to those
amendments. It is a bit rich to hear opposition members
take the view that whatever the government does in this
area is not enough and is inadequate. All we hear from
those opposite is hypocritical cant.
I want to spend a minute or two contemplating the
contributions of a couple of those opposite. The
member for Sandringham is still in the chamber. He
says that before his contributions he often has
discussions about the meaning of life with a learned
member who has a PhD. I often contemplate the
meaning of life when the member for Sandringham is
giving his contributions in this place. He cuts to the
chase and makes you contemplate the broader questions
of public policy.
The member for Warrandyte — I share some of the
concerns of those opposite — referred to law and order
as being similar to a four-letter word. I was not sure to
exactly which of the law and order issues those four
letters — —
An honourable member — The member for
Evelyn! Get your facts right. You are a bit slow.
Mr FOLEY — I stand corrected. It was the member
for Evelyn. I was corrected on that earlier by the
honourable member. I apologise to the member for
Warrandyte.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Interjections are disorderly, and the honourable member
for Albert Park should ignore them.
Mr FOLEY — It was the member for Evelyn, and I
thank the honourable member for his assistance.
Figuring out which members of the opposition
temporarily represent which communities is not one of
my strong points.
I will focus on part 5, the particular provisions relating
to liquor and disorderly conduct. As we have heard, the
amendments double the infringement penalties,
including the infringement notice penalties. The time
for which persons can be banned from designated areas
by Victoria Police is increased from one day to
72 hours. These are important issues to communities
such as mine, because of course, we have a number of
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such designated areas within the district of Albert Park,
particularly around Southbank and St Kilda. These
thriving areas of activity for clubs, pubs, restaurants and
a range of related activities are a boon for the local
community but not insofar as the alcohol-fuelled
violence that we have seen arise across most areas of
Melbourne in more recent times.
The bill, and the measures it builds on, have all been
introduced by this government. They further increase
the responsibility on those licensees to continue to
manage their premises in the most appropriate way. It
gives our police the real tools to ensure that when
people stray from the appropriate levels of behaviour
that we as a community determine are satisfactory they
will have a response that is effective, timely and
proportionate to those offences.
In that respect, there has been excellent work done by
the district of Melbourne police at Southbank and the
Minister for Consumer Affairs has given the liquor
licensing commission, for instance, and others the
necessary tools to take strong and appropriate action
against operations such as the Queensbridge Hotel,
which has had a number of measures taken to curb
inappropriate behaviour there. The district of Port
Phillip police have had their toolkit increased by a
number of measures related to both licensing and
banning notices to bring to heel some of those involved
in the worst aspects of alcohol-fuelled violence. We
will see these measures increasingly having a real
impact to ensure that these important areas of
Melbourne’s vibrant lifestyle and attractiveness as an
international city are made safer and more secure not
just for those who visit those communities but also and
more importantly for those people who reside in them.
It is the residents of those areas who have given strong
support to the government’s measures. While some —
and I stress some — licensees have been slow to come
around, it has certainly been my experience of my
community that slowly but surely those licensees are
getting the message and that slowly but surely the
partnerships through liquor accord arrangements and a
number of other methods led by Victoria Police and
backed up by the new inspectorate that the Minister for
Consumer Affairs has been responsible for are having
an effect.
Mr WAKELING (Ferntree Gully) — It gives me
pleasure to rise to contribute to the debate on the Justice
Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance
and Other Matters) Bill. The bill makes a range of
amendments to the Victims of Crime Assistance Act
1996 and a number of other bills. As has been so
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eloquently put by the member for Box Hill, the
opposition will not be opposing this legislation.
The main provisions of the bill are to make it clear that
victims of crime or their representatives may read aloud
their victim impact statement in court. They may also
include and display non-written material such as
photographs. In addition, they allow a court to permit a
representative nominated by the victim to read a victim
impact statement. The bill also allows a court to apply
vulnerable witness protection arrangements, such as the
use of closed-circuit television, to victims and others
making victim impact statements. It also makes
changes to family violence protection and stalking
intervention, including extending police search powers
to include seizure. It allows children to be the subject of
interim orders on a court’s initiative, provides for
interim orders to extend final orders, and allows courts
to make interim orders based on the information in a
police family violence safety notice. It also requires a
court, when considering whether to refuse to admit or
limit the use of a family violence safety notice, to
consider whether it is reasonably practicable to obtain
oral or affidavit evidence.
When it comes to victims of crime, it has certainly been
the opposition — the Liberal and National parties —
which has been willing to stand up for victims of crime
in this state. I know the members for Box Hill, Kew
and Scoresby and many others have been strong
advocates for victims of crime in this house, and I have
been very proud to stand up for victims of crime, not
only in my community but in my state.
At this juncture I would like to pay tribute to and
recognise the wonderful contribution of a Ferntree
Gully stalwart, Mr Noel McNamara, who is a strong
representative not only of the Ferntree Gully
community but of the broader community. He has been
a longstanding servant of the Crime Victims Support
Association in his role as president. Noel and his wife,
Bev, founded the organisation many years ago on the
back of losing their daughter to violence. As a couple
grieving the loss of their child, they put their efforts into
providing assistance to others. They have long been
champions for the rights of victims in this state, and I
pay tribute to the wonderful work they have done.
The Crime Victims Support Association says it believes
this legislation is a positive first step in allowing victim
impact statements to be read in court, but there is still a
long way to go. I think anyone in the community would
rightly agree that there is still a lot more that needs to be
done when it comes to assisting victims of crime in this
state. The association has noted that its members are
waiting with anticipation to see how much will be
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allowed to be read out in court. As far as they are
concerned, judges have enough experience to know
how to handle victim impact statements without the
defence acting as censors.
The association makes the point that if the criminal
justice system was operating as a private company, it
would have gone out of business many years ago
because half of its main customers — that is, the
victims of crime — are dissatisfied with the system’s
services. What it does, in very simple, eloquent terms,
is articulate the plight of victims of crime in this state
when it comes to ensuring that justice is served
properly and ensuring that the needs and wants of
victims of crime are adequately dealt with.
The association says victims want the opportunity to
have their say. It stated:
Often, victims are denied the right to tell the court in a socalled victim impact statement about any physical or
emotional damage wrought by the offender.

The association provided a couple of examples. It
referred to the reporting of:
… the experience of a woman and her family who were
injured by a drunk driver. After the defendant was charged
with the crime, the woman told the prosecutor that she wanted
to give a victim impact statement in open court, which was
her right by law. The judge denied a request citing his ‘busy
day’.
Another victim complained that without this statement her
rights were unequal to those of the offender. ‘When my 16year-old son was killed by a drunk driver, I wasn’t allowed to
give a victim impact statement or to tell the judge how the
death of my child had affected our family. But the defendant
brought a parade of witnesses on his behalf …

This just shows that there is much that needs to be done
when providing for the rights and needs of the people
who are most vulnerable when we talk about crime —
the victims — but also the family members who are
grieving over the assaults that have been perpetrated on
their loved ones. Yes, this is a positive step forward, but
there is certainly a lot more that needs to be done.
The bill makes a range of changes in regard to the
Liquor Control Act, and I see that the Minister for
Consumer Affairs is at the table. The bill seeks to
increase the infringement penalty for being drunk,
violent or quarrelsome or refusing or failing to leave a
licensed premises when requested to from 2 penalty
units to 4 penalty units and to allow a banning notice
under the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 to be issued
for up to 72 hours instead of up to 24 hours.
It is interesting that we have heard about a range of
issues. The government and the police claim that the
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coalition’s policy of two-year bans on violent drunks
re-entering licensed premises would be hard to enforce.
However, this bill will require police to enforce a ban
on drunks going into any part of a proscribed area, not
just a licensed premises, for up to 72 hours. The
positions that have been espoused by members of this
government in their challenging of an opposition policy
seem to be quite contradictory when you look at the
provisions in this bill, which seem very similar.
We have a range of other issues with this bill. For
example, in regard to the Children’s Court the
opposition warned the government that reducing the
time limit for commencing summary offence
proceedings would cause problems, and that is exactly
what has happened. That is something that was put
forward by the opposition. The government was not
prepared to pick up this issue at the time, but it has
now. However, the amendments go only a very small
way towards fixing the problem.
There is one fundamental issue that the government
needs to pick up when it is dealing with victims of
crime. Yes, it is important to provide for victims of
crime in terms of allowing for victim impact
statements. But what this state really needs is more
police on the street. We need a stronger police
presence. We need a more active police presence
because that in itself would help to deter the level of
crime that is being perpetrated in this state. It would act
as a deterrent to those who seek to perpetrate crime.
They may in fact be deterred from committing that
crime on the basis that there is an actual chance that
they might get caught.
In Rowville, Lysterfield, Ferntree Gully and Boronia in
my area there is a general belief in the community that
on a Friday or Saturday night you will not get caught.
That is why we have seen such a high level of
inappropriate action, particularly by young offenders.
The strongest thing this government can do is to start to
put more police on the street.
The opposition has said that if it is successful at the
November election, it will put an extra 1600 police on
the street. Those opposite stand condemned. They have
failed to announce what they will do in regard to that
policy.
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and order. My community has had enough; my
community is sick of it.
Mr Kotsiras interjected.
Mr WAKELING — As the member for Bulleen
would well know, my community is greatly concerned
about the prevalence of violent crime. What my
community wants is action. What my community wants
is a government that will take the bull by the horns and
actually do something about violent crime and put more
police on the street. Those opposite can whinge, whine
and carp as much as they like, but Victorians have said
loud and clear that they want more police on the streets.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I have only a couple of moments to
comment on this bill. I just want to say in respect of the
provisions of the bill and the opportunities afforded to
victims of crime to make representations that I have
never had occasion to attend a hearing as a party. I am
glad that I have not had to be in that position. But whilst
studying law some years ago I attended various courts,
as law students do. I recall that I attended the Oakleigh
Magistrates Court, the Melbourne Magistrates Court
and occasionally the Supreme Court. It struck me at
those times how someone like me could walk in and be
disconnected from the details of the events being
trawled through and find some moments in those
proceedings almost entertaining when they see the
reaction of witnesses to evidence being led when things
do not go to plan.
I recall one occasion when a high-powered prosecutor
in a criminal trial was leading evidence to someone
who was trying to explain how dynamite worked, and
he borrowed from the Queen’s Counsel — —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

In 1999 the then opposition promised my community
that it would deliver a 24-hour police station. It has
failed to do that. My community is calling on the
government to deliver on that promise. It failed to do so
because it is not committed; its heart is not in it and it is
not prepared to do the hard yards when it comes to law

Liquor licensing: Marysville Patisserie
Mr O’BRIEN (Malvern) — I raise a matter for the
Premier. The action I seek is that the Premier direct that
a couple who have been poorly treated by his
government be reimbursed for licensing fees they
should never have been charged. The bushfires of
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Black Saturday, 7 February 2009, were the greatest
natural disaster in Australia’s history. Tragically
173 Victorians lost their lives, while thousands more
lost their homes and businesses. The township of
Marysville was one of the towns that were devastated.
One of the businesses destroyed on that day was the
Marysville Patisserie, which was owned and operated
by Ashraf and Christine Doos. The patisserie was not
only a business that Ashraf and Christine built up over
seven years, it was their home and that of their two
teenage sons. The strength of courage the Doos family
showed in light of the tragedy of Black Saturday was
remarkable, but it was also typical of many Victorian
survivors of that terrible event.
The Premier met with Ashraf, and on 24 February 2009
relayed to the Parliament a personal commitment:
If passion and determination of people are anything to go by,
and if people like Marysville Patisserie owner, Ashraf Doos,
is an example of that, we will succeed. Ashraf lost his
business, his home and many of his friends in the Marysville
fires. I met him at Healesville literally minutes after he had
learnt that his property had been destroyed, and despite his
extraordinary pain he told me in no uncertain terms how he
and his wife planned to rebuild his patisserie and help rebuild
his beloved community. I told him that we would support
him, and we will.

To their great credit Christine and Ashraf worked to get
back on their feet. When you run your own business,
any day the doors are closed is a day without income,
and I am delighted that they opened a wonderful
business called Marysville Patisserie on Glenferrie in
the heart of my electorate of Malvern.
Here is where the Premier’s assurance of support has
rung hollow. Having already paid the 2009 liquor
licence fee for their now destroyed business, the Dooses
needed the same type of licence for their new Malvern
venture. Mr Doos went in person to Liquor Licensing
Victoria and set out his circumstances. He explained
that his business had burnt down in Black Saturday’s
fires and that he was attempting to restart a business in
Malvern. What response did he receive? He was told
that he could not transfer the licence from his
devastated business to his new one. He was told that he
had to pay to simply apply for a new licence, and then
he had to pay again to receive a new licence. Finally,
Mr Doos was told that the government would not credit
or refund him the licence fee he had already paid on his
business that was lying in ashes and instead the
government would pocket that money itself. That is not
bureaucracy, that is bastardry.
The Dooses want to rebuild in Marysville, but so far
they have been let down by a government that treats the
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loss of their business as an opportunity to collect
another liquor licence fee. The Premier told this
Parliament he would support Mr Doos. I ask the
Premier to now keep that commitment, to direct that
there be an immediate refund of all additional liquor
licensing fees paid by the Doos family for 2009 and to
extend the family an apology for the distress their
treatment by the government has caused.

Western Heights College: funding
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise on the
adjournment an issue for action by the Minister for
Education. The issue I raise relates to the ongoing
construction of Western Heights College in my
electorate of Geelong. For the information of the house,
Western Heights College is currently operating on two
sites at Geelong. A new state-of-the-art education
facility is being built on the old teachers college site on
Vines Road in Manifold Heights. The new school is
being built in two stages, with stage 1 clearly under
way at the present time. The school community is keen
for stage 2 to commence immediately following the
completion of stage 1. The action I am seeking from the
minister is for her to commit funding to allow stage 2 of
the Western Heights College development to take place
immediately as a flow-on from the completion of
stage 1.
Western Heights College is a great school. It was
formed through the amalgamation of three former
secondary colleges, and therefore the school has
operated on three separate campuses for many years.
One of those campuses closed down roughly 12 months
ago. Through the commitment of the school staff,
including the former principal, the current principal and
parents, it has taken many years to create a world-class
education facility on Vines Road. The project
commenced in 2009, and I have to say that work has
gone ahead in leaps and bounds in the last six months
or so. However, as I said, the school community is keen
for stage 2 to commence as soon as possible to allow
the school to be completed in the minimum time
possible. However, while it is important to have the
school completed in the minimum time possible, it is
just as important to have minimum disruption to the
school’s operations.
As I understand it stage 2 works will include more
classrooms and facilities for art, commerce, drama,
home economics, science and administration. On its
completion Western Heights College will be a worldclass education facility. Importantly it will incorporate
the Vines Road Community Centre and the Vines Road
Senior Citizens Club. It will also share its library
facilities between the school and the community. It is
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an important project, and stage 2 is vital to it. As such I
urge the minister to provide the funding.

Child care: Mansfield
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — My issue is for the Minister
for Children and Early Childhood Development. I
request that the minister familiarise herself with the
need for improved child-care facilities at Mansfield and
support the Mansfield community’s applications for a
range of grants to fund the construction of new facilities
to meet current and future child-care needs. I
commence by stating that the Mansfield community is
a can-do community. On a number of occasions it has
demonstrated the ability to raise funds to meet the
community’s needs for a range of services. In this case
it is asking the government to come on board and
support its fundraising activities.
By way of background, Mansfield has a number of
child-care facilities, including the Mansfield
Community Cubby House and the Take A Break childcare centre. But these child-care facilities have long
waiting lists. Long day care facilities have 33 places,
and there are 50 people on the official waiting list;
occasional day-care facilities have 21 places, and there
are 36 people on the waiting list. The Mansfield Shire
Council coordinates the family day care and in-home
care and currently provides 104 children with
22 providers of that service.
The Mansfield Shire Council has applied for a number
of grants. In discussions the Department of Education
and Early Childhood Development has indicated that
Mansfield is on the priority list for funding. A
preliminary business case has been developed and
preliminary sketches for the design of the child-care
facility have been completed. The early indications are
that the facility would cost about $4 million. The
council has committed $1.5 million, and there is an
application for $500 000 to this year’s funding round of
the Children’s Capital program. There has also been
support for a preschool application for $100 000. There
has been an application to the federal government’s
additional early learning and care centres initiative for
$2 million in support and an application for $1 million
of funding from another federal government fund.
The local community, via the Mansfield Shire
Council — which is a can-do council representing a
can-do community — is seeking the minister’s support
for these applications at both the state and federal level.
If this government is fair dinkum about governing for
all Victorians and making all of Victoria a great place
to live, work and raise a family, then I look forward to
the minister supporting these applications — —
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.

Hallam Road, Hampton Park: pedestrian
crossing
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) — I raise a
matter this evening for the attention of the Minister for
Roads and Ports. The action I seek is for the minister to
enhance pedestrian safety on Hallam Road, Hampton
Park.
Pedestrian safety is a real concern for local residents
near Hallam Road; for people who attend community
facilities such as the church, the child-care centre, the
retirement home and the shopping centre; and of course
for the hundreds of children who attend nearby schools,
especially St Kevin’s Catholic school. Hallam Road has
an existing flagged school crossing which is used by
pedestrians, especially children from St Kevin’s at
school times. It is a very busy crossing. Parents and the
school principal have raised with me concerns about
driver behaviour along Hallam Road, including their
disrespect for the school crossing supervisors and
crossing markings.
Members of the Hampton Park renewal project and the
Hampton Park Roads Committee have also raised the
need for a pedestrian crossing on Hallam Road with me
and VicRoads officers. I have also met with the
minister to emphasise the community’s views on this
local road safety issue.
Pedestrians often have difficulty crossing Hallam Road,
which has high traffic volumes at both a.m. and p.m.
peak times. Residents constantly raise with me the
problems they experience just trying to get across
Hallam Road as they go to work or just down to the
shops to pick up something quickly. It is a really busy
community precinct. The area would be greatly
improved if pedestrian-operated signals were installed
and a dedicated right-turn lane into St Kevin’s primary
school were established.
The Brumby government has put in place a road safety
strategy that is helping to save lives and reduce injuries
on our roads. Since the first Arrive Alive strategy was
introduced there has been a 35 per cent reduction in the
Victorian road toll. We have committed $650 million
for road safety projects as part of the current Arrive
Alive strategy, which aims to reduce the road toll by
30 per cent over 10 years. We have provided funds to
help with road safety campaigns and projects in
Hampton Park. Unfortunately the community has
experienced some tragic car accidents in recent times so
we are all too well aware of the need to make our
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community members better drivers and our community
a safer place for commuters and pedestrians. We are
still strongly campaigning for the duplication of Hallam
Road to improve local road safety.
Pedestrians are among the most vulnerable users of our
road network, with around 50 pedestrians losing their
lives on Victoria’s roads each year. Pedestrian crossings
play a vital role in helping provide a safer place for
people who walk along busy roads such as Hallam
Road. I ask the minister to take action to enhance
pedestrian safety on Hallam Road, Hampton Park.

Housing: Sandringham electorate
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I have had one
of the most disturbing cases in my time in this place
brought to my attention through a couple of areas of
referral. It concerns a young mother and five children
who have been evicted from their Office of Housing
home in the Sandringham electorate. What concerns me
is that she represented herself at the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal; that for the last three months
she has been homeless and has been sleeping in her car,
on a couch or wherever she can; and that she has been
separated from her children, who are living at another
location. This lady greatly cares for her children and is
concerned about their education and welfare. What
struck me was that the circumstances, as related to me,
did not seem to warrant the outcome that she now
confronts — that is, her separation from her five
children.
What I seek is the opportunity to raise this matter
directly with the Minister for Housing and for him to
review the file, so that if this lady requires and is
otherwise eligible for further housing he can carefully
review the matter to determine whether she may
otherwise qualify for housing at a more accelerated rate
than might otherwise be the case. On my understanding
of the case, if she had been legally represented, some
issues might have been brought to the attention of the
tribunal which may have resulted in her not being
evicted from her home.
To ensure that the matter can be followed through I
seek to raise it with the minister. I seek the opportunity
for him to consider the matter following appropriate
representations and to determine whether the family —
the mother and five children — can be reunited under
the one roof. The children are all of young age, junior
secondary at most.
At a time when many things happen in the wider world,
a three-month separation of a mother from her children
is a serious issue. She had been a public housing tenant
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for some 10 years. I understand that the factors that
have led to her losing her housing involve issues with
some other people in her estate, but her loss of housing
and the children’s loss of their mother’s care is a very
serious matter. I seek the opportunity to raise this
matter directly with the minister so that he can review
the file and see if there is a constructive solution so that
she can be well accommodated sooner rather than later.

Energy: Gherang geothermal project
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — I wish to
raise a matter for the Minister for Energy and
Resources. I call upon the minister to take urgent action
to dispel the rather large and disturbing amount of
misleading information that has been spread around the
Gherang and surrounding communities regarding
Greenearth Energy’s proposed geothermal project. I see
the member for Geelong nodding his head furiously. He
was at the community cabinet meeting not that long ago
in Geelong where a number of issues were raised. The
member for Geelong, like me, is another strong
supporter of renewable energy projects in Victoria and
particularly in our region, whether they be solar projects
or indeed, as in this case, the first stage of an attempt to
prove a new technology — it is not a new technology,
but it is a new one for our region — a geothermal
project down around Gherang.
Over recent months, local residents have had to put up
with a number of pieces of misleading and ill-informed
information that have been surreptitiously and
mysteriously put into their letterboxes. They have also
had to put up, week after week, with reading letters to
the editor of the local newspaper, some of them
hysterical at times, from alleged political candidates
who know nothing and stand for nothing when it comes
to renewable energy.
Local residents have raised with me their concerns
about a range of perceived risks such as impacts on and
alleged pollution to groundwater, the stimulation of socalled seismic events that will occur tomorrow, the
compulsory acquisition of their land, or the bulldozing
of their houses. All these things have been raised by
some politically motivated people in the region to
generate fear in the community. Part of that area is
indeed in my community. Gherang is not in my
electorate, but it borders it.
In order to sensibly deal with the proposal and address
local concerns, the Gherang community has formed a
group called the Gherang Community and Environment
Group. It is made up of concerned land-holders and was
formed to represent the interests of the local
community. I know, as the member for Geelong would
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know, that the minister took time at that community
cabinet meeting to meet with the members of that very
important and sensible community group.
I call upon the minister to continue to work with this
group, which has responsible and representative
members — unlike a couple of other individuals whom
I will not name in the chamber — and take urgent
action to dispel the large amount of misleading
information that has been spread throughout the
Gherang and surrounding communities regarding
Greenearth Energy’s proposed geothermal project.

Disability services: supported accommodation
Mr BURGESS (Hastings) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for Community Services. I refer
the minister to the minority report of the inquiry into
supported accommodation for Victorians with a
disability and/or mental illness. The action I seek is that
the minister acknowledge the crisis within the industry
referred to in the minority report and act immediately to
address the massive and urgent need that exists.
The inquiry made several key recommendations
relating to the provision of supported accommodation.
These include an increase in accommodation, more
respite care, increased services and long-term planning
to support families and carers. Unfortunately the
majority report failed to acknowledge the crisis that
exists within the industry and through that omission
missed the opportunity to adequately emphasise how
urgent the need is for positive action.
Seeking appropriate care and accommodation for a
loved one with a disability is something that must be
done, but it is also a task that parents and carers find
frightening, frustrating and often overwhelming. It is
critical in such an important and sensitive situation that
politics is put to one side and that we act as one to
produce the quantities needed of high-standard
accommodation that is appropriate, acknowledges the
rights of individuals with a disability or mental illness
and encourages social inclusion for some of our most
vulnerable Victorians.
The government has the opportunity to implement the
recommendations of the minority report and make a
real difference for people with a disability and their
families and carers. The stress and anguish that is
experienced by many families, fearful about what the
future will hold, must not be allowed to continue. I
would like to quote briefly from a letter I received
recently from Somerville residents Julie Purcell and
Peter Alp and their plea that the government take
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positive action on behalf of their daughter Alexandra
and other families in their situation:
We continue to be devastated by the lack of parliamentary
resolve to put a process in place that gives my daughter every
opportunity to reach her potential. It is incredibly
disappointing for us to see the parliamentary secretary for
disabilities, Mr Bill Shorten, interviewed on television
recently and for him to talk around in circles without a
concrete strategy and vision for the immediate future. This
was further illustrated in the article where Mr Shorten was
quoted as saying that ‘disability is underestimated as a
political issue by both major parties’. Where’s the process?
Where’s the action? We live with Alexandra’s disability
every minute of every day and it’s gratuitous platitudes like
this that break my heart and I am sure that if my daughter
Alex was capable of interpreting this comment, she would be
shattered as well.

I ask the minister to put herself in the position of my
constituents and contemplate the stark reality of a life
dedicated to the permanent care of a loved one with a
disability. What is needed is positive action, and that
positive action must be taken now, to address the
shameful situation that families caring for someone
with a disability confront every day.

Overport Primary School: funding
Dr HARKNESS (Frankston) — I wish to raise an
issue this evening for the attention of the Minister for
Education. It concerns the needs of Overport Primary
School in my electorate of Frankston. Specifically the
action that I seek is that the minister provide funding
for this school in order that it can rebuild some outdated
buildings and bring the school well and truly into the
21st century.
The school was built in 1957 and consists mainly of
two light timber construction wings, which were
obviously very popular at the time. Back in 2008 I
invited the Parliamentary Secretary for Education, the
member for Eltham, to visit the school to see firsthand
the outstanding learning programs and fantastic work
being done by the school’s very hardworking teachers,
and I can assure the house that he could not have been
more impressed by what he saw there. The only thing
holding the school back from being one of the state’s
absolute top 10 schools is the old restrictive teaching
and learning spaces of a school that was built in the
20th century and not the 21st.
In late 2008 Overport Primary School was invited to
take part in the Building Futures program and to plan
for a redevelopment. The Overport school community
was absolutely thrilled to be asked to prepare for a
major redevelopment of the school. The school’s
principal, Julie Gleeson, the leadership team, the school
council — in fact, the entire school community — have
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been working extremely hard since then to prepare the
best possible plans to enable the school to upgrade and
modernise its infrastructure to create the best possible
learning environment for students. Importantly,
however, the school has also been working hard on
improving what occurs inside the classrooms as well. In
fact, over recent years Overport has implemented a
range of initiatives and strategies to promote
individualised learning and also to allow for some very
innovative teaching methods in order to enhance
student learning and outcomes. The school has also
readily adopted and incorporated new technology into
its classrooms and the curriculum. It has an enthusiastic
and very energetic staff with a strong focus on
delivering even better use of technology in classrooms.
I can assure the house that Overport is a school which
certainly strives to provide the very best educational
opportunities for all its students, with staff who are
vigorously committed to working with students as
individuals, adapting programs to meet specific needs,
and ensuring optimum learning outcomes for all. The
school is certainly doing a fantastic job. It has a very
heavy emphasis on the development of literacy and
numeracy skills, and the staff are regularly involved in
professional development to ensure that the most
contemporary and appropriate teaching and learning
strategies are in place. We all know a child’s
upbringing is critical to their success as an adult, so it is
crucial that children get the best start in life. A key
factor which inhibits Overport from even better
impacting on student outcomes is the condition of the
school buildings.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Liquor licensing: live music venues
Mr WELLER (Rodney) — I wish to raise again the
shambolic and unfair state of the government’s liquor
licensing laws. The action I request from the Minister
for Consumer Affairs is for him to give a guarantee that
the thousands of small businesses in rural Victoria
which have been hit by these ridiculous new laws will
be given the same degree of flexibility that has recently
been extended to the Tote Hotel in Collingwood — or
are we to see yet another example of country Victorians
being treated as the poor relations of the state?
This week we have seen a smoke-and-mirrors
performance by the Premier in relation to the Tote
Hotel, a revered and much-loved live music venue.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr WELLER — It is a matter of record that the
government’s liquor licensing laws played a major part
in the closure of this hotel and threatened many other
live music venues. Following a major and well-justified
protest by those involved in the live music industry, the
Premier has quickly retreated for fear of losing citybased voters. It appears that a change of name and a
fresh application will, with Premier Brumby’s blessing,
again enable the venue to reopen, filling the same role it
always played.
Yet thousands of small businesses, ranging from small
country hotels through to wineries, bed and breakfasts,
motels, supermarkets and not-for-profit organisations,
are still being lumped with massive fee increases,
which in many cases put their very viability at risk.
Either their initial applications for some sort of relief
have been rejected outright or they have been given
relief of a minimal nature, exposing and reinforcing the
fact of the government’s complete disdain for the plight
of rural Victorians.
Small country hotels are generally the very heart and
soul of their communities, and to treat them in the same
manner as major Melbourne venues is patently
ridiculous, yet the Premier and his government continue
with this sham. It is little wonder that country
Victorians are asking what they have done to deserve
such shabby treatment, not only on this issue but right
across the board, whether it be in regard to water, land
tax, health or infrastructure issues.
Again, on behalf of small business operators across this
state and the communities they serve I ask the
government to undertake an urgent and honest appraisal
of the damage that the new liquor laws and their
associated fee hikes are causing. As time goes on and
bills for the new fees arrive in the mail the wave of
damage spreads further and deeper into our rural
communities. It is creating uncertainty, concern and
even fear as small business operators contemplate
whether they can afford to continue, or indeed, in the
case of many, whether it is all worthwhile. Now is the
time for the state government to act in a meaningful
manner. Leadership based on an understanding and
acceptance that this legislation has missed the mark and
is now having a major impact on rural Victorians is
now called for.

Burke Road North–Lower Heidelberg Road,
Ivanhoe East: pedestrian crossing
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — The matter I wish to
raise is for the attention of and action by the Minister
for Roads and Ports. The specific action I seek from the
minister is to address the need for a pedestrian crossing
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on Burke Road North, south of Keam Street in East
Ivanhoe. For those who know the area, Burke Road
North is the major exit and entrance onto the Eastern
Freeway from Greensborough Highway and the
Western Ring Road. It has a large amount of traffic,
and the traffic is forever increasing. There has been a
need for a pedestrian crossing for some time.
Before I continue, I want to recognise in this house the
great assistance the Minister for Roads and Ports has
given me in obtaining pedestrian crossings over the last
couple of years, such as the one on Lower Plenty Road
at the Rosanna shopping centre and last year the longawaited pedestrian crossing on Lower Heidelberg
Road, north of the cutting. Previously there was the
Burgundy Street crossing in the Heidelberg shopping
centre as well.
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I again request that the minister take action. I have
written to him. I know he is very responsive, as was his
predecessor. There have been campaigns on this issue
by my two upper house colleagues and the local
councillor. The local councillor, Jenny Mulholland, in
particular is more about getting publicity than about
actually getting things done. She is all about getting her
name in the paper and what have you. She has not
recently approached me on this issue. Previously she
did so, but the council was scared off because a resident
of Burke Road North threatened to take the case to the
Supreme Court if the crossing was put in front of their
property.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.

Responses
When I look back on my term as local member, I see I
have also got at least another three pedestrian crossings
and many other major works under this minister and the
previous minister for transport, now the Minister for
Energy and Resources.
Mr Kotsiras interjected.
Mr LANGDON — I cannot forget the previous
minister for transport. The ministers have done a lot in
the area to improve safety, and I appreciate it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Bulleen is
interjecting out of his seat.
Mr LANGDON — I turn my attention back to
tonight’s request. Burke Road North is in need of a
pedestrian crossing. It has been on the council’s priority
listing since 2007. The Heidelberg Leader newspaper
has been running a major campaign on the issue.
I recently did a survey of the area. I wanted to know
exactly what the people wanted, because there have
been mixed messages out there. Some people wanted a
full set of lights at the roundabout and others wanted a
pedestrian or zebra crossing. I am pleased to inform the
house that the survey came back and was very well
received: 60 per cent of the respondents wanted the
crossing south of Keam Street, and strangely enough
70 per cent of Burke Road North residents did not want
it on Burke Road North at all. Overall, of the survey
respondents almost nobody wanted the Burke Road
North roundabout to have a pedestrian crossing: 89 per
cent of Burke Road North residents and 79 per cent
overall did not want it. There was some demand for a
full set of lights; however, 54 per cent were not in
favour of it.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I thank the member for South Barwon
for raising this important issue and requesting that I
take urgent action. What is particularly disappointing is
that some people continue to talk down renewable
energy projects in Victoria, in particular the Greenearth
Energy geothermal project. It is interesting that these
people who talk it down are supported by those who
voted against initiatives such as Victoria’s renewable
energy target, a program which was passed by this
Parliament to help bring more renewable energy online
here in Victoria.
We want Victoria to lead the way in producing cleaner
energy. That is why the Brumby Labor government is
taking action now to bring geothermal energy online in
Victoria in order to change our energy mix. Geothermal
energy is a clean and green renewable energy source. It
is generated from naturally occurring heat from hot
rocks and water reservoirs deep beneath the earth’s
surface. Geothermal energy has the potential to provide
a constant flow of clean baseload power to the state’s
electricity grid, and that is why we are so interested in
trying to find this resource here in Victoria.
The Brumby government is prepared to provide up to
$25 million to Greenearth Energy for a major clean
energy project that would create Victoria’s largest
demonstration geothermal power plant. This proposal
was recommended for funding under the sustainable
energy large-scale demonstration program, an initiative
of this government. If successful, the Gherang
geothermal power project could eventually power more
than 120 000 homes with clean, renewable baseload
energy. The development of projects like this is really
great news for Victorians, who will all enjoy the
environmental benefits of cleaner electricity generation
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as well as the economic benefits of new jobs in the
renewable energy sector.

important to remember that climate change is real and it
is happening now. That is why we want to take action.

As with any new technology that is developed or
proposed for a particular locality, I am aware that some
residents in the Gherang community are concerned
about this particular project. As the member for South
Barwon mentioned, I held a meeting with the Gherang
Community and Environment Group during the recent
community cabinet meeting in the Surf Coast Shire. I
also had the opportunity of holding talks with other
residents from Gherang and surrounding communities
at that community cabinet discussion, which was held
at Grovedale College. It became to clear to me at that
meeting that more work needed to be done to properly
inform the people of Gherang and surrounding
communities about the proposed project and I needed to
consult with them in much greater detail. It also became
evident that local residents had been used by certain
political candidates to score cheap political points on a
proposal that will deliver significant benefits to the area
and to the state.

Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — The member for Rodney, unfortunately not
for the first time in his life, was a little muddled in some
of his contribution. He raised issues about local
businesses but then talked about the Tote Hotel. In
responding I will take him through components of that
issue. There has been a lot of publicity about the Tote,
and the common denominator throughout has been
Bruce Milne, someone who I have never doubted has a
great passion for music and a great knowledge of the
music industry. I do not have time now to go through
the history of the Tote, its compliance history and the
issues it has had with inspectors and the director of
liquor licensing. With respect to the commentary over
the past few months from Mr Milne, I disagree with a
fair bit of what he said, but there was one thing — —

I have also been liaising with an upper house member
for Western Victoria Region, Gayle Tierney, about
getting the right information to local residents. She has
been working with my office to organise a community
meeting with communities in areas such as Gherang,
Modewarre, Moriac, Mount Moriac and Parapap so that
residents can hear the facts about proposals and about
the regulatory environment. Accordingly, I will arrange
a community information meeting at which residents
can get information, ask questions and get answers and
register for information updates in the years ahead.
As I said, this will be a meeting for residents. It will be
an information session, not a political rally, so partypolitical candidates from either side of politics will be
not welcome — and neither will overt political
campaigning. I will be happy to work with local
members of Parliament such as Gayle Tierney and the
member for South Barwon because we all believe in the
benefits of supporting renewable energy projects, not
talking them down. We also believe in talking with
residents, not yelling at them. We will be talking and
listening, not yelling at them.
I look forward to having the opportunity to further
discuss this project with local residents at a community
meeting. I hope those opposite will stop trying to hurt
and undermine this clean energy project as they do with
other clean energy projects around the state. It is
interesting to note that their federal colleagues killed the
carbon pollution reduction scheme in Canberra and
they are doing all they can to do the same thing to the
renewable energy industry here in Victoria. It is

Mr O’Brien interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — One day the member for
Malvern will become acquainted with what the
licensing inspector at Victoria Police said and he will be
a little embarrassed about his claims that the Tote was a
blemish-free hotel.
Mr O’Brien interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — It might have been his
colleague in the upper house who said that.
With respect to Mr Milne, there is one comment he
made that I perfectly agree with. It related to the rally at
the front of Parliament House. He said that the Liberals
should sack whichever adviser had suggested they
stand on the steps in suits waving silly placards. I think
Mr Milne got it absolutely right on that occasion.
Mr Weller interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — For the benefit of the member
for Rodney, the process that was set up through the
accord was one in which those venues where the
director of liquor licensing had imposed or sought to
impose crowd controller conditions in the last
12 months as a result of the implementation of standard
conditions across the state could ask the director to
reverse conditions relating to crowd controllers if (a)
the venue requests such a reversal, and (b) Victoria
Police have no objection, and there is a process set out
for that. The process has been running and the first
hotel to go through that process and receive a reduction
in conditions was not the Tote Hotel. It has not been
through that process because it has been in the process
of changing — —
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Mr Weller interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — No. An agreement has been
reached that it will be taken over by others who will
then go through that process and may or may not be
successful, but the first venue to go through that process
is the George Hotel in Hamilton. Last time I checked
Hamilton was in regional Victoria. According to
today’s Age newspaper:
George Hotel manager Vicki Hollard said she and her
husband were ecstatic to be told on Friday that their licence
conditions had changed so that they were no longer required
to hire two security guards for their live music events.
‘We’re so excited because it means we can offer a little …
more’, she said.

She went on to praise the review process and said she
would still employ security guards when they believed
the event warranted it.
This article also reports Save Live Australian Music
spokesman, Quincy McLean, as saying that he was
heartened by news of the Tote reopening and the
George Hotel receiving a rollback on its conditions.
The article goes on further to report Mr McLean as
having said:
The purchase of the Tote by Seventh Tipple suggests that
these guys have faith in the government’s intentions, which is
also great.

Mr Weller interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — Unfortunately the member for
Rodney is a little ahead of himself and he is just a little
muddled. He has not quite got his facts straight, but that
has never stopped him in the past and I guess it will not
stop him in the future.
On the flexibility for small businesses — I think those
were his words — I point out to him that over the
course of the past few months the government has
demonstrated flexibility on a number of occasions. He
may remember that when we put out our first cut in the
regulatory impact statement for fees, the multiplier was
proposed to kick in at 11 o’clock. After representations
and meetings, we agreed that the revised set would kick
in at 1 o’clock. The government listened and responded
and we were greeted with headlines after that change
such as ‘Pub fee win’ in the Warrnambool Standard,
‘Pubs saved from closure — Licence fee rethink a
“saviour” for small country venues’ in the Ballarat
Courier, ‘Publican happy at what she will pay’,
‘Country pubs win licence fee reprieve’, ‘Liquor fee
structure “less risky”‘, ‘Small hotels win fee fight’, ‘It’s
cheers for local pubs as fee plan to be refined’ et cetera.
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The government certainly demonstrated some
flexibility at that stage.
Similarly, over the course of the past few months,
licensees in a range of areas, but particularly pubs, have
been given the opportunity to transfer into different
categories or to change their hours and patron numbers
at no cost to ensure that their costs under the new model
would be minimised. They have been given that option.
Hundreds of licensees have taken up the opportunity to
reduce either their hours or their patron numbers.
Secondly, a large number of businesses — I think it is
about 3500 — can now avail themselves of the new
cafe and restaurant licence category. Prior to that being
established, restaurants and cafes — those that fall
within the definition that is applied for those
enterprises — were being charged fees that
differentiated them only on the amount of time they
operated. There were restaurants in the city that were
being charged the same as strip clubs because they both
traded until 3.00 a.m. or 5.00 a.m. The flexibility that
now exists is that businesses have the option to go into
the restaurant and cafe category and pay only $397, and
that is a vast improvement on what was on offer before.
Similarly, with the discretion that is available to the
director, some pubs have had the opportunity to switch.
I know there were some operators in the northern part
of Victoria who said that they had a 1 o’clock licence
but traded until 1 o’clock on only a few nights a year.
They wanted to be able to do that still but they did not
want to be charged fees for maintaining that licence at a
higher fee price for the whole year. The director has
indicated a discretion there and a number of licensees
have made applications under which they have agreed
to reduce their hours and close at 11 o’clock and have
reached agreement that on a set number of occasions
they can trade through until 1 o’clock. In that
arrangement that is a much cheaper outcome for them.
We have demonstrated in a number of ways that we are
prepared to be flexible. We will continue to do this as
we further refine the system going forward. I have said
on a number of occasions that the liquor licensing
system that has been in place has some interesting
anomalies in it, some of which are now coming to the
surface and are not necessarily related to fees.
Mr O’Brien — Thanks to the opposition.
Mr ROBINSON — I do not think it was the
opposition; I think it was the Victorian Wine Industry
Association that raised the issue about the rising
importance of farmers markets. Certainly the director
has responded to its concerns by arranging for
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increased flexibility to allow its members to attend and
sell at those farmers markets. There is a lot more to be
done. I can assure the member for Rodney that we are
committed to further refining this system. I think he
will find that going forward there will be further
demonstrations of flexibility, because that is certainly
required across 19 000 licences.
Traditionally in Victoria, and I suspect it is the same in
other states, work on liquor licensing has been done
only in fits and starts; it has not been done
continuously. It is the fact of the matter that in that
industry licensing activities continue to change and
what is required in a modern economy is that licensing
systems change to keep pace with that. That has not
been happening in Victoria for many years, if it has
ever been happening. It is certainly my intention that
we will build a more contemporary licensing system,
and that will require further reform, both regulatory and
legislative. I can assure all members, including the
member for Rodney, that they will see that flexibility is
a greater feature of our system going forward.
On the other matters raised on the adjournment tonight,
I will start with the one raised by the member for
Malvern, a licensing issue for the attention of the
Premier. I am certainly willing on the Premier’s behalf
to investigate the matter he has raised. It is a very
serious matter. I have not heard of this issue before, so I
am just taking it at face value based on what I heard in
the 3-minute contribution.
I share the concern of the member for Malvern that the
owners and operators of the Marysville Patisserie,
which was re-established on Glenferrie Road,
Hawthorn, would have been advised in the way I
understand them to have been advised, and I think that
was in about June last year. I say that because following
Black Saturday the government made a commitment,
not just in liquor licensing but in other areas, that it
would waive a whole series of fees for affected
businesses. I am aware that a number of liquor
licensees who had not paid their fees were not required
to pay their fees going forward. In the case of this
business, it appears that it had paid its fees already.
My point here is that my understanding of the way the
director is able to exercise discretion is that the waiving
of the fees that I am familiar with was by virtue of the
director exercising a discretion. Based on what I have
heard, it would seem to me that that same response
should have been possible in the circumstances that
confronted the Marysville Patisserie owners. I will have
that matter investigated and get onto it immediately.
My view would be that the owners of that business
should be entitled to no lesser treatment than other
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people whose businesses were affected by that terrible
tragedy were given as a consequence of events last
year. The member for Malvern has my assurance that
we will look at that urgently — first thing in the
morning.
The member for Geelong raised an issue for the
attention of the Minister for Education in respect of the
construction of the next stage of the Western Heights
Secondary College, and I will pass on that matter.
The matter for Benalla raised a matter for the attention
of the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development requesting her support for grant
applications being made to assist with meeting childcare needs in the town of Mansfield in his electorate,
and I will pass on that matter.
The member for Narre Warren South raised for the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports her
support for a pedestrian safety upgrade near Hallam
Road, Hampton Park. I will pass that matter on.
The member for Sandringham raised a matter for the
Minister for Housing about his desire for the minister to
seek to address the difficult circumstances of a resident
who has been evicted from premises in the electorate. I
will pass that matter on.
The member for Hastings raised a matter for the
Minister for Community Services pertaining to a
minority report about supported accommodation. I will
pass that matter on.
The member for Frankston raised for the Minister for
Education the needs of Overport Primary School and
his desire to see facilities rebuilt there. I will pass that
matter on.
Finally, the member for Ivanhoe raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports seeking
his support for additional pedestrian crossing works to
be undertaken at Burke Road in Ivanhoe. I will pass
that matter on.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 10.49 p.m.
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The SPEAKER (Hon. Jenny Lindell) took the chair
at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144 notices of
motion 20 to 22, 147, 148 and 223 to 232 will be
removed from the notice paper on the next sitting day.
A member who requires the notice standing in his or
her name to be continued must advise the Clerk in
writing by 2.00 p.m. today.
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findings by Melbourne University that many families
will have to pay around $300 per annum in higher
electricity bills as a result of Labor’s smart meters.

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly require the Brumby Labor government to
immediately freeze the rollout of smart meters across Victoria
until it can be independently demonstrated that consumers
will not be forced to pay for the Brumby government
mistakes in the smart meter project.

By Mr WELLER (Rodney) (177 signatures).
Tabled.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Rodney be considered next day on
motion of Mr WELLER (Rodney).

DOCUMENT
PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Rail: Mildura line
To the Honourable Speaker and members of the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria:
This petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house the reinstatement of the Mildura–Melbourne
passenger train.
The petitioners register their request that the passenger service
be suitable for the long-distance needs of the aged and
disabled who need to travel for medical treatment, for whom
travelling by coach or car is not a comfort option, and for
whom flying is financially and logistically prohibitive.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria reinstate the passenger train to service
the needs of residents in the state’s far north who are
disadvantaged by distance.

By Mr CRISP (Mildura) (89 signatures).

Electricity: smart meters
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of citizens of the state of Victoria draws to the
Legislative Assembly’s attention the Brumby government’s
mismanagement of smart meters, in particular:
the Auditor-General’s finding that the project cost has
blown out from $800 million to $2.25 billion, all of
which will be paid for in higher bills;
the Auditor-General’s finding that the electricity
industry may benefit from smart meters at the expense
of the consumers who pay for them;
the unfairness of many consumers and small businesses
having to pay for smart meters before they are installed;
and

Tabled by Clerk:
Ombudsman — Report of an investigation into Local
Government Victoria’s response to the Inspectors of
Municipal Administration’s report on the City of Ballarat —
Ordered to be printed.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Mental Health) — I
move:
That the house, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 4 May
2010.

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Small business: government performance
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to draw the
attention of the house to the March Sensis Business
Index, which shows that Victoria has the lowest level of
small business confidence of any state in Australia. The
Victorian government has an appalling record in its
lack of assistance for small business. We have seen
increased state taxes and charges, we have seen the
indexation of fees and fines, and, according to the
Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission, we
have seen an increase in red tape. We have seen the
impact of the government’s clearways policies, which
are impacting adversely on small business, and in
recent times we have seen increases in liquor licence
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fees, which are also impacting adversely on small
business.
In the face of all of this, what does the Minister for
Small Business do? The answer is he has launched a
little book called Big Help for Small Business. He
launched it on 31 March, although it has not been
available publicly until this week. He put out a press
release, and I note he has received some coverage in
today’s press. While information for small business is
desirable, and no-one would criticise that, what small
business in this state needs is action in key policy areas
to increase small business confidence from rock
bottom, where it is now, so that small business can
employ more people in Victoria.

New Hope Foundation
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Minister for Community
Development) — I rise to draw attention to the
wonderful work being done at the Oakleigh Courthouse
Community Centre by the New Hope Foundation
(NHF). I was at the centre last week with the member
for Oakleigh to announce funding from the Culturally
and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) Senior Surfers
program. This is a program that provides grants and
training support to community organisations with a
significant non-English-speaking membership. Those
grants allow these organisations to purchase computer
equipment and software, to cover internet connection
costs to allow internet training for their seniors and to
train volunteers to provide introductory internet training
to seniors from the organisation in their own language.
About 100 patrons of the Oakleigh Courthouse
Community Centre turned up to the announcement, and
I was amazed at how enthusiastic they were about this
program. The response from both seniors and volunteer
trainers in signing up for the program was just terrific.
There are over 3200 seniors from CALD backgrounds
living in the cities of Kingston, Monash and Glen Eira,
and while many are reasonably established and have
been living in Australia for many years they often lack
English language skills and are at risk of social
isolation. The New Hope Foundation is a not-for-profit
community organisation that assists newly arrived
refugees and migrants through a range of services and
facilities. The majority of clients supported through the
NHF’s Oakleigh Courthouse Community Centre come
from Burma, Sudan, Afghanistan and Egypt. Programs
and activities provided through the centre include
information sessions on health, family, housing and
immigration; support to develop governance skills; a
range of outings and recreational programs, and pottery
classes. I would like to thank the New Hope Foundation
for hosting me, and I congratulate them on the
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wonderful work they are doing at the Oakleigh
Courthouse Community Centre.

National Indigenous Television: funding
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — Funding for
National Indigenous Television will cease on 30 June
unless funding is committed in the May federal budget.
It means NITV will have only a few weeks notice of
whether its four-year funding agreement will run out on
30 June. This uncertainty is causing huge anxiety in the
network and in the community and is leading to
problems for NITV in retaining staff and programs.
NITV employs around 50 Australians, about 70 per
cent of whom are indigenous. It utilises the talents of
indigenous writers, directors, journalists and producers
to make its programs, which include music, health,
sport, news, current affairs, culture and children’s
programs.
The most popular show is the Marngrook Footy Show,
which is broadcast live nationally each week. The
member for Nepean’s son is a cameraman on the show,
and he understands the importance of the network. I am
also reliably informed that the Attorney-General has
attended the show. The panellists on the Marngrook
Footy Show are all indigenous and include Shepparton
resident and former AFL player and St Kilda forward
Gilbert McAdam.
I call on the Victorian Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to
lobby the federal government urgently to secure the
necessary funding to allow the continuation of this
unique indigenous television network. Failure to fund
NITV will mean many indigenous presenters and staff
will become unemployed. Despite the state
government’s commitment to closing the gap, this will
widen the gap of indigenous disadvantage.

Southern Health: MonashHeart
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I congratulate
Southern Health on recent outstanding medical
achievements, particularly in the cardiac area known as
MonashHeart. Recently surgeons at MonashHeart
became the first in Australia to implant a paediatric
pacemaker compatible with MRI (magnetic resonance
imaging) scans.
The pacemaker system, known as the Medtronic
EnRhythm MRI SureScan pacing system, was
implanted in 13-year-old Marcus, who has Marfan
syndrome and has just had an aortic repair. His
condition also requires ongoing MRI scans. Southern
Health paediatric cardiac surgeon Dr Andrew Cochrane
said that commonly used MRI scanners can interrupt or
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withhold pacing therapy, which may be hazardous and
possibly life-threatening. This new technology includes
modified hardware to minimise the level of energy
transmitted through the lead-device connection point.
Another Australian first was performed by Dr Jeffrey
Allison, MonashHeart’s head of cardiac rhythm
management, and is known as the WATCHMAN
procedure. The procedure involves a small, parachutelike device being placed near the left appendage of the
heart. Once there the device deploys and stops clots
from leaving the heart and travelling to the brain. Until
now the only treatment was the blood-thinning drug
Warfarin, which does reduce the risk of stroke but
because the blood is thinned there is a cumulative
bleeding risk.
These are just two examples of Australian firsts for
Southern Health’s MonashHeart, and I thank the people
associated with MonashHeart for their continued
commitment to finding new and better ways to provide
the high-quality care they offer our community on a
daily basis.

Roads: French Island
Mr BURGESS (Hastings) — The state of the
French Island road network has deteriorated to such a
degree that it poses a significant safety concern for local
residents. The continuing deterioration of the roads
causes disruption to movement, inconvenience to
residents and damage to vehicles. The heavy
corrugation of many of the island’s gravel roads is
making transportation increasingly difficult and means
that four-wheel drives are often the only practical
means of transport.
I have been informed by long-term residents of the
island that the current state of the roads is the worst
they have seen in 20 years. When I inspected the roads
with French Island resident and local road expert Tom
Neesham recently we witnessed locals opting to drive
on the sides of the roads because the roads themselves
were in such bad condition. The frustration at the
condition of the roads has reached a point where local
residents are suggesting that if the equipment was
provided, they would carry out the grading themselves.
It is unacceptable that a community that does so much
for itself should have to beg and wait for the provision
of the most basic infrastructure — roads that are safe
and usable.
There are also safety concerns regarding the condition
of the Coast Road bridge. Twelve months ago a
Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)
maintenance report on the bridge indicated that it was
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unsafe to carry heavy traffic. This situation has created
a great deal of difficulty for residents on the island.
Coast Road is the main road on the island and is only
accessible via the Coast Road bridge. Additionally,
water and fuel can only be delivered on trucks that are
considered heavy traffic. Residents are still waiting for
DSE to undertake maintenance work that will render
the bridge safe again and allow the unhindered
distribution of fuel and water to residents.
I invite the Minister for Roads and Ports to visit French
Island with me in the near future, inspect the roads and
bridge and then meet with the French Island
Community Association with a view to arranging a
more frequent or longer lasting road maintenance
regime and bridge repair.

Rotary Club of Drysdale
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Mental Health) — The
Rotary Club of Drysdale held its highly successful
annual Easter Art Show again this year. It has been a
popular event on the Bellarine calendar for many years,
and this year’s show was no exception. Approximately
900 people attended, with local residents being joined
by visitors from across Victoria. The result was the sale
of more than 60 paintings, raising over $20 000. This is
a great achievement, and a large part of the money will
be donated to the Andrew Love Cancer Centre in
Geelong and other Drysdale community projects.
Congratulations to Mercedes Drummond, the
chairperson of the art show, and her enthusiastic team
on a great effort and a wonderful show.
As well as the art show, the club runs the Portarlington
Miniature Railway at Point Richards, which it started in
1995. The railway has continued to run successfully
with the support of a band of willing volunteers,
including the Geelong Society of Model and
Experimental Engineers. The volunteers maintain and
run the train for children and families during Easter and
throughout the year, with special runs on New Year’s
Eve and the Labour Day long weekend in March. The
original idea for the train came from president-elect
Keith Stasinowsky and past president John Brumley.
John, now 84 years old, Noel Schofield and Bill
Blackly have made a great contribution to the ongoing
development of the railway.
I congratulate the president of the Rotary club, Stuart
Baker, the committee and members for their dedication
and for giving their time and expertise to serve the local
community. They do a great job in the Drysdale and
Portarlington community.
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Hec Waller
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — On 14 March several
hundred people gathered in Benalla to witness the
unveiling of a monument to Captain Hec Waller. Hec
Waller was born and grew up in Benalla. He joined the
navy and saw service in Europe in World War I. In
World War II he become captain of the HMAS Stuart
and commander of the 10th destroyer flotilla, referred
to derisively by the Germans as a ‘scrap iron flotilla’.
Hec Waller was awarded the DSO (Distinguished
Service Order) twice for his courage and leadership in
many armed engagements in the Mediterranean,
including ferrying supplies into Tobruk under constant
air attack. In 1942 as captain of the HMAS Perth he
engaged in a battle against the Japanese in the Java Sea.
The odds were overwhelming and the Perth and the
USS Houston went down. Hec was last seen on the
bridge of the Perth as it went down.
The monument honours Hec Waller and all men and
women who lost their lives at sea during operational
duties. The monument emphasises Hec’s qualities: he
was strong, reliable and unpretentious. The Beechworth
granite for the monument was supplied by the Indigo
Shire Council, the stonework was done by
A. C. and R. J. Lau Pty Ltd, and the sculpture was done
by Louis Laumen.
Congratulations to Richard Hawkins, OAM, for making
all this a reality and enabling Benalla to honour the man
considered by many to be the greatest sea-captain of his
generation. Thanks also to the many other people and
organisations, including the Benalla Rural City
Council, Thales, the Royal Australian Navy and the
many donors, including the state and federal
governments, for making all this possible.

Preston South Primary School: rebuilding
Ms RICHARDSON (Northcote) — I rise today to
congratulate and thank all the people whose efforts
have borne fruit for the Preston South Primary School
community. In July last year a fire at the school
destroyed classrooms, the administration wing, all its
musical equipment and essential teaching material. I
visited the school on the day of the fire and, like others,
found the destruction heartbreaking.
The community, led by principal Therese West, rallied
to continue classes and restore facilities. Families
formed the Friends of Preston South Primary School,
with Gerard Stafford as its enthusiastic convenor. I met
with them regularly and arranged for a delegation to
meet with the Minister for Education. I am pleased to
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say that after her intervention $1 million was allocated
for the rebuild, and works are set to commence in the
coming weeks as part of the Building the Education
Revolution development. In the last two weeks, after
listening to the school community, architects have
adapted their designs and addressed our concerns.
This has been a strong community-based campaign,
and several people deserve credit for their efforts.
Therese, despite a family tragedy, has been tireless in
her efforts. Gerard Stafford, a retired school principal
with grandchildren at the school, dedicated himself to
the campaign. Other active friends group members are
Natalie Alchin; Judith Bannon; Kate Conway; Lisa
Coote; Pip Harding; Andy and Sue McDonald;
Malcolm McIver; Anthony, Paul, Stephen and Suzie
Stafford; and Cheryl Trott.
I also thank Steve Lupton, the assistant general
manager of the infrastructure division of the
department, and the minister, whose direct involvement
was crucial in overcoming the obstacles facing us.
This is a wonderful example of how a community can
band together to achieve its goals despite a
heartbreaking setback. Children are remarkably
resilient, but the children of Preston South Primary
School have shown that, like their principal, teachers,
parents and grandparents, they can meet life’s
challenges with absolute confidence.

Gippsland Lakes: entrance
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I would like to
raise the disappointing commentary around the sand
management at Lakes Entrance, which has gained
significant publicity in local and state media. These
comments are based on simplistic, narrow-minded and
vested personal views, and not on scientific evidence or
fact. These comments and the publicity surrounding the
project have the significant potential to undermine the
funding request from Gippsland Ports to replace the
April Hamer with a suction hopper dredge.
This project is a very important one for the Gippsland
community, the commercial fishing fleet, the
recreational boating around the Gippsland Lakes and
also to reduce the flood risk around the Gippsland
Lakes area. This is a very important project for our
region, and there is strong local support for it.
An evidentiary process has been undertaken, and the
regulatory approval process to improve the dredging
outcomes of the Gippsland Lakes has been significant.
Recently we have heard a number of commentators
making claims about the impact on the introduced crab
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species of the increased salinity and other factors in
relation to the health of the Gippsland Lakes. I draw to
the attention of the house the fact that Professor Barry
Hart of the Gippsland Lakes and catchment task force
has indicated that water quality is high and that this
process will not impact on that quality.

Ray Beckley
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I take this opportunity
to mark the life of Mr Ray Beckley, a successful
businessperson, harness racing identity and Geelong
community stalwart, who died recently at the age of 85.
Ray Beckley was born in 1924 in Geelong West and
was educated at North Shore Primary School. He
worked first for his father, selling fruit and vegetables
door to door. Later in life, again with his father, Ray got
into the trucking business, and by the early 1960s the
Beckley business transported grain on more than
20 trucks, working essentially between Melbourne and
Sydney.
From a community perspective Ray Beckley was a
local stalwart, as I said. He was a councillor on the
former Shire of Corio for almost 20 years and served
local ratepayers effectively with achievements such as
being instrumental in the establishment of the Norlane
pool. As with most people who are dedicated to the
community, Ray’s work was not confined to Corio
shire. He was heavily involved with Rotary in Geelong
and was made a life member for his work over many
decades. He was also active in numerous other
organisations.
However, it would be fair to say that Ray will be most
remembered for his commitment to harness racing in
Geelong. As president of the Geelong Trotting Club in
the early 1980s, Ray had the vision, the drive and the
skills to take harness racing from an outdated,
dilapidated course at Eastern Park to Corio, where
Geelong harness racing continues to flourish today. In
his honour, the new track was named Beckley Park, and
rightly so given his contribution to the sport not only in
Geelong but across Victoria. Vale Ray Beckley.

Community services: Doncaster electorate
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Doncaster) — Last year the
state government’s Department of Human Services
(DHS) invested $270 million in the eastern region of
Melbourne. The funding went to community-based
health services, housing, disability services and child
protection but excluded acute health services. Important
non-government organisations such as Anglicare,
Scope and Connections, regional health and community
services such as EACH, Eastern Domestic Violence
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Service and Eastern Health, and local councils are all
funded. However, in analysing the numbers it is clear
that funding in Manningham lags significantly behind
other municipalities.
Documents released to me under freedom of
information show that of the funding given to the
eastern region by DHS in the last financial year only
1.4 per cent found its way to services based in
Manningham; that is $3.7 million in funding for
Manningham organisations, families and individuals.
This starkly compares to $66 million for Monash and a
whopping $109 million for neighbouring Whitehorse.
Community services staff tell me that funding from
state government sources is often not directed to the
area simply because the need is not seen to be great.
However, Doncaster residents face the same challenges
and issues that affect many others across Victoria.
Many services are provided on a regional basis and
located in neighbouring suburbs, but that means
Manningham residents have to travel away from the
area to obtain assistance. This is complicated by our
limited public transport services. Manningham
residents miss out on many needed local services — for
example, we have no men’s change behavioural
program and Doncare had to struggle to obtain private
funding for Chinese-specific playgroups. I call on the
state government to address this unfair bias and ensure
a fair go for Manningham residents.

Housing: Reservoir development
Mr SCOTT (Preston) — I recently attended the sod
turning for the redevelopment of public housing on a
site at the corner of McMahon and Cheddar roads, a
fantastic project that will lead to over 50 units and
homes being provided to low-income residents of my
electorate. The previous housing on the site was built in
the 1950s and was badly in need of replacement. I pay
tribute to the current Minister for Housing for the
foresight he has shown in backing the redevelopment of
the site, which will provide better housing for residents.
The minister has presided over a vast expansion in the
funds spent both on redevelopment of social and public
housing and the development of new social and public
housing. The Cheddar McMahon estate will be a
flagship in my area.

Mendo Kundevski
Mr SCOTT — I would also like to pay tribute to a
former Darebin councillor, Mendo Kundevski, for his
support for social housing during the last term of the
Darebin City Council, when a development was being
undertaken on Bruce and Bell streets. It was a
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particularly difficult development, but the outcome has
been fantastic for the community. The development that
has been completed is of a quality that matches the
private developments in the area and provides excellent
housing for the local community. Mendo Kundevski
took a principled decision to support social housing for
the most disadvantaged residents in our community at
some personal political cost. However, I believe, as I
know he does, that this was what the community
needed. He should be proud of his work.

Roads: city of Maroondah
Mr HODGETT (Kilsyth) — Since the opening of
EastLink there have been numerous complaints from
residents concerned about the increased noise caused by
increased traffic volumes using the connecting arterial
roads onto EastLink. The Maroondah City Council has
also received complaints, including signed petitions
from local residents. I have met with a number of
residents about this matter and about increased traffic
congestion and increased noise levels, particularly
caused by heavy trucks at night. This very matter was
raised at a recent meeting with the councillors and
senior management team at the Maroondah City
Council.
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Police: Croydon
Mr HODGETT — The last fortnight’s police roster
for Croydon has five morning shifts with not enough
police to staff the van. Sideshow Bob must urgently
look into this shameful situation.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Braybrook College and Sunshine Secondary
College: China visit
Ms THOMSON (Footscray) — I would like to
congratulate the Minister for Education and her
department for an initiative which has arisen out of the
blueprint for education, which gives students who
would never normally have it the opportunity to travel
overseas and experience life in another country for a
period of time. I was fortunate to be able to join with
the minister to farewell 30 students from Braybrook
College and Sunshine Secondary College who will be
travelling to China with six teachers, including the
principal of Sunshine Secondary College. They will be
heading to Beijing and Shanghai to undergo a cultural
experience, and in Suzhou and Nanjing, within Jiangsu
Province, they will participate in schooling and
experience life within a school as Chinese students do.

In summary, the issue is that Mount Dandenong Road,
Maroondah Highway and Canterbury Road have all
experienced massive increases in volumes of traffic as
well as large increases in the volume of heavy vehicles
accessing EastLink via the arterial roads. VicRoads
advises that traffic volumes have increased in excess of
25 per cent on the arterial roads. Such volumes of
traffic, particularly heavy vehicle movements, have
increased noise levels, which are causing residents
living along these roads considerable nuisance. Traffic
flows and congestion at signalled intersections have
also had a detrimental effect, with long delays
experienced during peak times. VicRoads, which is the
responsible authority for arterial roads, has advised that
it is monitoring the situation.

It is a fantastic experience for them. They are all very
excited. Some were a little scared; it was the first time
on a plane for most of them, and none of them had
travelled overseas before nor faced the prospect of
doing so. The students have done their research on
Chinese culture and on what to expect in China, as well
as some research on the food and eating habits of the
Chinese and also the cultural sites they will see while
they are travelling. I am looking forward to catching up
with them on their return and hearing their wonderful
stories, and I congratulate the minister for this initiative.

Representations have been made to VicRoads on these
matters. VicRoads has been requested to review the
volumes and traffic classifications of vehicles using
these arterial roads as well as improving the
coordination of traffic signals. VicRoads has also been
requested to review the noise levels along Mount
Dandenong Road, together with reviewing the speed
limits. I strongly support the advocacy efforts of the
Maroondah City Council in these matters, and I call on
VicRoads for the immediate review of traffic volumes,
measurement of noise from and improvements to traffic
flow along Canterbury Road, Mount Dandenong Road
and Maroondah Highway.

Mr WELLER (Rodney) — I wish to express my
bitter disappointment at the Brumby government’s
decision not to commit funding in the upcoming state
budget for the redevelopment of Echuca hospital. The
desperately inadequate condition of the facilities and
ageing infrastructure at Echuca Regional Health is
widely acknowledged, and has been for years, yet the
Victorian Labor government is refusing to recognise the
seriousness of the situation. Echuca Regional Health
was seeking stage 1 funding of $30 million in the state
budget to enable this critically important redevelopment
to get under way. However, the Victorian Minister for
Health recently dashed those hopes when he told the

Echuca Regional Health: funding
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Echuca Regional Health board that stage 1 of the
redevelopment would probably not be funded this year.
Despite the enormous weight of evidence regarding
building deficiencies, unacceptable patient treatment
facilities, bed shortages, inadequate emergency
department cubicles, lack of isolation facilities and
difficult working conditions at the hospital, the minister
has effectively told the Echuca-Moama community that
its hospital is not a priority for the Brumby government
this year. In a poor and feeble attempt to cover up this
disregard for the situation at Echuca Regional Health,
the minister has given the hospital $350 000 to ‘further
develop designs and plans for the redevelopment’.
These designs and plans could easily have been
completed well before now to enable the project to be
included in the 2010 budget. This is merely a stalling
tactic by Labor. Echuca Regional Health may not be a
priority for the Brumby government, but it is a top
priority for me and the many thousands of people in
northern Victoria.

Frankston Hospital: redevelopment
Dr HARKNESS (Frankston) — The Brumby Labor
government has delivered, once again, for the residents
of Frankston, cementing Frankston as one of the best
places in Melbourne to live, work and raise a family.
The Minister for Health recently visited Frankston to
announce a $906 000 equipment boost for Frankston
Hospital, to see firsthand the $1.97 million upgrade to
the emergency department, and also to inspect the start
of work on the $8 million expansion of maternity
services at the hospital. Two replacement ultrasounds
and a mobile image intensifier for Frankston Hospital’s
radiology department will be purchased. The
emergency department upgrade provides five additional
beds in a dedicated fast-track area, and many more
babies will be delivered in the expanded maternity wing
when it is completed. Last year Peninsula Health won
the Metropolitan Health Service of the Year Award for
its outstanding and very much appreciated efforts in
providing the best possible healthcare to our local
community.

Police: Frankston
Dr HARKNESS — On top of the outstanding
health services provided by Peninsula Health, we have
very hardworking and committed local police. With a
95 per cent increase in police numbers at Frankston
between 1999 and 2009, Frankston police are having a
positive impact on local community safety, with crime
plummeting. People are moving to Frankston for very
good reason: Frankston is a great place to live. Since
2004 over 5900 new jobs have been created in
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Frankston, and the unemployment rate has reduced as
well. Over a nine-month period in 2009 the median
house price in Frankston rose from $290 000 to
$339 000 — an increase of 16 per cent. Frankston is
certainly a great place to live, work and raise a family.
Crime is down, employment is up and property prices
are rising. There has never been a better time to live in
Frankston.

Planning: Abbotsford development
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — In recent weeks there
has been significant community controversy regarding
the Hamton development at the Honeywell site in
Abbotsford. I first raised this matter in Parliament with
the Minister for Planning during the adjournment
debate on 4 February, when I expressed my opposition
to the redevelopment. I have had the benefit of meeting
with or speaking to many of my constituents,
representatives of Hamton and members of Boroondara
council about this redevelopment.
However, it has recently come to my attention that my
position on the Hamton redevelopment on the former
Honeywell site in Abbotsford may have been
misrepresented to the effect that I support this
development. Following a meeting of Yarra City
Council regarding the Hamton redevelopment, I was
contacted by several people who reported to me, in
effect, that ‘Andrew McIntosh supports the proposed
redevelopment at Abbotsford’. I have no direct
knowledge of who said that or what may have actually
been said. However, I make my position perfectly clear
for the benefit of the house: I do not and cannot support
the current proposal for the redevelopment of the
Honeywell site by Hamton. I acknowledge that Hamton
has made significant improvements to its original
proposal, but many of my constituents are opposed to
the redevelopment, and I will continue to be a strong
advocate for them.

National curriculum: Greek language
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) — I rise
today to commend the announcement by Premier John
Brumby of his exceptional support for the Greek
language being one of the eight languages to be
considered as part of the development of the national
curriculum the federal government is undertaking at the
moment. I also commend the opposition leader for his
subsequent support of this approach.
Of course it is not surprising that political leadership
and a strong campaign from the Greek community
should be coming from Victoria. Melbourne is often
described as the third-biggest Greek city in the world
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after Athens and Thessaloniki. Close to half of the
Australian Greek population lives here in Victoria. I
commend the Premier for his approach and his
willingness to communicate with and lobby other state
and territory leaders as well as the federal government
on this very important issue. I also want to commend
the federal government for having this process of
national curriculum development. The federal
government understands that if we are truly to build our
skill capacity as a country, we need to improve our
language performance and not rely totally on our ethnic
communities.
In thanking the Premier I remind the house that Greek
is the fifth most commonly spoken language in
Australia, the seventh most commonly spoken language
in schools, the most commonly taught language in
after-hours ethnic schools and in the top three of the
languages offered by the Victorian School of
Languages, so there is a lot of logic to Greek being one
of the eight languages being considered in the
development of the national curriculum.

Anzac Day: city of Monash schools
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — Anzac Day
ceremonies this year will mark the 95th anniversary of
the landings at Gallipoli. I will be attending a number of
commemorative ceremonies, including the Whitehorse
schools Anzac ceremony, which is being conducted on
22 April. This has become an annual event designed to
foster and promote the spirit of Anzac. I am also
looking forward to the third annual schools Anzac
service for the youth of the city of Monash organised
by the Rotary Club of Monash on 20 April. In 2009
over 700 students from 30 different schools attended
the event. These events play an important role not only
in honouring those who have perished in conflicts
around the globe but also in ensuring that the spirit of
Anzac lives on in today’s youth. The increasing
participation in such a huge variety of events across
Victoria is testament to the respect we hold for our
diggers past and present.
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camouflage netting. It was clear from the sounds of
laughter and the fascination on their faces that it was an
exciting learning environment. The fantastic work
being done at schools such as Parkmore is providing
our students with learning experiences that cannot be
obtained from reading alone and develops their
understanding of our history with far greater depth.
I look forward to Anzac Day each year and the
opportunity to participate in ceremonies where I can
reflect on the sacrifices made by so many, appreciate
our freedom and witness our young people — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Sykes) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Ergun Ismail
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — It is with regret
that I inform the house of the death of Ergun Ismail, an
Australian of Turkish background and an outstanding
man in our region. I represented the Premier at his
funeral at the Sunshine mosque in my electorate, and I
wish to place on record the Premier’s message. It reads
as follows:
It is with deep regret that I learned of the death of Ergun
Ismail.
Throughout a long and distinguished career Ergun Ismail
worked tirelessly and selflessly for Melbourne’s Turkish
Cypriot community and was instrumental in establishing
many services and facilities at the Sunshine mosque.
As the president of the Cyprus Turkish Islamic community he
played a pivotal role in the lives of many. In particular he
encouraged young people to become involved in the
mosque’s activities and helped to ensure that the Sunshine
mosque remains the life and soul of your community.
His grace, dedication and ability to inspire will be sadly
missed by Victoria’s Turkish Cypriot community.
On behalf of all Victorians, I offer my heartfelt condolences
to Ergun Ismail’s family, friends and community.

The letter is signed by the Honourable John Brumby,
Premier of Victoria.

Anzac Day: Parkmore Primary School

Westall Secondary College: Harmony Day

Ms MARSHALL — I called in to Parkmore
Primary School this week for a catch-up with the staff
and principal Glenda Prior and was stunned by the
extraordinarily beautiful artwork the students had made
that was lining the hallway. Silhouetted dark images of
soldiers in battle against the colourful backdrop of a
sunset gave a haunting sense of foreboding and the
drama unfolding. In one of the other rooms an
alarmingly realistic mock trench had been created, with
the students continuing their lessons under the

Mr LIM (Clayton) — I rise to congratulate the
Westall Secondary College on the success of its recent
Harmony Day celebration. On 15 March I attended the
harmony tree planting ceremony at the college. This
was a followed by speeches and performances in front
of the whole school assembly, which is made up of
students from different ethnic backgrounds.
The theme was recognition of cultural diversity and the
celebration of all races and cultures in this country. The
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students gave their own impressions of Harmony Day,
with creative self-made videos, speeches in their
mother tongue and singing and dancing in ethnic
costumes. The sports hall was filled with laughter,
applause and a good spirit.

and Court Rules) Act 2005 and is operating successfully. That
act inserted a new part 2A into the Magistrates’ Court Act
1989. That part has provided a model for the creation of the
legislative framework for the office of judicial registrar in the
other courts, but with some modifications to suit the particular
circumstances of each court.

The school principal, Mr David Tyson, and fellow
teachers ought to be commended for their selfless
devotion — —

The creation of the office of judicial registrar in each court
provides an opportunity for the courts to operate more
efficiently, as judicial registrars will be able to undertake
minor judicial duties that would otherwise fall to judicial
officers. This will enable the judiciary to focus on matters of
greater complexity or importance, which warrant the
involvement of a judicial officer. Thus, the capacity to
appoint judicial registrars provides greater flexibility in
making appointments to manage demand in the court system.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Sykes) — Order!
The time for statements by members has expired.

COURTS LEGISLATION
MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS BILL
Statement of compatibility
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) tabled following
statement in accordance with Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Courts Legislation Miscellaneous
Amendments Bill 2010.
In my opinion, the Courts Legislation Miscellaneous
Amendments Bill 2010, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with the human rights protected by
the charter.
I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The bill makes miscellaneous amendments to legislation in
relation to the courts and judicial officers.
The bill will preserve the entitlement to a pension at age 60
and after 10 years’ service for associate judges (formerly
masters) of the Supreme and County courts who are
appointed as judges of the County Court. This is consistent
with amendments made to the Constitution Act 1975 by the
Courts Legislation (Juries and Other Matters) Act 2008 to
ensure that eligibility to a pension at age 60 would be
preserved if a judge was appointed to the Supreme Court
from the County Court, and also with provisions ensuring that
the pension age is preserved for judges appointed from
interstate or federal courts.
The bill amends section 94(5) of the Coroners Act 2008 to
provide that an acting coroner be paid the same salary and
allowances as a magistrate. This amendment will maintain the
status quo in relation to salary and allowances for fixed-term
coroners under the old Coroners Act 1985 and salary and
allowances for acting coroners under the new Coroners Act
2008. This amendment addresses an unintended outcome of
section 94(5).
The bill creates the new office of judicial registrar in the
Supreme, County, Children’s and Coroners Courts. The
office of judicial registrar was created in the Magistrates
Court in 2005 by the Magistrates’ Court (Judicial Registrars

The benefits of more flexible resourcing, as have been
demonstrated in the Magistrates Court, also support the
creation of the office of judicial registrar in the Supreme,
County, Children’s and Coroners courts. The court system
overall will benefit both from enhanced efficiency and
improved consistency.
Each of the three amendments are consistent with justice
statement 2 initiatives aimed at modernising the court system,
and with the government’s commitment to judicial
independence and to the delivery of a fair, efficient and
accessible justice system.
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill
Section 24 of the charter provides that a person charged with
a criminal offence or a party to a civil proceeding has the right
to have the charge or proceeding decided by a competent,
independent and impartial tribunal after a fair and public
hearing.
Section 24(1) of the charter is based on article 14(1) of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.
Article 14 guarantees the right to a fair and public hearing in
the ‘determination … of rights and obligations’. By contrast,
section 24 simply refers to the right to a fair and public
hearing of ‘a civil proceeding’ or a ‘charge’.
The bill, in making provision for the determination of civil
and criminal proceedings in various Victorian courts, engages
section 24(1) of the charter.
The bill creates a scheme where the powers and jurisdiction
of each court may be delegated to judicial registrars, who may
constitute the relevant court for the limited purpose of
exercising functions expressly conferred on them under the
rules of court, or, in the case of the Supreme Court, by the
Supreme Court Act 1986 and the rules of court.
Judicial registrars will be appointed for a period of up to
five years by the Governor in Council upon the
recommendation of the Attorney-General. This
recommendation will be made after the relevant head of
jurisdiction (i.e. chief justice, chief judge, president of the
Children’s Court or the state coroner) makes a
recommendation to the Attorney-General. In accordance with
the regime used in part 2A of the Magistrates’ Court Act
1989, the ability to suspend or remove a judicial registrar is
tightly circumscribed.
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The provisions for the review of a decision of a judicial
registrar have been modelled on the requirements identified in
Harris v. Caladine (1991) 172 CLR 84, where the High Court
considered the extent to which the Family Court of Australia
could delegate judicial functions to persons other than judges.
The bill provides, subject in the Supreme Court to its rules,
for review de novo by a judicial officer of the same court.
In this way, the right to a fair hearing is ensured because the
exercise of jurisdiction by a judicial registrar is subject to
review or oversight of the judicial officers of the court.
The bill also provides that judicial registrars will have the
same protection and immunity in the performance of their
duties as judges of the Supreme Court have in the
performance of their duties as a judge. This immunity is
consistent with the common-law immunity expressed in
Wentworth v. Wentworth (2000) 52 NSWLR 602 and Najjar
v. Haines (1991) 25 NSWLR 224. The common law
developed this immunity in order to protect the administration
of justice and the independence and fairness of the decisions
of the court officer.
The bill, in reflecting the common-law immunity, does no
more than provide those protections necessary to enable
independent decision making by a court officer and,
accordingly, does not limit the right to a fair hearing under
section 24 of the charter.
Conclusion
I consider that this bill is compatible with the charter because
this bill does not limit any human right protected by the
charter.
Rob Hulls, MP
Attorney-General

Second reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The Courts Legislation Miscellaneous Amendments
Bill 2010 contains three sets of amendments in relation
to the courts and judicial officers.
Associate judges’ pension entitlements
The first amendment amends the County Court Act
1958 to rectify an anomaly in relation to the pension
entitlements of an associate judge (formerly master) of
the Supreme or County Court who is subsequently
appointed a judge of the County Court of Victoria.
This amendment preserves the entitlement of an
associate judge who was originally appointed to judicial
office before the commencement of the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal Act 1995 (and who is therefore
entitled to a pension at age 60, subject to accruing
10 years service), who is subsequently appointed as a
judge of the County Court after the commencement of
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section 18 of the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act
1995 on 18 May 1995.
This amendment is consistent with amendments made
in 2008 by the Courts Legislation (Juries and Other
Matters) Act 2008, which preserved the pension
entitlements of County Court judges who are
subsequently appointed a judge of the Supreme Court.
Amendments to the Coroners Act 2008
The second amendment is to ensure that, from
1 November 2009, acting coroners are paid the same
salary and allowances as a magistrate, in order to
maintain the status quo in relation to salary and
allowances for fixed term coroners.
This amendment addresses unintended outcomes of the
Coroners Act 2008, namely that coroners appointed
under the old act on a short-term basis and reappointed
under the new act and acting coroners appointed under
the new act will have their allowances diminished with
the commencement of their new appointment.
The operation of this amendment will be retrospective
and will apply to any appointments of acting coroners
that occur on or after 1 November 2009.
Office of judicial registrar
The third amendment amends the Supreme Court Act
1986, the County Court Act 1958, the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005 and the Coroners Act 2008 to
create the office of judicial registrar in the Supreme,
County, Children’s and Coroners courts.
This amendment is consistent with the office of judicial
registrar created in the Magistrates Court in 2005 by the
Magistrates’ Court (Judicial Registrar and Court Rules)
Act 2005. That office is operating successfully and has
been well integrated and accepted into the operations of
the Magistrates Court and is accepted by the legal
profession.
The creation of the office of judicial registrar in all of
the courts provides an opportunity for the courts to
operate more efficiently, as judicial registrars will be
able to undertake minor judicial duties that would
otherwise fall to judicial officers. Thus, the capacity to
appoint judicial registrars provides greater flexibility in
making appointments to manage demand in the court
system.
Judicial registrars will not be judicial officers, but may
be assigned some judicial functions by the heads of
jurisdiction and under court rules. For example, the bill
provides that the chief justice may assign a judicial
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registrar to be the registrar of the Court of Appeal and
registrar of criminal appeals.
It is also proposed that judicial registrars will be
appointed for a period of up to five years by the
Governor in Council upon the recommendation of the
Attorney-General. This recommendation will be made
after the relevant head of jurisdiction — that is, the
chief justice, chief judge, president of the Children’s
Court or the state coroner — makes a recommendation
to the Attorney-General. Decisions of judicial registrars
will be subject to review or appeal by a judicial officer
of the courts by way of a rehearing de novo.
In summary, judicial registrars will be used in the
Victorian courts to assist the judiciary in managing its
workload in an efficient and cost-effective way, without
compromising either the independence or the quality of
judicial decision making.
Each of the three sets of amendments is consistent with
justice statement 2 initiatives aimed at modernising the
court system, and with the government’s commitment
to judicial independence and to the delivery of a fair,
efficient and accessible justice system.
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Prahran; to make up to three acquisitions of land, each of
which may include unlimited adjoining parcels of land; and to
use funds from that sale of land, with the express requirement
that these powers must be exercised for the purpose of
achieving its objectives. The bill will clarify the institution’s
objectives, importing into the act the objectives currently
specified in an order in council made under section 5 of the
act.
The bill follows an agreement entered into between the
institution and Swinburne University of Technology
(‘Swinburne’) for the sale of land situated at 140 High Street,
Prahran. The bill will, in the immediate term, allow the
institution to sell the High Street property it currently owns to
Swinburne in accordance with the terms of the sale
agreement. In the longer term it will enable the institution to
sell lands vested in it or purchase certain lands as necessary
for the achievement of its objectives.
Human rights issues
1.

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

Property right

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).

New section 11A, to be inserted by clause 5 of the bill, will
enable the institution to make up to three acquisitions of land,
each of which may include unlimited adjoining parcels of
land. The provision engages, but does not limit, the right to
property in section 20 of the charter. The institution will not
possess the power to compulsorily acquire land. Any
acquisition will be pursuant to a commercial agreement with
the owner of the land and at market value. Proposed new
section 11A is therefore compatible with the charter and does
not limit the right to property.

Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 April.

Conclusion

I commend the bill to the house.

PRAHRAN MECHANICS’ INSTITUTE
AMENDMENT BILL
Statement of compatibility
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Local Government)
tabled following statement in accordance with
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities (‘charter’), I make this statement of
compatibility with respect to the Prahran Mechanics’ Institute
Amendment Bill 2010 (‘the bill’).
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with the human rights protected by
the charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview of bill
The purpose of the bill is to amend the Prahran Mechanics’
Institute Act 1899 (‘the act’) to provide the Prahran
Mechanics’ Institution and Circulating Library incorporated
(‘the institution’) the power to sell in whole or in part certain
lands currently vested in it under the act or any building upon
the lands; to sell land it owns situated at 140 High Street,

For the reasons outlined above I consider that the bill is
compatible with the charter because it does not limit any
rights under the charter.
Richard Wynne, MP
Minister for Local Government

Second reading
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill will amend the Prahran Mechanics’ Institute
Act 1899 to provide the Prahran Mechanics’ Institution
and Circulating Library incorporated with a clear power
to purchase and sell certain real property. In the
immediate term, this will enable the Prahran
Mechanics’ Institution the ability to sell the premises it
owns at 140 High Street, Prahran to Swinburne
University of Technology, which occupies the premises
for technical educational purposes under an existing
lease arrangement.
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The bill achieves this by providing the Prahran
Mechanics’ Institution with both a specific power to
sell lands that are currently vested in it, and a specific
power to sell the property at 140 High Street, Prahran.
The latter amendment is required in order to implement
an agreement reached between the Prahran Mechanics’
Institution and Swinburne University for the sale of the
High Street property. This has been the subject of
considerable discussion following lengthy negotiations
over the terms of the lease in relation to the said land.
It is also proposed to provide the institution with a
specific power to sell lands which are currently vested
in it under the act. The reason for this is that the Prahran
Mechanics’ Institution has other property vested in it
which it may in the future wish to sell.
The bill further provides the institution with a power to
make up to three acquisitions each of which include
adjoining parcels of land, which will enable it to
establish a new lending library, and separate office and
storage space if required.
To ensure the granting of these powers is consistent
with the original intention of the Prahran Mechanics’
Institute Act 1899, the bill provides that the Prahran
Mechanics’ Institution exercise such powers only in a
manner that achieves the objectives of the institution.
This not only ensures the bill is consistent with the
original intention of the act and is legally viable, but
also offers protection to the Prahran Mechanics’
Institution by ensuring that the proceeds from the sale
cannot be diverted away from the core business
activities of the institution.
Accordingly, the bill provides that the powers provided,
and the use of the proceeds from any sale of land, can
only be exercised by the Prahran Mechanics’ Institution
for the purpose of achieving its objectives.
These objectives are now clearly stated in the bill,
which replicates the original objectives set out in an
order in council which was gazetted in 2007. These
include providing a circulating and reference library,
organising and conducting educational activities, and
encouraging research for the benefit of its members and
general public.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mrs POWELL
(Shepparton).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 April.

Thursday, 15 April 2010

BUILDING AMENDMENT BILL
Statement of compatibility
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Housing) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Building Amendment Bill 2010.
In my opinion, the Building Amendment Bill 2010 (the bill),
as introduced to the Legislative Assembly, is compatible with
the human rights protected by the charter. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The bill will —
1.

increase the maximum penalties for certain building and
plumbing offences in the Building Act 1993 (Building
Act) in order to:
(a) improve the effective operation of the building
sector by increasing compliance with building and
occupancy permit requirements and notification of
relevant parties such as owners, building surveyors
and councils of building works;
(b) raise building standards and improve the reputation
of, and consumer confidence in, the building and
plumbing industries by deterring non-compliance
by a minority of people that engage in
unprofessional behaviour or misconduct;

2.

identify the Victorian Managed Insurance Authority
(VMIA) as a designated insurer within the terms of
section 137AA(2) to support the introduction of a
government-underwritten domestic building insurance
scheme, funded by builder premiums and operated by
the VMIA;

3.

make minor technical amendments to the Building Act
to enable registration or licensing in a class or classes of
specialised plumbing work to be prescribed by
regulation as a prerequisite to the registration and
licensing in other specialised classes of plumbing; and

4.

make a statute law revision to the House Contracts
Guarantee (HIH) Act 2001.

Human rights issues
Increased penalties for certain building and plumbing
offences under the act
In my view, the increased penalties in the bill only raise
human rights issues to the extent that they amend a provision
in the act which itself limits a charter right and where an
increase in penalty has the effect of extending the rights
limitation. I note that this is consistent with the view
expressed by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee regarding penalty increases (e.g. Alert Digest
No. 12 page 30), as well as consistent with the absence of a
distinct right in the charter guaranteeing the proportionality of
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penalties. I consider that only one clause of the bill, clause 24,
raises a human rights issue.

(3) Nature and extent of the limitation and the relationship
between the limitation and its purpose

Clause 24 and the right to be presumed innocent under
section 25(1) of the charter

Since knowledge of the factual basis for the defences will be
within the possession of the defendant, it will not be unduly
onerous for a defendant to point to sufficient evidence to
discharge the evidential burden placed on him or her.
Moreover, even though the penalty has been significantly
increased, what is at stake for a defendant remains only
conviction for a regulatory offence carrying a financial
penalty and no prospect of imprisonment.

Section 25(1) provides that a person charged with a criminal
offence has the right to be presumed innocent until proven
guilty according to law. This right requires that the burden of
establishing guilt is borne by the prosecuting authority.
Accordingly, placing an onus on a defendant to rebut the
existence of an element of a criminal offence may engage the
right. Section 118(1) makes it an offence to fail to comply
with an emergency order, and section 118(2) makes it an
offence to occupy a building, land or place in contravention of
an emergency order. Emergency orders are made by a
municipal building surveyor when he or she considers this
necessary because of a danger to life or property arising out of
the condition or use or proposed use of a building, land or a
place of public entertainment. It must be served on the owner
and occupier of the building, land or place concerned without
delay. However, section 118(3) of the act provides that it is a
sufficient defence to a prosecution under section 118 in
relation to occupation or use of a building for public
entertainment if the defendant satisfies the court that he or she
was unaware and ought not reasonably to have been aware of
the fact that the public entertainment was the subject of an
emergency order. In accordance with section 72 of the
Criminal Procedure Act 2009, this defence imposes an
evidential onus on the defendant. This means that the
defendant must present or point to evidence that suggests a
reasonable possibility of the existence of facts that, if they
existed, would establish the defence. The prosecution must
then rebut the defence beyond reasonable doubt in order to
secure a conviction.

(4) Any less restrictive means
I consider that the new maximum penalty set by the bill is
essential in order to restore an effective deterrent effect, in
particular by ensuring that the penalty exceeds any potential
commercial gains available through breach of the regulations.
The sentencing process will ensure that penalties in individual
cases are commensurate to the circumstances of the offence.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter because,
to the extent that some provisions may limit human rights,
those limitations are reasonable and demonstrably justified in
a free and democratic society.
Richard Wynne, MP
Minister for Local Government

Second reading
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Housing) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

By imposing an evidential burden on the defendant to satisfy
the court of this element of the offence, section 118(3) may be
considered to limit the right to be presumed innocent. And, by
significantly increasing the penalty for these offences,
clause 24 of the bill potentially further limits the right. This is
because the criminal penalty at stake has been held to be a
relevant factor in assessing the human rights compatibility of
reverse onus provisions. However, in my opinion, even taking
account of the increased maximum penalty, any limitation on
the right is reasonable and demonstrably justified under
section 7(2) of the charter for the following reasons.
(1) Nature of right
It is well established that the right to be presumed innocent is
not absolute and can be limited, provided that limitations are
kept within reasonable limits.
(2) Importance of purpose of limitation
The reverse onus in question serves the important purpose of
rendering prosecution an effective mechanism for ensuring
compliance with emergency orders, which are made to avert
danger to persons or property identified by a qualified
surveyor. Knowledge of the factual basis for establishing the
defence in section 118(3) will be within the possession of the
defendant, and as such it would be impractical to require the
prosecution to bear the full burden of establishing the absence
of this defence. The increase in penalty is specifically
required in order to ensure a sufficient deterrent effect.

The objective of the bill is to:
1. increase maximum penalties for certain
building and plumbing offences in the
Building Act 1993 (Building Act);
2. make minor technical amendments to the
Building Act to enable registration or licensing
in a class or classes of specialised plumbing
work to be prescribed by regulation as a
prerequisite to the registration and licensing in
other classes of specialised plumbing work;
3. amend the Building Act to specifically identify
the Victorian Managed Insurance Authority
(VMIA) as a designated insurer within the
terms of section 137AA(2) to support the
introduction of a government-underwritten
domestic building insurance scheme, funded
by builder premiums and operated by the
VMIA; and
4. make a statute law revision to the House
Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Act 2001.
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Increase in maximum penalties

Minor technical amendments to the Building Act

The offences under the Building Act have been
designed to ensure the effective operation of the
building and plumbing industries and to protect
consumers and the public generally from noncompliance. However, the penalties associated with the
offences have not been reviewed since the act was
passed in 1993 and since that time their deterrent effect
has been reduced.

These amendments are technical amendments designed
to clarify the prerequisite for registration or licensing in
a class or classes of specialised plumbing work.

In considering which, if any, of the penalties should be
reviewed a number of factors were taken into account,
including key areas of non-compliance, the importance
of compliance to the fundamental operation of the
building regulatory regime and the potential safety and
consumer implications that may result from noncompliance.
Increased penalties will improve the effective operation
of the building sector by increasing compliance with
building and occupancy permit requirements and
notification requirements of relevant parties such as
owners, building surveyors and councils of building
works.
The review of maximum penalties will also deter noncompliance by a minority of people that engage in
unprofessional behaviour or misconduct. This would
raise building standards and improve the reputation of,
and consumer confidence in, the building and plumbing
industries.
The proposed maximum penalty increases will convey
a strong message to the community that the government
considers offences under the act to be a serious matter,
whereas magistrates have previously commented on the
low level of penalties provided for some offences and
the importance of stronger deterrents to ensure the
fundamental safety of buildings.
Any consideration of penalties should also ensure that
the extent of the deterrence provided by the penalty is at
a point where the benefit of not complying with the
requirement is outweighed by the loss imposed by that
penalty.
Where the benefit of non-compliance is not outweighed
by the potential maximum penalty which could be
imposed then people will not be deterred from
offending. Recent examples related to the activities of
two building surveyors who have had their registration
cancelled illustrate why penalties need to be increased.
In one case, the building surveyor had over
100 allegations of non-compliance with the Building
Act covering 580 sites.

Under the current provisions the registration or
licensing in a class of plumbing work was only able to
be prescribed as a requirement for registration or
licensing in a class of specialised plumbing work. This
amendment will enable registration or licensing in a
class or classes of plumbing work or specialised
plumbing work to be prescribed as a requirement.
Plumbing work is designated to be specialised
plumbing work because of the safety implications
associated with the carrying out of that work and in
recognition of the particular skills considered to be
required. Some classes of specialised plumbing work
require as a prerequisite the additional specialised skills
that can only be obtained by a person registered in
another class of specialised plumbing work. The
amendment will enable plumbers with the most
relevant registration or licensing to be able to undertake
a specialised class of plumbing work.
As most people would not know whether or not
plumbing work has been undertaken properly until such
time as the work fails it is important that only those
people with the right expertise undertake the work. This
is especially so in regard to specialised plumbing work
where even more serious consequences can arise as a
result of the work not being undertaken by the
appropriately licensed or registered plumber.
Identify the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority (VMIA) as a designated insurer
The government will introduce a governmentunderwritten domestic building insurance scheme,
funded by builder premiums and operated by the
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority (VMIA). The
scheme would be fully implemented by the end of
2011.
A building practitioner that is required to obtain
insurance must obtain this insurance from a ‘designated
insurer’ as defined under section 137AA of the
Building Act 1993, and it is unclear whether the VMIA
currently satisfies the requirements under this section.
The proposed bill will amend section 137AA of the
Building Act 1993 to specifically identify the VMIA as
a designated insurer within the terms of
section 137AA(2) until a full legislative package is
developed.

FAIR TRADING AMENDMENT (UNFAIR CONTRACT TERMS) BILL
Thursday, 15 April 2010

ASSEMBLY

1379
includes a rebuttable presumption that a contract is a
standard form contract;

I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mrs POWELL
(Shepparton).

modifies the existing enforcement and remedies
provisions under part 2B to make them more consistent
with the national provisions; and

Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 April.
aligns the transitional provisions relating to the
amendments with equivalent provisions in the ACL bill.

FAIR TRADING AMENDMENT (UNFAIR
CONTRACT TERMS) BILL
Statement of compatibility
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer Affairs)
tabled following statement in accordance with
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Fair Trading Amendment (Unfair Contract
Terms) Bill 2010.

The bill also removes the current power for regulations to be
made prescribing a term to be an unfair term for the purposes
of part 2B, and repeals existing part 2B offences for using or
attempting to enforce a prescribed unfair term. This is in line
with the national unfair contract terms provisions, which do
not include an equivalent power or offences.
These amendments do not extend the impact of part 2B on
any charter right.
The amendments simply ensure that the terminology and
structure of the Victorian and national unfair contract terms
provisions are consistent.
Human rights issues

In my opinion, the Fair Trading Amendment (Unfair Contract
Terms) Bill 2010, as introduced to the Legislative Assembly,
is compatible with the human rights protected by the charter. I
base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The purpose of the bill is to amend part 2B of the Fair
Trading Act 1999 to ensure that the unfair contract terms
provisions in that part are consistent with national unfair
contract terms provisions in the Commonwealth Trade
Practices Amendment (Australian Consumer Law) Bill 2010
(the ACL bill).
In particular, the bill —
amends the definition of ‘consumer contract’, for the
purposes of part 2B, in line with the national definition;
amends the part 2B definition of ‘unfair term’ in line
with the national definition;

1.

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

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

Consideration of reasonable limitations — section 7(2)

As the bill does not engage any of the rights under the charter,
it is not necessary to consider the application of section 7(2)
of the charter.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities because it does not raise
any human rights issues.
Hon. Tony Robinson, MP
Minister for Consumer Affairs

Second reading
introduces a rebuttable presumption that an unfair term
is not reasonably necessary to protect the legitimate
interests of the party who would be advantaged by the
term;
sets out factors that must be taken into account in
finding that a term of a consumer contract is unfair;
excludes certain types of terms and contracts from the
operation of part 2B;
includes examples of the kinds of terms of a consumer
contract that may be unfair;
limits the application of part 2B to consumer contracts
that are standard form contracts;
repeals the definition of ‘standard form contract’ and
instead sets out factors that a court must take into
account in determining whether a contract is a standard
form contract;

Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

In 2003, following a 2002 recommendation by the Fair
Trading Act Review Reference Panel, provisions
regulating unfair contract terms were introduced into
the Fair Trading Act 1999 (the act), as its new part 2B.
These provisions protect Victorian consumers who
enter into consumer contracts for the supply of goods
and services, whether with Victorian or non-Victorian
suppliers, from unfair terms in those contracts.
Unfair contract terms provisions have served Victorians
well. Since their introduction the director of Consumer
Affairs Victoria has succeeded in a number of unfair
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contract terms actions in the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal, to the benefit of Victorian
consumers.
The success of the unfair contract terms provisions of
part 2B is demonstrated by the inclusion of similar
unfair contract terms provisions in the commonwealth
Trade Practices Amendment (Australian Consumer
Law) Bill 2010.
These national unfair contract terms provisions, which
form part of the forthcoming Australian Consumer
Law, are scheduled to come into operation on 1 July
2010.
The bill amends part 2B of the act to achieve
consistency between its provisions, and the national
unfair contract terms provisions.
The bill amends the definition of consumer contract, for
the purposes of part 2B of the act, in line with the
national definition of that term. This ensures that the
provisions of part 2B will apply to the same category of
contracts as the national unfair contract terms
provisions.
The national definition of unfair term has also been
replicated, as well as a provision establishing a
rebuttable presumption that an unfair term is not
reasonably necessary to protect the legitimate interests
of the party who would be advantaged by the term. The
bill also amends part 2B to include factors that must be
taken into account in finding that a term of a consumer
contract is unfair.
In line with the national unfair contract terms
provisions, the bill excludes certain types of terms —
such as terms that set the up-front price payable under a
contract — and contracts from the operation of part 2B,
and includes examples of the kinds of terms of a
consumer contract that may be unfair.
The bill also limits the application of part 2B to
consumer contracts that are standard form contracts.
part 2B currently applies to both standard form and
non-standard form consumer contracts, while the
national provisions only apply to standard form
consumer contracts.
The bill repeals the existing definition of standard form
contract, and instead sets out factors that a court must
take into account in determining whether a contract is a
standard form contract, as well as providing a
rebuttable presumption that a contract is a standard
form contract.
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Finally, the bill modifies the existing enforcement and
remedies provisions under part 2B to make them more
consistent with the national provisions, and ensures the
transitional provisions for the amendments are
consistent with those in place for the national unfair
contract terms provisions.
In accordance with the national partnership agreement
to deliver a seamless national economy, and in line with
the commitments of other states and territories, Victoria
has agreed to apply the full Australian Consumer Law,
including national unfair contract terms provisions, as a
law of Victoria from 1 January 2011.
As part of the application of the Australian Consumer
Law in Victoria, part 2B will ultimately be repealed,
and replaced with the national unfair contract terms
provisions.
This bill ensures that the provisions of part 2B and their
national equivalents are consistent until this occurs.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr O’BRIEN
(Malvern).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 April.

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(LICENSING) BILL
Statement of compatibility
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Gaming) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Licensing) Bill 2010.
In my opinion, the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Licensing) Bill 2010, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with the human rights protected by
the charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
1.

Overview of the bill

The bill is part of a package of legislation to implement the
government’s reform of the industry structures for gaming
machines, wagering and betting and keno that will operate in
Victoria after 2012. Under the new licensing arrangements:
(i)

holders of a venue operator’s licence will bid
directly for 10-year gaming machine entitlements
which will authorise venues to possess and operate
gaming machines;
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(ii) a new monitoring licence for the monitoring of
gaming machines will be issued for the period of
15 years;
(iii) keno will be offered as a single 10-year licence;
and
(iv) a single stand-alone 12-year licence will be offered
for wagering.
Legislation relating to these new regulatory structures is
already in place. The bill further implements the regulatory
arrangements that will apply post 2012 to gambling licences
and to associates by amending the Gambling Regulation Act
2003 and the Gambling Regulation Further Amendment Act
2009. The bill also amends the Casino Control Act 1991 in
relation to disciplinary action against casino operators for
offences involving minors.
(2) Human rights issues
The bill has been assessed against the charter. Insofar as the
bill has consequences for natural persons, I make the
following observations:
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(iii) the minister has referred to the commission an
application to transfer a relevant licence or
requested the commission to report on the issue of
a temporary licence (clause 51); or
(iv) the secretary has requested the commission to carry
out an investigation or inquiry into the suitability of
persons to be invited or to apply for monitoring
licences (clause 53); or
(v) the secretary has requested the commission to carry
out an investigation or inquiry that the commission
considers necessary to enable the secretary to
report to the minister on an application for the
monitoring licence or to enable the minister to
properly consider such application (clause 54).
Clause 58 inserts part 4A of chapter 10 into the
Gambling Regulation Act 2003 and provides for the
monitoring and regulation of associates of gambling
industry participants, including the disclosure of
personal information about associates or proposed
associates to the commission:
(i)

Privacy — clauses 49, 50, 51, 53, 54 and 58
Section 13(a) of the charter protects a person’s right not to
have his or her privacy, family, home or correspondence
interfered with in a manner that is unlawful or arbitrary. The
secrecy of personal information (including fingerprints,
images, palm prints and other information about a person’s
identity and personal relations) lies at the heart of the privacy
right because of its direct relevance to the choices or
circumstances of an individual’s personal life over which he
or she is responsible and autonomous.
(i)

Personal information

The bill provides for the scrutiny or disclosure of personal
information in a range of circumstances:
Clauses 49, 50, 51, 53 and 54 of the bill make provision
for the disclosure of personal information in relation to
investigations by the Victorian Commission for
Gambling Regulation (the commission) about the
suitability of individuals to participate in, or be
associated with, the gaming industry. Photographs,
finger prints and palm prints of interested persons that
are obtained by the commission under sections 10.4.3,
10.4.7C, 10.4.7K, 10.4.7R or 10.4.7ZA of the Gambling
Regulation Act 2003 and other information concerning
an application that the Chief Commissioner of Police
considers he or she needs to inquire into and report on
the application must be referred to the Chief
Commissioner of Police where:
(i)

the commission undertakes an investigation about
the suitability of a person to be concerned in or
associated with the management or operation of
activities regulated by the act (clause 49);

(ii) the secretary has requested the investigation in
relation to registrations of interest and applications
for the wagering and betting licence and keno
licence (clause 50); or

Section 10.4A.1 of the Gambling Regulation Act
2003 identifies suitability criteria against which the
commission will assess whether a person is suitable
to be an associate of the gambling industry.

(ii) Such information will be scrutinised by the
commission in determining whether to approve the
person as an associate under section 10.4A.7 of the
Gambling Regulation Act 2003 and may be the
subject of an investigation or inquiry by the
commission (division 6 of part 4A).
(iii) Section 10.4A.12 provides that the commission can
require disclosure of photographs, finger prints and
palm prints by a person who is an associate of a
gambling industry participant, a person likely to
become an associate of the gambling industry
participant, or a person the commission suspects of
being an associate and refer such information to the
Chief Commissioner of Police.
(iv) Section 10.4A.13 provides that for the purpose of
any investigation or inquiry concerning associates
or persons likely to become associates, the
commission may require a gambling industry
participant or a person who in the opinion of the
commission is an associate of the participant, to
disclose relevant information, records and
documents. The broad range of information may
include personal information about persons
associated with a gambling industry participant.
(v) The commission may require the participant, a
nominee or associate to notify it of any change in
circumstance specified by the commission,
including information affecting the suitability of a
person to participate in the industry (section
10.4A.4).
Insofar as these provisions require disclosure of personal
information of persons with a business interest or other
relationship with a gambling industry participant, there is no
arbitrary interference with the right to privacy. The personal
information that may be disclosed is restricted to information
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about natural persons seeking to benefit from the gambling
industry through his or her association with a relevant
industry participant. I note that the integrity of the regulatory
structures governing gambling licensing depend on the
honesty and integrity of participants in it. Further, persons
seeking to participate in the management or operation of
activities regulated by the gaming legislation voluntarily bring
themselves within the regulatory structures that govern access
to the gaming industry.
Insofar as these provisions facilitate scrutiny of personal
information of family members of a gambling industry
participant, the bill targets the risk that a gambling industry
participant may be vulnerable to the influence of relatives,
particularly where a close relative is not of good repute
(having regard to character, honesty and integrity). The
disclosure provisions offer an additional safeguard to ensure
that the industry standards of honesty and integrity are
maintained. Further, a ‘relative’ is narrowly defined to include
only the immediate familial circle of a gambling industry
participant. In these circumstances, any interference with the
privacy and family life of a gambling industry participate and
relevant family members is not an arbitrary interference with
the rights protected by section 13 of the charter.
In conclusion, I consider that the narrow reach of the
disclosure provisions to business associates and immediate
relatives of gambling industry participants is compatible with
the right to privacy.
(ii) Interference with livelihood
As noted above and in relation to the right to associate, the
bill restricts the ability of certain persons from entering the
gambling industry as business associates of a gambling
industry participant on the basis of personal and financial
suitability.
The equivalent right (to private life) under article 8(1) of the
European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) has been
held to comprise, to a certain degree, the right to establish and
develop relationships with other people. For that reason,
broad measures banning individuals from employment have
been found to limit this right where they affect an individual’s
ability to develop relationships with the outside world to a
very significant degree and create serious difficulties for them
as regards the possibility to earn their living (e.g., Sidabras
and Dziautas v. Lithuania (Application nos. 55480/00 and
59330/00)).
In my opinion, it is unnecessary in this context to decide
whether the privacy right in the charter is of similar reach.
That is because I have concluded that the measures in the bill
are not comparable to the more far-reaching restrictions that
have been found to engage article 8(1) of the ECHR. The
restriction is limited to participation in the gambling industry
as an executive officer, through financial interest or by
holding any relevant power to control or direct the affairs of
the relevant business. Further, the exclusion from
participation is not of the kind that will give rise to social
stigmatisation of the sort comparable to that arising in many
of the European cases.
Right to associate — clause 58
Section 16(2) of the charter relevantly provides that every
person has the right to freedom of association. The reach of
section 16 of the charter is wide and includes the right to

Thursday, 15 April 2010

voluntarily form and participate in any kind of organisation,
provided that the body can be identified by the common
purpose of its membership and its organisational stability. On
a broad reading of the right, it is arguable that the freedom
includes commercial relationships set up primarily for
economic gain. The argument supporting this approach is
particularly strong where the association is formalised in
some manner, such as by financial contribution, where both
entities pursue a common objective within a regulatory
scheme, or where the association has some public purpose or
service function.
As noted above, clause 58 of the bill provides for the
commission to regulate the relationships between gambling
industry participants and associates by inserting part 4A of
chapter 10 into the Gambling Regulation Act 2003. The new
part redrafts and consolidates existing provisions relating to
the monitoring and regulation of associates of gambling
industry participants, other than those provisions governing
community and charitable gaming permits. Section 1.4 of the
Gambling Regulation Act 2003 identifies an associate of a
gambling industry participant as a person holding a relevant
financial interest or power in the gambling industry
participant, or a person who is an executive officer of the
gambling business of a participant, or a relative of a
participant where the participant is a natural person. Under the
new part:
gambling industry participants and associates must
notify the commission of various matters relating to a
person becoming or likely to become an associate and
other matters relating to a person’s suitability to be an
associate (sections 10.4A.4, 10.4A.5 and 10.4A.6);
the commission may approve or refuse to approve a
person to become an associate of a gambling industry
participant (section 10.4A.7);
gambling industry participants must ensure that persons
do not become associates without the commission’s
approval (section 10.4A.7);
the commission may direct that an associate terminate
the association with the gambling industry participant
where the commission determines that the person is
unsuitable to be an associate of the participant (section
10.4A.8);
the commission may direct that a gambling industry
participant take all reasonable steps to terminate an
association on the basis of unacceptable conduct by the
associate or unsuitability of an associate (sections
10.4A.8 and 10.4A.9); and
the commission may declare that a person who is
unsuitable to be an associate of a gambling industry
participant, or any person who holds voting shares in the
participant in which the unsuitable associate has a
relevant interest, must dispose of shares in the
participant held by that person (where the participant is a
listed corporation). Failure to dispose of shares may
result in their forfeiture to, and sale by, the state
(sections 10.4A.10 and 10.4A.11).
Insofar as the bill applies to natural persons, clause 58 of the
bill may limit the freedom of association of a gambling
industry participant or associate to join with others in the
conduct of the business affairs of the participant. It does not,
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however, go further and restrict the personal relations
between a gambling industry participant and other persons or
relatives, such as a spouse, parent, son, daughter, brother or
sister. Further, the disposal of shares in a gambling industry
participant is restricted to the extent that such shareholding
disqualifies an unsuitable person to be an associate of the
participant. To the extent that the provisions regulate a
gambling industry participant’s freedom to choose their
business associates, any limitation on the freedom to associate
is reasonable for the following reasons:
(a) The nature of the right being limited
It is clear from the international and comparative case law that
the right to associate is not absolute and is susceptible to
reasonable and proportionate limitations.
(b) The importance of the purpose of the limitation
The purpose of the limitation is to safeguard the integrity of
the gambling industry by regulating and/or preventing
individuals who are considered unsuitable to participate in the
industry from doing so by exercising influence over a
gambling industry participant or with respect to their
management or financial interests.
(c) The nature and extent of the limitation
As noted above, the scope of the limitation is confined to the
regulation or restriction of persons with an existing or
proposed business association with a gambling industry
participant.
(d) The relationship between the limitation and its purpose
The amendments are clearly rationally connected to their
purpose and seek to regulate the freedom to associate only
where an associate or proposed associate is likely, through his
or her influence, to put the stability and integrity of the
gambling industry at risk.
(e) Any less restrictive means reasonably available to
achieve its purpose
There are no less restrictive means available.
Property — clause 58
Section 20 of the charter provides that a person must not be
deprived of his or her property other than in accordance with
law.
Clause 58 of the bill entitles the minister to make a
declaration about the shareholding in a listed gambling
industry participant where an associate is found to be an
unsuitable associate based on the associate eligibility criteria
(section 10.4A.10). In these circumstances, the minister may
make a declaration requiring a person to dispose of a
specified number of shares in the relevant gambling industry
participant (section 10.4A.10). Where a person fails to
comply with the minister’s direction to dispose of shares, the
relevant shares are forfeited to the state and may be sold by
the state (sections 10.4A.10 and 10.4A.11).
The proposed scheme enables the minister to maintain the
integrity of the gambling industry by ensuring all associates
of a gambling industry participant satisfy the associate
suitability criteria. The criteria (clause 58, section 10.4A.1)
focus upon a person’s good repute having regard to character,
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honesty and integrity; his or her financial stability and the
integrity of his or her business associates. It is in the interests
of gambling industry consumers and the community, that
persons with shareholding interests in participants be held to
account in this way. The deprivation of shareholding interests
in a participant in these circumstances does not, however,
limit the right to property because the bill authorises the
minister to make the relevant direction. In any event, the
deprivation of property is restricted to the extent that such
shareholding qualifies an unsuitable person to be an associate
of the participant. Further, the rights of shareholders are
protected by the rights of gambling industry participants and
associates to appeal a declaration by the minister relating to
the disposal or forfeiture of shares before the Supreme Court.
Fair hearing — clauses 64 and 68
Section 24(1) of the charter relevantly provides that a party to
a civil proceeding has the right to have the proceeding
decided by a competent, independent and impartial court or
tribunal after a fair and public hearing. The right to fair
hearing applies to proceedings that are determinative of
private rights and interests in a broad sense and includes the
right of a person to present his or her case to a court or
tribunal under conditions that do not place him or her at a
substantial disadvantage. Following the decision in Kracke v.
Mental Health Board & Ors [2009] VCAT 646 the right
protects the integrity of administrative processes before
statutory bodies, such as the commission.
Clause 64 (section 3.3.8) of the bill provides that where the
commission fails to determine an application for the approval
of premises as suitable for gaming within the required period,
approval is deemed to have been refused. Clause 68 (section
3.4.20) makes similar provision in respect of determination of
applications by a venue operator for amendments to licence
conditions. The required period is 60 days after notification
from a responsible authority under the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 or by the municipal council that it
does not intend to make a submission about the impact of the
proposal for approval or from the date of any such
submission. Following a ‘deemed refusal’, the applicant may
apply for review of that determination by Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (the tribunal) (section 3.3.14 and
3.4.21 of the Gambling Regulation Act 2003). The tribunal
reviews decisions on the merits, having regard to the material
before it, and without any view on the correctness of the
refusal. Pursuant to section 148 of the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998, an appeal on a question of
law may then be made to the Supreme Court or Court of
Appeal.
The general rule is that there will be sufficient access to the
court for the purposes of section 24(1) of the charter where a
decision-making body does not comply with the requirements
of a fair hearing provided that its determination is subject to
review or appeal by a body which has ‘full jurisdiction’ and
provides a fair hearing. The requirement of ‘full jurisdiction’
varies depending on the extent of the denial of a fair hearing
at first instance. The decision in Kracke follows English
authority in concluding that there may be some situations
where full merits review will not cure a breach of the fair
hearing right by the original decision-maker. This is likely to
be the case where the decision-maker has made a
fundamental and not technical or formal breach, such as by
refusing the right to make representations, and where the
detrimental effect of the breach is irreversible and incurable,
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such as temporary suspension of employment and
stigmatisation that may accompany that suspension.

will bid for the remaining 10-year gaming machine
entitlements, will start on 20 April 2010.

In my view, the same logic does not apply to clauses 64 and
68 of the bill. The deemed refusal of an application under
those clauses does not interfere with the opportunity of an
applicant’s current business activities, but delays the
possibility that different opportunities may be pursued. The
deemed refusal does not, on any assessment, stigmatise the
applicant by suggesting that he or she is an inappropriate
applicant for the requested approval. Rather, the provisions
provide an administrative check on delays in the decisionmaking process and trigger the opportunity for the applicant
to expedite the determination process and seek full merits
review before the tribunal. For these reasons, my view is that
clauses 64 and 68 of the bill are compatible with the right
protected by section 24(1) of the charter.

As part of the overhaul of the gambling industry, the
government is committed to improving the way
gambling is regulated in Victoria and ensuring that
measures are in place to tackle problem gambling. To
align with the post-2012 gaming industry structure, the
government will implement innovative and worldleading measures to reduce problem gambling,
including banning ATMs from gaming venues and
mandating that gaming machines contain new
precommitment mechanisms.

Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter because,
to the extent that some provisions may limit human rights,
those limitations are reasonable and demonstrably justified in
a free and democratic society.
Hon. Tony Robinson, MP
Minister for Gaming

Second reading
Mr ROBINSON (Minister for Gaming) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This government has undertaken a comprehensive
review of Victoria’s gambling industry to deliver the
best outcomes for future generations of Victorians,
through the gambling licensing arrangements that will
apply beyond 2012. The government concluded the
lotteries licensing phase of the gambling licences
review in 2007, with the granting of two separate
lotteries licences, ending the previous 54-year
monopoly.
In April 2008, the government announced the outcome
of the second stage of the review, including introducing
competition for the first time for the single keno and
wagering and betting licences. The reforms also include
the landmark decision that Victoria’s gaming industry
would transition to a venue operator structure in 2012.
The new proposed gaming machine arrangements will
give venues direct control of their gaming operations
and greater accountability to their communities. The
government has also decided that a single independent
monitor will oversee the integrity of gaming machine
transactions in gaming venues from 2012.
The competitive licence-awarding processes for the
new 15-year monitoring licence, the keno licence and
the wagering and betting licence are currently under
way. The government has also recently announced that
the online auction, where registered hotels and clubs

As honourable members will be aware, throughout the
course of 2008 and 2009 this Parliament has considered
and passed a number of bills that implement the
outcomes of the government’s announcement for the
post-2012 gambling industry. The bill before the house
will further enhance and strengthen the legislative
framework needed to support the transition of the
Victorian gaming industry to a venue operator structure
as well as making a number of amendments to improve
the operation of the post-2012 wagering and betting and
keno licensing schemes.
In Victoria, linked jackpots on gaming machines are
currently operated and it is expected that these jackpots
will continue to be offered under the new venue
operator structure. Linked jackpots involve the linking
of various numbers of gaming machines, either within a
single venue or across multiple venues, which
collectively pool money that accumulates to create a
jackpot prize held in a central account. As these jackpot
funds are player funds, it is important that the handling
of jackpot funds is closely regulated. Whilst venues will
be responsible for the management of jackpot funds for
linked jackpots that operate solely within their venue,
multiple venue-linked jackpots require a different
model to ensure that funds are handled appropriately.
The bill therefore provides that the monitoring licensee
will manage these linked jackpot funds on behalf of the
participating venues. In providing this service, the bill
requires the monitor to establish and maintain a trust
account for the jackpot prize pool with the moneys held
on trust for the venues. The venues will continue to be
responsible to pay out winning jackpots to players.
Under the venue operator model there will be two types
of gaming machine entitlements — hotel gaming
machine entitlements and club gaming machine
entitlements. This government introduced amendments
last year to ensure that club gaming machine
entitlements can only be allocated to club venues. The
bill builds upon this by including an ongoing
requirement that club gaming machine entitlements can

THERAPEUTIC GOODS (VICTORIA) BILL
Thursday, 15 April 2010

ASSEMBLY

only be operated in a club by a venue that holds a club
venue operator’s licence. Whilst this requirement would
not prevent a hotel venue operator from acquiring club
gaming machine entitlements through the transfer
scheme, the hotel could not operate those entitlements
in a club venue. The hotel would have to apply to the
Victorian Commission for Gambling Regulation under
the act to change the venue condition on the entitlement
to allow it to operate the entitlements in a hotel.
However, this application would always be subject to
the overarching requirement that the change must fit
within the 50-50 distribution of entitlements between
clubs and hotels.
The Gambling Regulation Act currently contains a
range of provisions enabling the commission to conduct
investigations into the associates of gambling licenceholders to ensure that the industry is free from criminal
influence. These provisions are currently set out in
various chapters of the act. The bill consolidates these
provisions so that the regulation, and ongoing
monitoring, of associates of gambling licensees is
consistent across all gambling licences and is able to be
conducted efficiently. These provisions will give the
commission the necessary powers to enable it to
investigate and assess the suitability of persons
associated with gambling businesses.
In addition to the changes to the regulation and
monitoring of associates, the bill removes the 10 per
cent shareholder restrictions that are in place for the
current gaming operators. These restrictions were
originally put in place at the time of the public float of
the TAB and again when Tattersall’s was listed as a
public company. The original reason for the imposition
of the shareholding restrictions was to allow small
investors to own part of the company. Given the
passage of time since the public float, the shareholding
restrictions appear to have served their purpose.
One of the other reasons for the imposition of
shareholding restrictions was for probity reasons to
ensure that unsuitable persons could not hold more than
10 per cent of a licensee’s shares. In order to ensure the
ongoing suitability of shareholders the consolidated
provisions for the investigation and regulation of
associates will apply to the shareholders of these
licensees.
The bill also makes a number of technical changes to
the disciplinary action provisions in the act to ensure
consistency across all gambling licences. The changes
will also provide that disciplinary action can be taken
against the post-2012 licensees during the period in
which they are authorised to undertake preparatory
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action before the commencement of the term of their
licence.
The bill includes measures to further streamline the
process for applications for premises approvals. These
reforms are designed to put clear and reasonable time
frames in place to ensure that both the relevant local
council and the commission have sufficient notice of
applications and to enable the commission to make
timely decisions on applications.
Further, the bill provides a protection for the Victorian
racing industry by including Trade Practices Act and
Competition Code authorisations in relation to the
development of the joint venture arrangements to be
entered into with the new wagering and betting licensee
for the funding of the racing industry after 2012.
Finally, the bill makes a range of technical amendments
to the provisions for the post-2012 licences to clarify
the operation of those provisions and provide greater
certainty to the industry. The bill also amends the
Casino Control Act 1991 to ensure that disciplinary
action against the casino operator can be taken for
offences that are set out in the gambling regulation act
relating to gambling by minors.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr O’BRIEN
(Malvern).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 April.

THERAPEUTIC GOODS (VICTORIA) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Mr ANDREWS (Minister for Health).
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I am pleased to rise
today to speak in support of the Therapeutic Goods
(Victoria) Bill 2010. The bill replaces the Therapeutic
Goods (Victoria) Act of 1994. It also adopts by
reference the commonwealth Therapeutic Goods
Act 1989. This has become necessary because over
time more than 30 amendments have been made to the
commonwealth act. While the original Victorian act
mirrored the commonwealth act, significant differences
have arisen between the acts and, rather than amend the
original Victorian act to come into line with the
commonwealth act, it has been decided to enact new
legislation for Victoria. This new legislation reflects the
commonwealth act but retains control over some
aspects of the supply of therapeutic goods in Victoria
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not currently covered by the commonwealth act —
namely, the supply of therapeutic goods by hawking
and through vending machines.
What is a therapeutic good? It is broadly defined as ‘a
good which is represented in any way to be, or is likely
to be, taken for therapeutic use’. Examples of
therapeutic goods include prescription medicines
obtained directly from an authorised health-care
professional and dispensed by a pharmacist or by
prescription in a hospital setting. These can include
contraceptive pills, antibiotics and strong painkillers.
Further examples are non-prescription medicines that
are available over the counter for self-treatment from
pharmacies and some selected products that are
available also in supermarkets, and health food stores
and from other retailers.
These could include things such as cough and cold
remedies, antifungal treatments, sunscreens and lowdosage analgesics such as aspirin and paracetamol.
Complementary medicines are also included. These are
sometimes known as traditional or alternative
medicines and include vitamins, minerals, nutritional
supplements and herbal and homeopathic products.
Medical devices such as medical gloves, bandages,
syringes, condoms, contact lenses, diagnostic kits,
disinfectants, X-ray equipment, surgical lasers,
pacemakers, dialysis equipment, baby incubators and
heart valves are also included under therapeutic goods.
These will be regulated through the bill reflecting the
commonwealth legislation.
Provisions specific to Victoria will mean that hawking
or selling therapeutic goods by vending machine
without the written permission of the Secretary of the
Department of Health in Victoria, as is provided for by
the current act, will continue to be prohibited. The
minister will retain the powers under the new act to
exempt persons or goods from these provisions by
order published in the Victoria Government Gazette.
Also under this bill the Victorian secretary retains the
power to make or adopt codes of practice, and the
procedure for making or adopting a code of practice is
specified. An example of such a code of practice could
relate to the supply of therapeutic goods. The
provisions relating to the supply of therapeutic goods
via vending machines and hawking are mainly in place
to ensure that there are strict controls to prevent
children accessing therapeutic goods through these
means. These provisions, which are specific to Victoria,
are included in this bill as they are not included in the
commonwealth legislation currently in place. In fact the
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commonwealth legislation has never covered these
areas of regulation.
This new Victorian legislation will streamline the
legislative requirements for businesses which trade in
therapeutic goods, as they will only need to address one
piece of legislation. That said, controls on therapeutic
goods in Victoria will not be reduced. The applied
provisions — meaning the commonwealth act as it
applies as law in Victoria — will be enforced by
commonwealth authorised officers as though it were a
commonwealth law. The Victorian provisions will be
enforced by Victorian authorised officers.
Lastly I give my thanks to the staff at Treasury
Pharmacy at the top of Collins Street, who this very
morning supplied me with over-the-counter therapeutic
goods with great care and skill and enabled me to be
here speaking on this bill this morning. I commend the
bill to the house.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — It is a
pleasure to speak on the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria)
Bill, and the opposition does not oppose this legislation.
This bill does three things. It abolishes the Therapeutic
Goods (Victoria) Act 1994, it provides that the
commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 will apply
as law in Victoria and it provides for the regulation of
therapeutic goods in Victoria in that very small area that
the commonwealth law does not cover or apply to.
I wish to quote from the section of the Therapeutic
Goods Administration (TGA) website that gives an
overview of the administration of therapeutic goods and
of the purpose of the act:
The Australian community expects that medicines and
medical devices in the marketplace are safe and of high
quality, and of a standard at least equal to that of comparable
countries. The objective of the Therapeutic Goods Act
1989 —

that is the commonwealth act —
which came into effect on 15 February 1991, is to provide a
national framework for the regulation of therapeutic goods in
Australia to ensure the quality, safety and efficacy of
medicines and ensure the quality, safety and performance of
medical devices.
The regulatory framework is based on a risk management
approach designed to ensure public health and safety, while at
the same time freeing industry from any unnecessary
regulatory burden.

That is a very good summary of the aim of therapeutic
goods legislation. I draw to the attention of the house
the fact that the term ‘therapeutic goods’ covers both
medicines and medical devices, so it is more than just
simply drugs and medicines.
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To understand the context and the reason for the current
bill we need to have an understanding of the history of
therapeutic goods regulation in Australia. I refer to a
publication called A History of Therapeutic Goods
Regulation in Australia written by John McEwen and
dated September 2007. It is probably not a bestselling
publication, but it certainly provides a very good
summary of the administration of therapeutic goods,
with a rationale for that administration over the years. I
will quote from the introduction by Dr David Graham,
the national manager of the Therapeutic Goods
Administration. He says:
Therapeutic goods offer a relatively clear-cut example of the
need for regulation. Medicines are novel consumer goods in
that they involve consumers intentionally introducing
chemicals into their bodies. While providing great benefits,
the industry’s products can be potent and indeed toxic and
often a great deal of specialist skill and knowledge is required
to use them correctly.

He goes on to say in the same introduction:
As medicines, and other therapeutic goods such as medical
devices, have evolved so has the regulation around three
primary pillars of:
their quality
their safety
their effectiveness.

That is very important.
The introduction also outlines the history of the
evolution of therapeutic goods administration in the
states and across Australia. It describes the period up to
1938 — these dates are arbitrary markers, but they
represent different phases of thinking with respect to
therapeutic goods administration — as an era when
there was an increasing range of proprietary medicines
appearing on the unregulated market. Many of those
medicines were seen as quack medicines that made
amazing therapeutic claims. Many of us would have
seen the old advertisements for wonder pills, wonder
drugs and wonder medicines. At that time both state
governments and the commonwealth were looking to
improve their control of these matters.
From 1939 to 1961 the National Health and Medical
Research Council was more active in developing a
national approach to labelling and standards, and the
various states were introducing more regulatory
controls. The period from 1962 to 1988 is described as
an era when pre-market assessments of quality, safety
and efficacy evolved and was integrated into a national
therapeutic goods regulation system. In more recent
times the national system has matured and we have
seen the states move their regulatory controls towards a
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national system. That is a paraphrasing of that part of
the introduction.
I now wish to quote from chapter 16 because it gives a
neat summation of what has happened in more recent
times and why we now have a bill before this house
which does a unique thing in terms of making
commonwealth law applicable as the law in Victoria. It
states:
By the 1980s, there was a mixture of state, territory and
commonwealth regulation which resulted in both gaps and
overlaps.

Mr Robinson interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — It is a good read; I recommend
it to the Minister for Gaming. The report continues:
The deficiencies in the ‘bandaid’ approach to the regulations
for therapeutic goods became increasingly clear. For domestic
supply where the commonwealth did not want to test its
interstate trade powers, there was a patchy framework of
controls. For example, Victoria continued to have its
Proprietary Medicines Advisory Committee which provided
the state government with advice on over-the-counter
medicines for registration in Victoria. New South Wales
required manufacturers of medicines to be licensed and
conducted an inspection program. However, resourcing for
these activities was becoming more stretched.
At the same time, other areas were largely unregulated, as
was the case with most therapeutic devices and with
complementary medicines for which there were increasing
concerns about their quality and safety and the extravagant
therapeutic claims that were being made.

It goes on to say:
The Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 changed the focus of
control from the point of import to the point of supply by
using the commonwealth’s powers over imports, exports,
interstate trade and corporations. With the support of the
states and territories, this gave the commonwealth coverage
of all therapeutic goods other than those made by
unincorporated manufacturers (so-called ‘sole traders’) for
supply only within a state or territory. In order to cover sole
traders as well, the states and territories, the states and
territories were to introduce complementary legislation to the
Therapeutic Goods Act or to legislatively refer such products
to the commonwealth scheme.

What we had with the Therapeutic Goods Act and the
significant changes that were introduced was a
fundamental shift of most of the controls to the
commonwealth. But we still had state-based legislation,
which had to be updated regularly to incorporate
changes to the commonwealth system. We still had
some areas not covered by the commonwealth — the
area called the ‘sole trader area’ — in terms of hawkers
and vending machines. This bill before this house takes
this approach a step further: it abolishes the state
legislation so you do not get that out-of-step situation
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where the commonwealth therapeutic goods legislation
moves forward with the times and the state legislation
lags behind, leaving loopholes and gaps. This
legislation provides that the federal Therapeutic Goods
Act 1989 will apply as law in Victoria. That is a
significant step forward. But there are some additions to
that and changes that need to be brought to the attention
of the house.
I refer to the bill itself. Clause 6(2) specifically deals
with the old issue of sole traders who are operating
within the state and says that:
… Those Commonwealth therapeutic goods laws so apply as
if they extended to —
(a) things done or omitted to be done by persons who are
not corporations; and
(b) things done or omitted to be done in the course of trade
and commerce within the limits of Victoria.

Clause 6(2) specifically deals with the issue of those
sole traders who operate within Victoria and transfers
those responsibilities to the commonwealth so they can
be dealt with by the commonwealth law. That fixes up
that anomaly. But there are still some provisions within
this legislation that leave certain controls specifically
within the realm of the Victorian jurisdiction. They are
in part 6 of the bill under the title ‘Provisions specific to
Victoria’. Clause 20 refers to hawking of therapeutic
goods. It specifically provides that:
… a person must not, without the written consent of the
Victorian Secretary, knowingly supply therapeutic goods in a
street or from house to house.

You cannot flog therapeutic goods on a door-to-door
basis. There are specific exemptions under clause 20(2)
so it does not cover the free distribution of clinical
samples of therapeutic goods to registered medical
practitioners, pharmacists, dentists or veterinary
practitioners. It provides that exemption, but it makes it
clear that in Victoria hawking and door-to-door sales of
therapeutic goods are not acceptable. I would hope that
over time the commonwealth therapeutic goods
legislation will pick up that matter as well and it will
become accepted right across Australia. Obviously
there are some differences between states and territories
on that issue; there is not universal agreement.
The second significant component of this concerns
supply by vending machines. Clause 21 states that a
person must not, without the written consent of the
Victorian secretary, knowingly install a vending
machine for the supply of therapeutic goods, knowingly
supply therapeutic goods by means of a vending
machine, knowingly permit a vending machine to
supply therapeutic goods or knowingly permit
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therapeutic goods to be placed in a vending machine
under that person’s control. It provides that the
secretary can give written consent for those things to be
done, but the Victorian law says that in normal
circumstances therapeutic goods should not be supplied
in that way.
They are two specific areas where Victoria will retain
legislative control, whereas the rest of the process
moves to the federal law, which will operate as law in
Victoria, including what was previously an anomaly
with respect to sole traders.
In part 7, clause 22 of the bill refers to codes of
practice. This is the Victorian provision to make codes
of practice with respect to therapeutic goods,
particularly regarding vending machines and hawking.
It is of note — and I wish to draw this to the attention
of the house — that clauses 22(3) and 22(4) read
together are interesting components of the bill.
Clause 22(3) states that the code of practice may
incorporate documents, codes, standards and rules from
other documents. So you may be able to say a certain
document is a part of this code of practice. That is an
efficient way of presenting information to make people
are aware of it.
Clause 22(4) is important in ensuring we are aware of it
and our codes of practice are up to date. Clause 22(4)
states that if a document, code, standard, rule or
specification is incorporated in a code of practice and
then the fundamental document is changed or altered,
that change or alteration is not to be taken as amending
the code of practice until the Victorian secretary causes
a notice to be published in the Victoria Government
Gazette. It is incumbent on the Victorian secretary and
the minister to make sure that these codes of practice
are kept up to date.
When documents and standards from other jurisdictions
or from other areas are being incorporated, the code can
only be considered as up to date if those documents are
up to date, and this makes it clear that those documents
cannot be changed unless this process with the Victoria
Government Gazette has been gone through. Therefore
it is important that there is vigilance with respect to
that.
The other area with respect to the codes of practice that
I wish to draw attention to is dealt with in clauses 27
and 28 of the bill. It is interesting, given the debate we
had in this house on Tuesday on the Livestock
Management Bill. The coalition sought to incorporate
in that bill a clause to allow disallowance by either
house of Parliament of standards set under the
Livestock Management Bill, which will become law.
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The Minister for Agriculture and the member for Narre
Warren North argued strongly against those
disallowance provisions, but reluctantly accepted the
view of the Legislative Council that the disallowance
provisions should be incorporated. The government at
the time argued that disallowance provisions were not
necessary, the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee process was adequate, and the coalition
insisting on providing for disallowance by either house
of Parliament was a pandering to the Greens,
inappropriate and wrong.
It is interesting that on pages 20 and 21 the bill provides
that when a code of practice is adopted or a change is
made to a code of practice a copy of both the code of
practice and any amendments to it must be laid before
each house of Parliament for seven sitting days after the
notice has been published in the Government Gazette.
Clause 28(1) provides:
A Code of Practice may be disallowed in whole or in part by
either House of Parliament.

Clearly in this case disallowance is considered by the
government to be right and proper. I agree, but it is a
pity that it did not have the same attitude to
disallowance under the Livestock Management Bill.
Such disallowance provisions are most welcome. They
are important when one is dealing with codes,
regulations and laws that are written in de facto. The
ultimate test of such laws should be through the
democratic process of either house of this Parliament.
Part 8 of the bill deals with enforcement provisions. It
goes to issues such as who are authorised persons and
ensuring that they are identified correctly, and to search
and seizure provisions, which are appropriate in this
legislation.
In general terms it is interesting that what we are doing
with this legislation is repealing the Therapeutic Goods
(Victoria) Act 1994 and providing that the
commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act will apply as
law in Victoria. We are transferring responsibility for
lawmaking to the federal Parliament, but the law will
be administered by Victorian officers working in
conjunction with the appropriate commonwealth
officers. This is a reasonable approach because the
fundamental legislation — the federal legislation — is
still being drafted, debated and scrutinised by a
democratically elected Parliament. That is why the
opposition does not oppose this situation, which is quite
different from which was proposed for the Livestock
Management Bill. For that bill the drafting of the
standards that would become part of the legislation was
to be farmed out to unelected members of a body with
no accountability in the democratic process.
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It is also of note that this seems to be one area of health
administration where the Victorian government agrees
with and supports a commonwealth integration of
services, although it has not done so in other areas.
However, with regard to that, I must say that I believe
that the Victorian health system is not being managed
with the efficiency that it should be and that Victorian
patients are not getting the best possible service. A
change of government in Victoria would significantly
improve the administration, operation and efficiency of
Victorian health services, whether they be hospital
services, primary-care services, mental health services
or others in the full range of health services.
Having said that, I do not support in any way, shape or
form the plan of Prime Minister Rudd. The Rudd plan
represents a retrograde step for patients and for Victoria
generally. In that respect, I support what the Premier
and the Minister for Health are doing in standing up for
what I consider a better structure and a better system,
rather than a federal takeover of health. While this
government is not doing the best possible job on health,
the Rudd plan would be even worse. Fancy handing
over management of our fundamental health services to
people who cannot run a pink batt scheme, an
immigration system or a school building program!
They are incompetent and should not be allowed near
our hospitals and health system.
I hope the Premier and the Minister for Health maintain
their opposition to the Rudd dud health plan. It is a dud
plan — it is not good for patients and it is not good for
Victoria. I hope that the Minister for Health and the
Premier do not succumb to being bought off, because
there is a real fear that the first operations done with
any funding increase from the Rudd government — not
the pea and thimble trick that has been offered so far —
would be spinectomies for the Premier and the Minister
for Health, who will go to water and sell out Victoria,
putting Labor first and Victoria second. I urge them to
put Victoria first — that is, to put Victorian patients and
the Victorian health system first.
This bill demonstrates proper and reasonable
cooperation arrangements for health systems and the
administration of health. This shows how it can be done
in a cooperative and productive way, not like the
current negotiations on health, which seem to be built
on bullying, bribes and bluster. The Rudd dud plan
should be rejected.
I am also aware that great challenges are being faced
daily by the Therapeutic Goods Administration in
considering the large number of medicines and medical
devices that come before it. There is enormous pressure
on the TGA to approve new drugs and to widen the
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approval of medicines for new uses. The proponents
and potential users of the drugs put pressure on the
organisation to speed up the process. I urge the TGA to
continue to use caution and consider the best expert
advice and information to ensure that the medicines and
medical devices that it approves are of good quality and
are safe and effective.
There is a need for all government programs and
agencies to move with the times and with medical
advances, particularly in medical aids and devices. I
bring to the attention of the house a case of a
remarkable 55-year-old man living independently in his
own home in my electorate of South-West Coast.
Twenty-seven years ago this man suffered a very severe
spinal injury in a fall from a hay shed roof at
Castlemaine. He is paralysed from the neck down,
except for very limited movement in his shoulder and
upper arm. He is a quadriplegic. It is a credit to him, his
family and his carers that he is living in our community,
with the support of carers, but particularly with the
assistance of a wide range of equipment that is
available to him. When you see the advances in medical
devices and therapeutic aids, it is a great credit to all the
people involved in the development and improvement
of those medical aids and devices.
I want to highlight the fact that he now needs to update
his 10-year-old wheelchair. I was amazed to see a
demonstration of some of the new options available to
him, which would enormously improve the quality of
his life. There are great opportunities for him to use
what is called a stander-style wheelchair, for somebody
like him who is a quadriplegic and who spends most of
his life lying flat on his back. He is a mouth painter of
some repute, and this would provide greater tilting
space, allow him to stand up with assistance, which
would give him greater dignity, improve his health,
bladder drainage and infection control, and offer
musculoskeletal improvements. It would also have
enormous psychological benefits.
But one of the dilemmas he faces is that that medical
equipment will cost more than $30 000, and under the
Victorian aids and equipment program guidelines for
February 2010 the maximum that the government will
assist with is $6000 for any piece of equipment. I think
it is time that that program were updated. It is an
excellent program, and I had the honour in my time as
Minister for Youth and Community Services to
administer the program of appliances for disabled
people, or PADP, as it was then called. It helps many
Victorians improve the quality of their lives and gives
them greater independence. One of the challenges for
that program is that we have new therapeutic goods and
devices coming online all the time that do a fantastic
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job in improving the quality of life and opportunity for
people, but we need to update its guidelines so that the
maximum payable to individuals reflects the costs of
some of these newer devices.
I urge the government to assist this man, as what he has
achieved and his spirit make him quite remarkable,
given 27 years of quadriplegia and his level of
independence. He deserves the support of a new
standing wheelchair, but that is beyond his capacity
financially, and with the equipment program capped at
$6000 it seems like an impossible task. In our modern
society I do not think it should be an impossible task,
and I urge the government to increase the maximum or
at least provide for specialist exceptions in unique
cases, and I would argue that this person is one of those
cases.
The opposition does not oppose the bill. It provides an
example of good cooperation between state and federal
jurisdictions on a way forward with regard to
simplifying therapeutic goods administration in
Victoria and Australia, ensuring that legislation on that
administration is kept up to date and accurate, and to
ensuring that the therapeutic goods and medicines and
medical devices that are approved for use in Victoria
and Australia are safe, are of good quality and do the
job they are intended to do.
I place on record my appreciation and that of the wider
community over the years for the good work that the
therapeutic goods people do. We have all heard of cases
that are widely publicised where sometimes there are
problems with drugs that are used that do not quite
work, but there are millions and millions of examples
where the therapeutic goods people do a fantastic job
on a day-to-day basis and ensure that the medicines we
take and the therapeutic goods that we use are of a good
quality, and we can be proud of the work they do.
Ms KAIROUZ (Kororoit) — I have pleasure in
contributing to debate on the Therapeutic Goods
(Victoria) Bill. From the outset I note the support of the
member for South-West Coast for the Brumby health
plan as being the best plan for Victorians, and certainly
the Brumby government puts Victorians first. But we
are not here to talk about that, we are here to talk about
the therapeutic goods bill.
A therapeutic good is broadly defined as a good which
is represented in any way to be, or is likely to be taken
to be, for therapeutic use. Examples of therapeutic
goods are prescription medicines obtained directly from
an authorised health-care professional or dispensed by a
pharmacist on a prescription or in a hospital setting.
Examples of these include contraceptive pills,
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antibiotics and strong painkillers. Another example of
therapeutic goods are non-prescription medicines
available over the counter for self-treatment, and they
can be obtained from pharmacies or selected
supermarkets. They can also be obtained from health
food stores and other retailers. Examples of these
include cough and cold remedies, antifungal treatments,
sunscreens and aspirin or paracetamol.
Then there are the complementary medicines, also
known as traditional or alternative medicines. Examples
of these include vitamins, minerals, nutritional
supplements and herbal and homoeopathic products.
The last group is medical devices, which include
medical gloves, bandages, syringes, condoms, contact
lenses, diagnostic kits, disinfectants, X-ray equipment,
dialysis equipment, baby incubators and heart valves.
The bill addresses three issues. Firstly, it repeals the
Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Act 1994. This is needed
because at the time it was enacted the 1994 act mirrored
the commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act 1989. The
1994 act was required, as constitutional limitations
meant that the commonwealth act did not cover natural
persons trading intrastate. There are now significant
amendments to the commonwealth act, and the 1994
act no longer mirrors the commonwealth act.
Secondly, it also adopts, by reference, the
commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 as
amended from time to time. In that way the
commonwealth legislation can be applied as a law of
Victoria. This will improve the ongoing uniformity of
the national scheme for therapeutic goods. This
approach has already been taken by other participating
jurisdictions such as New South Wales and Tasmania.
It will mean the commonwealth legislation applies to
all entities including natural persons and unincorporated
associations.
Thirdly, it continues controls over the aspects of the
supply of therapeutic goods that have not been covered
by the commonwealth act. Therapeutic goods cannot be
sold from vending machines or by hawking without the
written permission of the Secretary of the Department
of Health in Victoria. Permission granted by the
secretary may be subject to conditions. These
conditions will allow strict controls to be put in place to
prevent access to therapeutic goods by children. This
achieves the outcome of allowing supply of certain
therapeutic goods from vending machines in limited
circumstances, as recommended in the national
competition review.
The controls on therapeutic goods in Victoria will not
be reduced by the bill. However, compliance costs for
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Victorian manufacturers of therapeutic goods will be
reduced as they will only be required to adhere to one
piece of therapeutic goods legislation. Natural persons
or unincorporated entities trading therapeutic goods
intrastate will be subject to the same regulation as
corporations, as occurred under the provisions of the
1994 act. The applied provisions, meaning the
commonwealth act as it applies as law in Victoria, will
be enforced by the commonwealth authorised officers
as though it were commonwealth law, and the Victorian
provisions will be enforced by Victorian authorised
officers. The vast majority of trade in therapeutic goods
is by corporations, which are already regulated by the
commonwealth act. The application of the
commonwealth act and any ongoing amendments to it
will result in Victoria having up-to-date therapeutic
goods legislation.
In conclusion, the overall aim of the bill is to remove
any discrepancies and provide for future changes to the
commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act. The bill
changes the approach of therapeutic goods law in
Victoria to directly applying the provisions of the
Therapeutic Goods Act rather than replicating the
provisions in a separate act. This approach will allow
Victorian law to automatically adjust in the event of
future changes to the Therapeutic Goods Act and
provides for certain additional minor issues that are not
addressed by the act. I commend the bill to the house,
and I wish it a speedy passage.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to contribute to
debate on the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill 2010, a
bill which repeals the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Act
1994 and provides for the application of the
Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 of the commonwealth as a
law of Victoria. It also, as mentioned by other speakers,
makes provision for some Victoria-specific
applications. Let me make it clear that I certainly
support the principle of a national approach to many of
the pieces of legislation we have in Australia, and this
bill seeks to achieve that. We have uniformity of
principle, but it is equally important that we recognise
and accommodate regional variations and needs, and
this bill provides for that.
I will just explore a little bit of history and the issue
from a country perspective. I recall as a youngster —
Acting Speaker, this may go back to your time as a
youngster, too — when the Raleighs man used to come
along and offer us many wonderful products. They
were generally highly regarded, but then there were less
reputable hawkers of products, often referred to
disparagingly as snake-oil salesmen. We have moved
on from those days, and generally the controls that we
have on our therapeutic goods — as indicated by other
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speakers, that includes both medicines and medical
devices — are desirable in order to ensure protection of
consumers, balancing that up with availability of these
products.
From that perspective we can look at the needs of some
of the small communities in the electorate of Benalla
where access to therapeutic goods can be difficult at
times. For example, we have the small community of
Eildon, near Lake Eildon, just upstream from where
they have put that terrible north–south pipeline and are
going to take water from northern Victoria. Eildon has
a small pharmacy which is a branch of an Alexandra
pharmacy. The pharmacists tend to come out a couple
of days a week, and if they are able to provide the
products there on the day, they can, otherwise those
products are put together and arrive from Alexandra a
couple of days later. That is a good, practical service
seeking to accommodate local needs, albeit it is not as
good as what you get in larger centres where you can
have a wide range of prescription products available
within a few minutes. It is a similar situation in Violet
Town where Marsha Watson and Jenny Milner have a
pharmacy that runs as a branch practice from Benalla.
The other issue that is very relevant to country people
accessing medicines is having GPs available to provide
prescriptions for those medicines, and that does present
some challenges in a lot of our communities. In Violet
Town that issue has been addressed through the
recruitment of a GP, and that is a credit to the Violet
Town community health centre and the effort the
people there have put into approaching community
health in the broadest possible terms. The efforts of Phil
Rodriguez are truly amazing, and as a result of that the
Violet Town community is very well serviced in
relation to many health requirements. As I said, that is a
credit to Phil Rodriguez and the people of the Violet
Town community health centre.
Eildon at this stage is a small community struggling to
have a GP, and whilst that is being covered from
Alexandra at the moment, one of the difficulties of
living in rural Victoria is that sometimes GP services
are not immediately available. Even in our larger
communities such as Benalla waiting lists of four to six
weeks to see GPs for non-urgent matters are the norm.
We also have a situation at the moment in the King
Valley. GP services have been provided on a one dayaweek basis at both Whitfield and Moyhu. Back in
December it was proposed that they be terminated.
There was a heck of a community reaction, as many
people in the King Valley need to access both GP
services and the products for which GPs can write out
prescriptions. People were faced with the prospect of
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having to go all the way into Wangaratta, which for
some people is a round trip in excess of 100 kilometres
or more. Fortunately the Whitfield GP situation is under
control: we have an extension of time for 12 months,
and the community, the GP and others in community
health are working through that. The Moyhu situation is
not quite so favourable, but I can assure the people in
the King Valley that I will continue to work with them.
I know the Minister for Health is also keen to ensure
that people in the valley have access to GP services
and, through the GPs, to therapeutic goods.
Another development which people have commented
on is the increasing availability of products in locations
such as service stations. I, along with many other
members of The Nationals, call into a lot of service
stations as we rack up between 50 000 and
60 000 kilometres a year. We have noticed the
changing availability of these products at service
stations.
It is also interesting to put this national approach to
therapeutic goods for treating humans in the context of
similar requirements for nationalisation and a tightening
up of regulation of veterinary products. At my property
I am required under both legislation and the quality
assurance program I participate in to have details of all
my therapeutic goods recorded, including where I
purchased them, their batch number and the date of
expiry. I am also required to store them in a safe and
secure space and to record the use of those products.
What we have in this bill is part of the broader overall
control of products so that while they can be made
available there is also protection and minimisation of
the opportunity for their misuse and abuse.
As the member for South-West Coast noted, section 28
of this bill provides for the disallowance of a code of
practice. I feel the need to support that provision,
particularly in light of the criticism by the Minister for
Agriculture of the position I took in relation to the
disallowance of regulations under the Livestock
Management Bill. We on this side of the house argued
that the regulations should be disallowable. The
minister reluctantly accepted that but chose to give us a
fair pay out in the debate earlier this week. In this case
the government has recognised the merits of the
regulations being disallowable. If there is a bit of talk at
times about inconsistency, then I think the government
needs to look at itself in that regard.
The other issue raised by the member for South-West
Coast which also has application to the electorate of
Benalla is that of medical devices and the very valuable
Victorian aids and equipment program, of which many
constituents in my area have been able to take
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advantage. There have been occasions when the level
of funding available for that program has meant that
people have been on a waiting list and have not been
sure of when they are going to qualify for funding,
which has put them in an awkward situation of not
being able to access essential medical devices, whether
that be a new wheelchair or some other device, to help
make their lives easier. Limited funding has made that
difficult. Equally important in considering the general
notion of equitable access to health services is the
Victorian patient transport assistance scheme, which
needs an overhaul to make sure that people in country
Victoria can have equitable access to specialist medical
health services, particularly when that involves
travelling over a long distance. I will leave further
discussion on that issue for another day.
In summary, this piece of legislation is a logical step
towards a national approach to the handling,
management and dispensing of therapeutic goods. It
recognises the need for regional variation. It includes
some Victoria-specific requirements, which other
speakers have referred to and which makes sense. This
is a piece of legislation that I am happy to see move
through the Parliament as quickly as possible so that we
can have a common-sense approach to the dispensing
of therapeutic goods.
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I am pleased to express my
support for the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill. It is
very pleasing to hear that the opposition is not opposing
it. It is very encouraging to hear successive opposition
speakers supporting the bill.
The bill repeals the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Act
1994 and applies the commonwealth Therapeutic
Goods Act 1989 as legislation in Victoria. As many
other members have mentioned, that is to tally up with
the national legislation and bring about national
uniformity. As the previous speaker mentioned, it also
provides for regional variation.
The commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 was
first established with the aim of providing the country
with an overall system and ongoing supervision of the
management of therapeutic goods. When the
commonwealth passed that act significant aspects were
being regulated through the statutory authority of the
commonwealth, including quarantine, customs, trade
between the states and territories, and companies that
were involved in the trading of therapeutic goods.
Ongoing supervision of the regulation of therapeutic
goods is very important so that Australian consumers
can be assured of convenient accessibility to safe,
quality therapeutic goods that have the highest
standards of effectiveness and potency.
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Without repeating what other members have already
mentioned on just about every aspect of this bill and
singing its praises, I commend it to the house.
Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) — It is with
pleasure that I take this opportunity to speak in the
debate on the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill 2010.
The main purpose of the bill is to repeal the Therapeutic
Goods (Victoria) Act 1994 and replace it with
legislation which applies the commonwealth
Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 as a law of Victoria. This
new law is intended to plug gaps in the areas that have
developed since 1994 where Victorian legislation is
inconsistent with commonwealth legislation. The bill
will control the supply of therapeutic goods not covered
by the commonwealth act — namely, the supply of
therapeutic goods by hawking and through vending
machines in particular.
The commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act 1989
provides for the establishment and maintenance of a
national system of controls over therapeutic goods.
When the commonwealth enacted the Therapeutic
Goods Act 1989 it relied upon its constitutional powers
to regulate trading corporations, interstate trade,
customs and quarantine. The commonwealth’s powers
to regulate did not extend to natural persons trading in a
state or territory, natural persons being unincorporated
persons. This left the states and territories to either
enact mirror legislation or adopt the commonwealth act
by reference to regulate these entities. When Victoria
enacted the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Act 1994 it
mirrored the commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act.
Since then there have been at least 30 changes to the
commonwealth act. This has resulted in the Victorian
act no longer reflecting the provisions of the
commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act in significant
respects.
For Victoria to continue to regulate by mirror
legislation would cause significant administrative
inefficiency without a corresponding benefit. It is also
worth noting that the National Co-ordinating
Committee on Therapeutic Goods has recommended
changes to state law be made by reference. In replacing
the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Act 1994 the same
approach is being taken as has been taken in New South
Wales and Tasmania. The bill applies the
commonwealth act, as amended from time to time, as a
law of Victoria.
Part 2 of the bill deals with the applied provisions,
which apply the commonwealth law as a law of
Victoria. The commonwealth act sets out the legal
requirements for the import, export, manufacture and
supply of medicines. It details the requirements for
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listing or registering all medicines on the Australian
register of therapeutic goods. Other aspects of the
commonwealth act include regulating advertising,
labelling and product appearance. The commonwealth
act is supported by the regulations and various orders
and determinations.
The Therapeutic Goods Administration, known as the
TGA, is part of the federal government’s Department of
Health and Ageing. The TGA has responsibility for
administering the commonwealth act and carries out a
range of assessment and monitoring activities to ensure
that all therapeutic goods are of an acceptable standard.
At the same time the TGA ensures that the Australian
community has access, within a reasonable time frame,
to therapeutic advances. The TGA’s control of
medicines is exercised through various processes,
including the pre-market evaluation and registering of
approved products and the licensing of manufacturers
and subsequent monitoring of them in accordance with
international standards of good manufacturing practice.
It also includes post-market monitoring of products and
adverse event reporting.
Part 3 of the bill deals with functions and powers under
the applied provisions. The commonwealth has the
same functions and powers under the applied
provisions as it has under the commonwealth
therapeutic goods laws. Parts 4 and 5 of the bill apply
commonwealth administrative laws to any matter
arising in relation to the applied provisions as if they
were a law of the commonwealth, and offences will be
prosecuted as commonwealth offences and not as a
breach of Victorian law.
Part 6 of the bill contains provisions specific to
Victoria, which mean that hawking or the sale of
therapeutic goods by vending machine without the
written permission of the Victorian Secretary of the
Department of Health continue to be prohibited, as they
are in the existing act. Part 6 also gives the minister the
power to exempt persons or goods from these
provisions by order published in the Government
Gazette.
Part 7 of the bill provides the Victorian secretary with
the power to make or adopt codes of practice and
outlines the procedure for making or adopting a code of
practice. Importantly, it outlines the process for review
by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal if a
person has been adversely affected by a decision of the
Victorian secretary under part 7 of the bill.
Part 8 of the bill deals with the enforcement of the
Victorian provisions. The bill includes updated
Victorian standard provisions for authorised persons,
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the enforcement powers of authorised persons and
evidential and legal proceeding matters. The final parts
of the bill deal with general matters, such as the
provision for making regulations and transitional
provisions from the existing 1994 act.
As outlined in the second-reading speech by the
Minister for Health, the bill aims to reduce
administrative and compliance costs for potential
Victorian manufacturers. Manufacturers of therapeutic
goods will find the requirements for the manufacture
and sale of therapeutic goods in one piece of legislation
which is always up to date. However, given the
Brumby government’s deplorable record in reducing
compliance and administrative costs across all business
sectors, I have real hesitation in accepting that this
outcome will be achieved. The red tape and
bureaucratic minefield that has absolutely blossomed
under this government is costing many Victorian jobs
and is having a direct impact on the quality of life of so
many Victorian families. Victorians quite rightly get
very nervous when the Brumby government claims to
be introducing legislation that will reduce input costs to
business, when history has shown that over the last
10 years the opposite has occurred.
In conclusion, it is for this reason that I cannot give
unqualified support to this bill. However, I will be
supporting the coalition by not opposing this
legislation.
Mr EREN (Lara) — I too rise to speak in support of
the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill 2010. It is again
good to hear the opposition supporting a very
worthwhile and sensible bill. That has been a good
practice recently of opposition members. They have
supported a lot of the legislation that we have been
bringing into Parliament. It is good to see that there is
some level of cooperation and that members opposite
are not just opposing bills for the sake of it.
Having said that, it would be remiss of me not to
comment on some of the remarks about this
government’s record on health made by the member for
South-West Coast in his contribution to debate on the
bill. As a member of this government I am very proud
of its achievements in the health system in Victoria. I
remind members and all the Victorian community that
when we took over from the Kennett government, of
which the member for South-West Coast was a
member and also a minister, health was an absolute
basket case. As a result of the fantastic work of this
government and its commitment to health generally we
have seen a massive investment in health, particularly
with the more than 9000 extra nurses and staff who
have been put back into the system. In my area, for
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example, there has been heavy investment in health. I
want to make mention of that because I think it is
important that people understand the investment this
government makes in health.
To get back to the bill, this bill repeals the current
Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Act of 1994 and replaces
it with legislation that more closely aligns with the
commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Act of 1989. Since
1994, when the current legislation was created to mirror
the then commonwealth law, there have been at least
30 changes made to the commonwealth Therapeutic
Goods Act. Clearly a lot has changed in 16 years, and
now we are faced with a piece of Victorian legalisation
that no longer reflects the updated provisions of the
commonwealth law.
The bill will ensure that the gap between the state and
commonwealth laws is closed, and that the original
intention of the 1994 act continues to live on in the
proposed law. If we were to continue with the current
legislation, it would only result in significant
administrative inefficiency without any equal benefit,
as the disparity between the Victorian and
commonwealth legalisation has now become too great.
This bill is modelled on the same approach that is being
taken in other states, such as New South Wales and
Tasmania, by applying the commonwealth act, as it is
amended from time to time, as the law of Victoria. In
other words, the commonwealth law will become the
Victorian law but Victoria will have the additional
flexibility of being able to include provisions specific to
Victoria.
The aspects of the commonwealth law that will apply
as Victorian law relate mostly to the importing,
exporting, manufacturing and supplying of therapeutic
goods. They deal also with the requirement to list
medicines on the Australian register of therapeutic
goods. Also adopted from the commonwealth act are
regulations on advertising, labelling and product
appearance and presentation. That ensures that we are
taking a universal approach and not adding to the
administration and compliance costs of current and
potential manufacturers.
Among the provisions specific to Victoria, a transitional
provision allows manufacturers reasonable time to
prepare for the adoption of this proposed law. Also
specific to Victoria is the bill’s retention of many of the
provisions in the current Therapeutic Goods (Victoria)
Act 1994, such as the current powers of the minister
and the Victorian Secretary of the Department of
Health and other general matters.
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In conclusion, this bill updates old outdated legislation
in an intelligent, well thought out and well-prepared
way. By adopting this bill we are ensuring that we
provide Victorian manufacturers of therapeutic goods
with the requirements for the manufacture and sale of
those goods in one piece of legislation which is always
up to date. We are ensuring that those manufacturers no
longer have to deal with the confusion that can be
created with an ever-growing gap between state and
commonwealth laws. By providing a streamlined and
up-to-date law and ensuring that it will remain that way
we are increasing the appeal to potential manufacturers
of bringing their business to Victoria and encouraging
our current manufacturers to stay in Victoria.
Therapeutic goods as applied to vitamins and the like
are increasingly used by the wider population. A
number of people, particularly the elderly, are taking
calcium tablets and fish oil. I take fish oil myself. This
law benefits the wider community. It will assist
Victorians to have the best possible product available. I
commend the bill to the house and wish it a speedy
passage.
Mr SCOTT (Preston) — I will make a very brief
contribution to debate on the Therapeutic Goods
(Victoria) Bill 2010. As stated by previous speakers,
this bill will provide for the application in the national
scheme of the regulation of therapeutic goods by
applying the Therapeutic Goods Act 1989 of the
commonwealth as law in Victoria. The bill also
provides for the regulation of therapeutic goods in
Victoria in limited circumstances where the
commonwealth act does not apply.
Provisions in the bill that relate specifically to Victoria
are clauses 19, 20 and 21. They relate specifically to the
provision and supply of therapeutic goods through
vending machines and by hawking.
As stated by the member for Kororoit, therapeutic
goods can include things such as prescription
medicines, over-the-counter medicines, complementary
medicines, traditional herbal medicines, vitamins,
homeopathic products and medical devices such as
gloves, bandages, syringes, condoms, contact lenses,
dialysis equipment and heart valves. I note that outside
of China Victoria is a world leader in regulating
traditional Chinese herbal medicine, which is a very big
industry in Victoria. The practice of Chinese herbal
medicine plays a large role in the lives of people,
particularly those from a non-English-speaking
background, where it is a traditional form of medicine,
but also more broadly in the community. There has
been a very progressive rollout of regulation in this
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industry, which has been a world leader in regulation in
the Western world.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT
(STANDARDS) BILL

This is excellent legislation which will help regulate the
supply of therapeutic goods. I am sure members are
well aware of the important role that therapeutic goods
play in the lives of Victorians and the need to ensure
that regulation is up to date. In passing this bill we will
improve regulation of the industry by ensuring the
operation of the commonwealth system of legislation
and providing specific Victorian regulations in the area
relating to vending machines and hawking. I commend
the bill to the house.

Second reading

Mr ANDREWS (Minister for Health) — I am
pleased to provide some commentary by way of
summary on this important bill. This is a great example
of common-sense change and of reform that can
simplify otherwise complex arrangements and lead to
greater efficiency and a more effective and appropriate
regulation of therapeutic goods, not only with
pharmaceuticals and agents but also with therapeutic
devices.
I thank the members for Mordialloc, South-West Coast,
Kororoit, Benalla, Clayton, Narracan, Lara and Preston
for their important contributions to this debate. Again,
these are common-sense changes and important
reforms that will enhance and improve the operation of
this important sector. We need to ensure that we have
arrangements in place that enhance community
confidence and give business and others certainty, and
these important reforms before the house achieve just
that. On that basis I commend the bill to all honourable
members.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Premier).
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr CLARK
(Box Hill) pursuant to standing orders.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I disclose in accordance
with section 3(d) of the Members of Parliament
(Register of Interests) Act 1978 that by virtue of my
position as a member of Parliament I have what may be
considered to be a material interest in relation to this
bill.
The Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill 2010 is a
bill to set out a statement of values and introduce a new
code of conduct and new disclosure requirements for
MPs, replacing the Members of Parliament (Register of
Interests) Act 1978.
The Liberal-Nationals coalition supports greater
disclosure and a stronger code of conduct, and it will be
moving a range of amendments in order to foil the
attempt by the Labor Party to use this bill as cover to
continue the abuses of office for which it has become
notorious. Our amendments will also boost disclosure
of a number of additional members interests relevant to
accountability — interests which Labor has chosen to
overlook.
A standout failing of this bill is the complete absence of
any effective mechanism for investigation and
enforcement of the code of conduct and disclosure
standards created by the bill, or any other laws and
standards that on paper should prevent government
misuse of office. Our amendments will also be tackling
this issue.
Australia and Victoria have been the beneficiaries of
more than 300 years of struggle against corruption in
Westminster jurisdictions, but corrupt tendencies have
not been permanently excised. They need to be
repressed continually by ongoing effort. The endemic
modern form of corruption here in Victoria under the
Bracks and Brumby governments has been and is
misuse of elected office for partisan benefit. Abuses
have included politically motivated government
advertising, partisan appointments to government
offices, the appointment of former ministerial advisers
to senior positions in the public service and statutory
authorities, politicisation of other public service
appointments, improper access to and use of
confidential information, favouritism and blackballing
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in the awarding of contracts and tenders, and the
extensive use of public service staff to run politically
motivated media campaigns.
Abuses have also included a lack of transparency in
land rezoning and other planning decisions, the
suppression and manipulation of information, the
systematic cessation of publication of data adverse to
the government, repeated breaches of freedom of
information law, repeated refusals to provide
documents to parliamentary committees, a deals for
donations culture and the channelling of government
grants to organisations associated with political
supporters.
Numerous witnesses who appeared before the Law
Reform Committee during its review of the Members
of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act gave evidence
that far-reaching institutional reform is needed to tackle
corruption, but that evidence was sidelined in the
majority report. In the absence of an independent
broadbased anticorruption commission in Victoria with
jurisdiction extending to members of Parliament and
ministers, if no other mechanisms for independent
investigation are included in this bill, the bill will be
completely ineffectual in holding most Labor ministers
and government MPs to account.
Under the bill the only way anything can be done about
misconduct or non-disclosure by a Labor MP or
minister in the Assembly is if the Assembly votes for
an investigation to take place. However, the Labor
Party has shown by its conduct to date that it is
prepared to use its numbers in this house simply to
block any such investigation, even when a Labor
Speaker has found that a prima facie case of breach of
privilege exists. Thus, for investigating the conduct of
Labor ministers or government MPs in the Assembly
and dealing with any breaches, the bill as introduced is
little more than window-dressing. The coalition parties
will therefore move amendments to give real teeth to
the investigation and enforcement measures in the bill,
but the amendments we are able to move are still far
short of what is needed in Victoria, which will only be
met by an independent broadbased anticorruption
commission.
The bill arises from a report of the parliamentary Law
Reform Committee (LRC) dated December 2009 and
entitled Review of the Members of Parliament
(Register of Interests) Act 1978. Much of the general
context of public debate and concern over members’
conduct and disclosure of interests is canvassed in the
committee’s report. On a cursory examination the bill
before the Parliament looks as if it adheres quite closely
to the LRC’s recommendations. However, a closer
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examination shows a number of crucial departures,
most of which are designed to allow Labor ministers
and other MPs to continue various rorts, misuse of
office and non-disclosure.
The bill is probably the worst written bill of any I have
seen since being elected to Parliament in 1988 given the
anomalies, inconsistencies and ambiguities it contains.
It gives every sign that the Premier and the AttorneyGeneral were so focused on protecting Labor’s abuses
of office and on seeking political advantage that they
failed to give any proper attention to what the words
they ordered to be included in the bill actually say or
mean.
The government has taken the recommendations of the
Law Reform Committee, which set out in broad
layperson’s terms what the committee sought to
achieve, and apart from its own deliberate politically
motivated departures has reproduced the LRC’s
recommendations almost verbatim in the bill. However,
in their haste to seek politically motivated outcomes the
Premier and the Attorney-General ignored the Law
Reform Committee’s repeated urgings that its
recommendations be subject to further consultation in
the form of a public exposure draft of a bill.
We can accept these flaws insofar as they only create
needless or pointless paperwork for members of
Parliament. But when these flaws go to the heart of the
operations of the democratic system here in Victoria or
trash the standing and proper protection of innocent
third parties, those flaws need to be fixed.
I want to place on the record my thanks to those groups
that have provided helpful feedback to the coalition on
the bill, including the Accountability Round Table,
Transparency International Australia, the Victorian
privacy commissioner and the Kew Cottages Coalition.
Let me briefly outline the bill’s main provisions. The
bill sets out seven values which members should
demonstrate in carrying out their public duties. It sets
out duties of members which form part of a code of
conduct that members must observe. New obligations
in the code include exercising reasonable care and
diligence in performing public duties; treating all
persons with respect; avoiding actual and perceived
conflicts of interest and declaring any such conflicts
when speaking in Parliament or at a parliamentary
committee; being fair, objective and courteous in
dealings with the community and, without detracting
from robust public debate, colleagues; and respecting
the confidentiality of information received in the course
of a member’s duties.
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The bill requires a member to lodge a primary return
within 30 days of first taking the oath or affirmation
and an ordinary return within 30 days after 30 June
each year. The bill requires ordinary returns to contain
specified information in respect of the period between
the date of their last return and 30 June including: the
source of any income over $2000 and the name and
address of the payer and a description of any services
provided by the member; where the member or a
private superannuation fund held a benefit over $2000
in a corporation, partnership or other body, the name of
the body, a description of the interest including the
number of shares held and, except for a listed
corporation, the address of the body and a description
of its objects or activities; and where the member held a
beneficial interest in land, if the land is used as a
primary or secondary residence by any person, the
location by suburb or town or nearest town, and in other
cases the address or a description of the location.

was associated if a conflict of interest could arise or
reasonably seen to arise; and a description of any other
interest where a conflict could arise or reasonably be
seen to arise.

A member is also required to give a description of any
gift received by the member worth more than $500 not
including a political donation or a gift from a family
member, including the name and address of the donor,
and details of any travel undertaken by the member
outside Victoria that was funded by another person
other than the state or any member of the member’s
family. Where the member held office in a corporation,
partnership or other body, the member must provide the
name of the body, and, except for a listed corporation,
the address of the body and a description of its objects
or activities.

The bill requires the Clerk to lay each return before
each house as soon as practicable after receiving it. It
provides that any wilful contravention of a requirement
regarding the code of conduct or disclosure is a
contempt of Parliament. In addition to any other
punishment, a fine of up to 35 penalty units may be
imposed, and if any fine is not paid within the time the
house requires, the member’s seat becomes vacant.

The bill also requires disclosure of a description of any
personal debt over $2000 held by a member, including
the name of the creditor; a description of any trust and
its activities under which a member held a beneficial
interest over $2000 or in respect of which the member
was a trustee and a member of the member’s family
held a beneficial interest over $2000 and similar
information to that is required of a member about
income investments, land-holdings and other gifts of
the trust, and also any other substantial interest held or
received by the trust of which the member was aware or
ought to have been aware and that would raise or would
reasonably be seen to raise a material conflict of interest
for the member. The bill provides that these
requirements do not apply to a blind trust, but the
member must provide the name and address of the
person who manages the trust.
The bill requires disclosure of the name of an estate of
which the member was appointed executor and held a
beneficial interest over $2000, and a description of that
interest. The name of any other organisation of which
the member was a member or with which the member

The bill provides that if there is a material change to
any required information after a return has been lodged,
the member must submit a description to the Clerk in
the prescribed form as soon as is practicable. The bill
provides for consumer price index adjustment of the
monetary threshold amounts; it requires the Clerk to
establish and maintain a register of interests; and it
requires the Clerk to report a member to the presiding
officer if the member does not submit a return within
the required period or within a further reasonable period
allowed by the Clerk, or if the Clerk reasonably
believes the member has submitted an inaccurate return
and the Clerk has given the member a reasonable
opportunity to correct the return.

In assessing the bill I will deal first with those areas
where the coalition will seek to move amendments in
this house to strengthen the bill. I will then deal with the
remaining issues. The opposition provided its proposed
amendments at a briefing to the government last night
in order to facilitate the amendments being addressed
during a consideration-in-detail stage today.
The Premier told the Stateline program last Friday that
the bill ‘is a tough new act of Parliament which would
set higher standards for MPs and higher standards for
ministers’. The bill comprehensively fails that
description. For a start, it is not clear to what extent, if
any, the obligations of members extend to members in
their capacities as ministers or parliamentary secretaries
in instances where that is not expressly stated. We
intend to move an amendment to put that beyond doubt.
The bill does not tackle abuses of office which amount
to political corruption, such as government political
advertising, and again we intend to move an
amendment to deal with that.
Furthermore, under our amendments members of the
public as well as other MPs will have the right to make
complaints about misconduct by ministers and MPs to
the Ombudsman via the Speaker or President, and the
Ombudsman will report to Parliament if the
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Ombudsman considers a minister or an MP has a case
to answer. The bill as brought to the house does not
pick up on the restrictions on post-Parliament activities
recommended by the Law Reform Committee. Our
amendments will insert a provision on this subject
based on the Rudd federal government’s Standards of
Ministerial Ethics of December 2007.
The bill also fails to require any disclosure of
hospitality that is received in an official capacity — in
other words, as or on behalf of a member or minister.
This means that official junkets or lavish hospitality —
whether taxpayer funded or funded by others — that
are given within Victoria to ministers or other MPs are
excluded from disclosure, and we have well-publicised
instances in the past of ministers receiving taxpayerfunded hospitality at government ski lodges. Our
amendments will require disclosure of hospitality
received in an official capacity where it exceeds $500.
Another area that is not covered by the bill is statefunded overseas travel, the abuse of which is a constant
source of public concern. If overseas travel is
appropriate, there is no objection to it. However, it
should be disclosed, and disclosed in a timely manner.
We will put forward amendments to make it clear that
overseas travel needs to be disclosed when it is funded
by the state, and also that travel is a material change of
which details need to be disclosed within 30 days.
The bill omits the requirement in the current act that
members should disclose memberships of trade unions
and professional associations. We believe that, just as
many other factors should automatically be disclosed,
so should memberships of trade unions, professional
associations and other political bodies be disclosed
automatically rather than at the discretion of the
member.
The bill does not require disclosure of the value of
residential investment properties, and once one accepts,
as the bill does, that the quantum of investments — not
simply their existence — is relevant to be disclosed, as
the bill does in relation to shareholding interests, by
parity of reasoning it follows that disclosure of property
investment value should also be required.
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not to act to infringe the privileges of either house of
Parliament. Our amendments will also require
disclosure of ongoing arrangements as to how a
member will vote or decide on issues. In a political
party-based parliamentary democracy such as ours it is
perfectly appropriate and expected that members will
vote in accordance with the decisions of their parties.
That is what is expected by constituents who vote for a
member on a party basis, but ultimately the member
remains accountable for the way they cast their vote.
The public is entitled to know the basis on which a
member has entered into any ongoing agreements or
arrangements as to how they will cast their vote.
Certainly on our side of the house we have no objection
to disclosing those of our party rules that govern voting
because we are proud of the rules that give freedom to
us as individual members of Parliament to cast votes.
But all members should make similar disclosure, and
similarly they should make disclosure of any other
ongoing agreements by which they are bound, such as
factional rules that bind them when they go into their
party room or caucus and cast a vote there. This is a
vital component of the public being fully informed
about the interests under which members operate in
carrying out their duties as members of Parliament.
We will also move an amendment to make clear that
there must be disclosure of government and
parliamentary positions in which immediate family
members of MPs are employed, and also disclosure of
staff on the government payroll who perform work for
an MP, other than ministerial staff who carry out work
for a parliamentary secretary or minister in that
capacity.
As I have stated, we will move to require disclosure of
details of official travel outside Australia funded by the
state, including the amount of that funding. We will
also move an amendment to require disclosure of the
suburb or town of a member’s principal place of
residence, which is something that is of considerable
interest to many constituents. Members should openly
declare what their principal place of residence is.

The bill does not require that the register be updated
with information submitted by members regarding
material changes, nor does it require information about
material changes to be tabled in the Parliament. We will
move an amendment to make clear that that is required.

I now want to deal with some other areas of the bill that
cause concern and in respect of which a response needs
to be sought from the government. The first of those is
clause 8 of the bill, which also relates to disclosure to
the house of conflicts of interest during debate. The bill
appears to extend dramatically the circumstances in
which an MP is not permitted to vote on a matter before
the house.

Other amendments that we will move will make clear
that members must not use their position to improperly
obstruct the operations of Parliament — in other words,

The current 1978 act contains no restriction on voting.
By contrast, the bill requires that members must avoid
actual and perceived conflicts of interest. For members
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to avoid actual or perceived conflicts of interest appears
to require them not to vote on any matter where voting
would give rise to an actual or perceived conflict of
interest. By comparison, the current standing order 170
of the Legislative Assembly prohibits voting in the case
of a direct pecuniary interest. Standing order 17.07 of
the Legislative Council provides a restriction on voting
in somewhat different terms. However, all of that
standing order is subject to an across-the-board
exception in relation to any matter of state policy,
which would seem to render the Legislative Council’s
prohibition inoperative for large numbers of matters.
Under the bill the only limitation on the apparent
prohibition on voting is if the member or a prescribed
person is affected as a member of the public or a
section of the public.
On the Attorney-General’s logic displayed recently,
under the bill numerous members in both houses are
likely to be disqualified from voting on, for example, a
matter concerning the urban growth boundary, if they
have any interest in any premises anywhere near that
growth boundary. Therefore the bill makes the results
of votes on legislation in the Parliament dependent on
both facts and allegations regarding whether members
have an actual or perceived conflict of interest. The
potential effects of that are particularly obvious in the
Legislative Council, given the narrow margin in the
numbers there. However, this may also operate, for
example, to deprive the government of an absolute or
statutory majority in the Legislative Assembly on many
occasions — in other words it seems this will have the
effect of turning the outcome of issues before this
Parliament into a legislative lottery. I must presume that
that is not what was intended by the government, so this
issue needs to be addressed.
If the bill goes forward in its current form, it may lead
to protracted investigations, allegations and disputes
about which MPs are disqualified on which bills and on
other matters. It appears that a member has a conflict of
interest if a bill or other matter benefits a company in
which the member has any direct shareholding
whatsoever, even one share, other than if the company
is benefited only as a ‘member of the public or section
of the public’.
Arguably members will also infringe clause 8 of the bill
if they vote in their party room or caucus on a matter
where they have an actual or perceived conflict of
interest. That interpretation is reinforced by clause 8(2)
of the bill, which makes it clear that conflicts may arise
from a wide range of matters other than voting in the
Parliament. This may require parties to keep internal
voting records sufficient to protect a member should an
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allegation of improper voting in a party room or caucus
be raised. Members may need to consider the potential
for actual or perceived conflict of interest before taking
part in any party room or caucus vote. Our amendment
in relation to disclosing those rules may assist members
in determining their position in relation to that issue.
The bill also provides that a conflict of interest is
created by anything that furthers the private interest of a
prescribed person. A ‘prescribed person’ includes the
member’s political party, any listed or other company
in which the member holds even a single share, as I
referred to earlier, a landlord or tenant of the member at
times when rent is owed and anyone other than a family
member who, so it appears, has at any time given a gift
worth more than $500 to the member. Thus the
potential circumstances in which an actual or perceived
conflict of interest may arise are broad.
Conflicts of interest under the bill can exist whether or
not a member knows about them, which may mean the
member has a duty to make reasonable inquiries of
prescribed persons to find out if the private interests of
the prescribed persons are affected by any matter which
the MP might vote on or be involved with. Furthermore
the actual definition of ‘family members’ is unclear.
For example, are in-laws, foster children or a partner’s
adult children by a previous marriage included in the
definition of ‘family’? All of that is relevant to the
question of what constitutes a conflict of interest that
may prevent a member from voting.
There is a further related issue in relation to declaring
conflicts of interest as required under clause 8(1)(b) of
the bill. The bill requires members to declare conflicts
of interest whenever they speak in Parliament or in a
committee, even if the conflict arises from a matter
included in their return of interests. By contrast the
current act simply requires full disclosure to the
Parliament.
Given the breadth of meaning of the term ‘actual or
perceived conflict of interest’, it seems to me that if the
bill proceeds in its current form, it would be prudent for
members to preface just about every opening remark
they make on an issue in the Parliament or a committee
with a disclaimer along the lines of ‘I declare any
conflict of interest arising from matters in my latest
ordinary return’. That is going to become very tedious
indeed. Even that disclaimer would not protect
members from allegations when matters not in their
return create an actual or perceived conflict of interest.
In fact the member is required to declare an actual or
perceived conflict of interest even if they are not aware
of those interests and could not reasonably be aware of
those conflicts as far as the literal wording of the bill is
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concerned, although they would not be liable for
punishment unless the breach were wilful.
Given these flaws it seems this clause of the bill needs
substantial amendment. Rather than moving
amendments in the Assembly, the coalition parties are
raising these issues during the second-reading debate
and seeking the government’s response.
The next issue to which I wish to refer is the legal
liability of members of Parliament. The bill appears to
create statutory duties which will be imposed on MPs
and which will allow MPs to be sued by those
particular members of the community to whom the duty
is owed if the duty is breached. This provision in the
bill has its origin in amendments made to the Local
Government Act in 2003 by the Local Government
(Democratic Reform) Bill. As far as I am aware, no
other Parliament in the Westminster system has
imposed on MPs the statutory duty of exercising
reasonable care and diligence which the bill imposes.
In moving the second reading of the 2003 bill, John
Thwaites, the then Minister for Environment, said:
This bill proposes to include certain rules of conduct for
councillors and members of council committees. These rules
have always been implicit requirements of people in public
office, and it is desirable that they be made explicit.

However, it is not clear whether the minister’s
statement was accurate or, in relation to this bill, what
the position of MPs will be in relation to being sued for
breach of the duty of reasonable care and diligence or
indeed any other statutory duty created by part 3. For
example, would MPs be liable to be sued by
constituents who suffered loss because the MP failed to
exercise reasonable care and diligence in acting on their
behalf? Does that apply only where the MP has agreed
to act and then fails to do so, such as in making
representations to government or trying to resolve
problems relating to concessions, public housing or
other matters? Or does it go further and create a
positive duty for MPs to provide the sort of assistance
that MPs commonly provide to any constituent who
seeks that assistance?
Going even further, does it render an MP liable to be
sued for failing to lobby or advocate vigorously enough
for a new facility on behalf of his or her electorate? I
am inclined to think the latter two instances I have
given are not covered by the bill. However, the
situation in relation to the first of those is unclear, and
the government and the Premier need to make clear to
the community what their intentions and expectations
are in that regard.
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Similarly, the Premier needs to make clear the
circumstances in which he believes the bill enables
ministers to be sued for failing to exercise reasonable
care and diligence in the performance of their
ministerial duties. For example, if the Minister for
Planning fails to properly read a briefing paper
provided by the department and makes a decision based
on irrelevant considerations which is subsequently set
aside by the courts, can the land-holders or others
affected by the decision sue the minister for
compensation? Whatever the answers to these
questions are, these provisions of the bill take all
members of Parliament into a bold new world, giving
them statutory duties in some respects akin to those of a
company director, a doctor, an accountant or other
profession.
A number of members on this side of the house have
had previous experience of working in an occupation
where they have put their family home and other assets
on the line every day of their working life, but for other
members of this house it will be a new and perhaps
disconcerting experience. Unfortunately it also creates a
real risk of politically motivated litigation against MPs.
The moment an opposition MP is sued by someone
funded by the Attorney-General’s pro bono legal aid
scheme will be the day this state goes down the path of
the misuse of legal proceedings to persecute political
opponents, which is an unfortunate characteristic of
some of the emerging democracies to our north.
A further point is that, unlike the case of councillors
where the council is required to take out indemnity
insurance on their behalf, there is no provision for
Parliament to take out indemnity insurance for MPs,
which means that the compensation a constituent will
be able to obtain will depend on how wealthy their MP
is or whether their MP has personally taken out
indemnity insurance. This inequity for constituents is a
matter that the government may also need to address.
There are a huge range of other issues raised by the bill,
which time will not permit me to address in full. I cite
as one example the protection of the privacy of third
parties. It appears that the names and addresses of
tenants in properties owned by MPs will need to be
made public, which could have horrific consequences
for tenants who were trying to keep their identities from
being disclosed. That will occur whenever the rental
income exceeds $2000.
It is also unclear how members of the community will
be able to access the returns tabled in Parliament. There
are also issues relating to online access that need to be
sorted out, balancing confidentiality against the public’s
right to know and many other issues. However, the bill

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (STANDARDS) BILL
1402

ASSEMBLY

Thursday, 15 April 2010

will not stop corruption and abuse of office by Labor
unless Victoria introduces an independent broadbased
anticorruption commission.

respect the diversity of views and backgrounds within
the Victorian community and show diligence and
leadership in carrying out their public duties.

Despite the bill being riddled with flaws and anomalies,
we will not oppose it but will move amendments to
boost accountability, strengthen disclosure and provide
independent examination of abuse allegations. In short,
the coalition parties will move to turn Labor’s bill,
which can be best described as a movie set bill — a
grand facade on one side and nothing but formwork on
the other — into a standards bill that truly sets and
upholds standards of conduct — —

The guidelines for members of Parliament about how to
carry out our work in accordance with that statement of
values — the way in which aspirational values are to be
followed — are contained within the second part of the
bill, which is the code of conduct.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Munt) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — I rise to support the
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill 2010 and
commend it before the Parliament as extremely good
legislation. It is an update of the groundbreaking
legislation passed by this Parliament in 1978, the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act. This
legislation updates and modernises the 1978 legislation,
making it applicable in the contemporary way of life of
our community and members of Parliament. It does so
in a number of ways.
This legislation is based on an overarching principle —
that is, that members of Parliament have an obligation
to avoid conflicts of interest. It provides legislative
guidelines to appropriately manage conflicts of interest
where they arise. The bill also provides that where
conflicts of interest could potentially arise through
interests held by members of Parliament those interests
should be declared appropriately on a register.
The concepts of a code of conduct and of a register of
interests originated in the 1978 act. Over the course of
the decades since then we have seen many changes in
the nature of society, work practices and duties and
obligations. It is appropriate at this time to ensure that
the nature of the code and the way it is set out is
modern and appropriate to today’s environment and to
the developing environment in years to come and also
that the register reflects modern reality. The legislation
builds on the good work done by this Parliament’s Law
Reform Committee.
The bill is set out in three parts. The first part is a
statement of values; it is an aspirational statement that
sets out a range of values that all of us, as members of
Parliament, and people across the community broadly
would expect and support. They are that members of
Parliament serve the public interest, uphold democracy,
show integrity and accountability in their activities,

The current 1978 act contains a relatively brief code of
conduct that largely focuses on potential conflicts of
interest between members’ public duties and their
private interests. In its review of the legislation, the
Law Reform Committee noted that the current code is
not performing as well as it could. In particular the
committee noted that the code is difficult to interpret
and rather narrow and that its impact has in some
respects been limited because of its narrowness and the
difficulty of interpreting some of its provisions after
many years. The revised code articulates more specific
standards and sets out broad principles to guide and
assist members in carrying out their duties. In
particular, the provisions of the revised code deal with
upholding democracy, respecting others and knowing
how to avoid and deal with actual or perceived conflicts
of interest.
The bill contains a number of provisions relating to
conflicts of interest and how they should be avoided or
dealt with. It is important to bear in mind that the
overarching principle that guides all other aspects of
this legislation is that members must avoid actual or
perceived conflicts of interest and declare any actual or
perceived conflicts of interest when speaking in
parliamentary proceedings, including the proceedings
of parliamentary committees. It is to give effect to that
overarching principle that the rest of the provisions of
the legislation follow.
There are sections of the bill about how members must
not use their position for profit and about how if a
member engages in any form of outside employment or
community activity it must not involve any actual or
perceived conflict of interest. The bill details the ways
in which members of Parliament need to manage gifts
of hospitality and other benefits, appropriately use
public resources, personally conduct themselves in
dealing with each other and members of the public and,
importantly, manage confidential and personal
information. The legislation sets out that members must
not use confidential information gained in the
performance of their public duties to further their
private interests or the private interests of a prescribed
person.
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The third element of the legislation is the register of
interests. It is, of course, a public document which sets
out all the elements that members of Parliament could
receive benefit from — be it income, investments such
as shares, interests in land or other similar matters. It is
important that there be a document accessible to the
public which sets out the interests held by members of
Parliament so that it is apparent where members of
Parliament may have a conflict of interest in matters
that come before them in Parliament or through their
parliamentary duties.
The way in which income, land-holdings, gifts,
hospitality and things of that nature are dealt with is that
matters above a certain threshold need to be detailed.
This refers to matters other than those of official
hospitality that members of Parliament receive as a
normal part of their official duties, because they do not
involve a conflict of interest. It is where matters arise
outside the normal duties of a member of Parliament in
that sense that a potential conflict may arise.
There is a distinction about shares where the number of
shares held by a person is sought to be disclosed on the
register. The reason for that is simple: there is no way
of knowing how much of an interest somebody has in a
company other than by knowing how many shares they
have. A person can have one share in a company and
that would not realistically amount to a very significant
issue, but if they have a significant number of shares it
may well involve a potential conflict of interest. That is
important.
However where, for instance, somebody has an interest
in land it is not really the value of the land but where
the land is located which is the issue that raises the
potential conflict of interest, and that is why in this bill
we do not seek to disclose the value of the land —
which of course can change from time to time — but to
disclose where the land is located. That is the issue
which is a potential conflict of interest and one that
needs to be disclosed.
A number of amendments were put forward at the very
last minute by the opposition. The amendments are
complex, obscure, irrelevant and counterproductive.
They show a lack of understanding and a certain
amount of confusion about the nature of the bill and
what it seeks to do, and in many respects they are
misguided; however we will no doubt in the fullness of
time have a good look at those amendments and subject
them to serious scrutiny to see what we make of them.
Typically, the opposition says that on the one hand the
bill does not go far enough — and seemingly the only
ways it does not go far enough relate to ministers — but

1403

on the other hand, where it potentially relates to
members of the opposition it goes too far, so we see
some interesting legislative gymnastics being played
out by the opposition. Having said that, we support the
bill — it is good legislation.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
make a contribution to the debate on the Members of
Parliament (Standards) Bill, and before I proceed I wish
to disclose, in accordance with section 3 (1)(d) of the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests Act)
1978, that by virtue of my position as a member of
Parliament I have what may be considered to be a
material interest in relation to this bill.
The purpose of the bill is to promote public trust and
confidence in members of Parliament in Victoria. The
bill says it will do that by establishing a statement of
values for members, setting out a code of conduct,
establishing a register of interests for members and
repealing the Members of Parliament (Register of
Interests) Act 1978.
The coalition is not opposing the legislation but I will
be supporting the amendments moved by the member
for Box Hill, which I believe will increase
accountability and transparency and make the bill a
better one. I would also expect the Labor members of
Parliament to vote for these amendments if they truly
want to see the bill do what it says it will do, which is to
increase the accountability of members of Parliament. I
congratulate the member for Box Hill for the huge
scrutiny of the legislation he has undertaken in order to
formulate these amendments.
The values for members of Parliament are provided for
in this bill, and they are: serving the public interest,
upholding democracy, integrity, accountability, respect
for the diversity of views and backgrounds within the
Victorian community, diligence and leadership. It is a
shame that we have to legislate for those values. I
would have hoped that every member of Parliament in
this place had those values and that that is why they
were voted in by the community. It is a sad day when
we have to legislate for these sorts of values.
We also have a code of conduct which provides the
community with information on what to expect of its
elected representatives. Again, I would hope the
community has very high expectations of its members
of Parliament, on all sides of politics. There is some
guidance in the legislation which says that members of
Parliament are expected to make the performance of
their public duties their prime responsibility. They are
expected to treat all persons with respect and to have
due regard for their opinions, beliefs, rights and
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responsibilities. The government has said that this is a
new rule which accords with the importance this
government has placed on respect for human rights in
this community.
Under this bill the member for Melton may have
contravened this very act, as it is proposed. An article
by David Rood in the Age of 23 March this year under
the heading ‘ “I was scared”: Labor MP accused of
tirade’ states:
A state Labor MP has been accused of bullying and
threatening a member of the public after an expletive-laden
outburst at a parliamentary committee hearing.
Community activist Maria Riedl has written to the Speaker of
state Parliament, Jenny Lindell, asking for an investigation
into the allegations against the member for Melton, Don
Nardella.

It goes on to say:
‘His behaviour was unacceptable; it was rude and it was
intimidating, and I believe that he was about to continue to
not only verbally abuse me, but I felt he was about to
physically threaten me’, Ms Riedl wrote about the
2 March hearing.
‘I had to leave because I was scared’.

If those allegations are true, I believe all members of
Parliament would believe that is not the type of
behaviour we would expect a Victorian member of
Parliament to display.
In the conflict of interest provisions in the bill members
of Parliament are told they should disclose any interests
which will benefit them, and they already do so in their
register of interest; but the public needs to have
confidence that its members of Parliament are
representing the community’s best interests, not the best
interests of the member of Parliament. A member of
Parliament must avoid actual and perceived conflicts of
interest.
However, this sometimes can get confusing, and I hope
the government learns from the complexity and
confusion that occurred when the conflict of interest
provisions were established for local government
councillors. As I travel around the state talking to
councils I find it is one of the biggest issues they raise
with me — not the fact that they want to avoid conflict
of interest, but the fact that they do not know now
whether they have a conflict of interest because the
provisions are so complex and confusing.
One of the issues they raise with me is the particular
confusion around the conflict of interest issues of
family members’ interests. The description of ‘family
members’ in the Local Government Act is fairly wide
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and captures many people. In this bill ‘family members’
means ‘a prescribed person’ who, for example, could be
a spouse, a domestic partner, a child, a grandchild, a
parent, a grandparent or any other person reasonably
considered to be a member of the member’s family.
The scope of that portion of the bill is quite widespread.
When you consider the person, one of the concerns is:
how do you deal with estranged members of the
family?
Mr Nardella — It’s not Riedl; it’s Damian Drum!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs POWELL — I will ignore the interjections
from the member for Melton, who is being quite rude
and disrespectful.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Munt) — Order!
The interjections from the member for Melton will
cease, and the level of interjection from both sides of
the house is not helpful to the member for Shepparton
in her contribution.
Mrs POWELL — Thank you, Acting Speaker. The
concern that the councillors had with that provision in
the Local Government Act would almost translate to
the concerns that we could have with members of
Parliament. One of the issues is how you deal with
estranged members of the family, which could mean a
husband and wife who are now separated but not
divorced and are living in separate homes, or it could
mean a son or daughter who is no longer in
communication with the member of Parliament. We
would hope that those sorts of situations will not
happen, but if they do happen — and this is an issue
that has been raised with me by councillors because of
that provision — how could you possibly know what
boards or committees that estranged person is on or
what interests he or she has if you are no longer talking
to them or in communication with them? You might
say the information is not needed, but under this
legislation omission could actually be unlawful. You
may have raised an issue in Parliament and people
could go through Hansard and find out what that
contribution was. It could become an issue of huge
concern, and I would urge the government to have a
look at how it is going to deal with perceived conflicts
of interest where the person is estranged from the
member of Parliament and the member of Parliament
could not possibly know what the interests of that
person are or may not want to know what the interests
of that person are.
The other issue of concern is the disclosure of the
names of tenants of rental properties belonging to
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members of Parliament. That is not just a concern for
the member of Parliament, it is a concern for the person
living there; it is an invasion of their privacy. In no
other jurisdiction are members asked to make the
names of those people available. I am not sure how
publicly available those names are meant to be, but if
people wish to find that information, they will be able
to. That could be a concern for people who live in rental
homes owned by members of Parliament on either side
of politics.
I have not got time to go through all the amendments
put forward by the member for Box Hill, but among the
ones that I think have got absolute merit — as well as
all the others that have merit — is the disclosure of
values of investment properties which do not include
the primary or secondary place of residence. They
would be valued at capital improved value from the last
municipal valuations. Why not include that? Shares
owned by members of Parliament are included, so the
disclosure of assets is already about a value. If we are
looking at shares and superannuation portfolios, why
not also look at properties that are owned as an asset? In
regard to the amendment for disclosure of the suburb or
town of the member’s principal place of residence, I
think it is important for a constituent to know that a
member of Parliament actually lives in the electorate or
where in fact they actually live and whether there is a
connection between where they actually live and the
electorate they represent.
The member for Box Hill has brought forward a
number of amendments that will improve the
enforcement procedures and transparency of this bill.
There was a minority report by three of the nongovernment members of the Law Reform Committee,
who called for the establishment of an independent
anticorruption commission in Victoria with broad
powers of investigation that would extend to ministers
and other members of Parliament. It is a seven-member
committee, and obviously the government members
voted against the proposal and used their numbers to
have that rejected.
While the opposition is not opposing this legislation, I
would hope that we all adhere to the principles that are
set out in the bill — the values, the code of conduct, the
integrity and the ethical standards of a member of
Parliament — but not because of this bill. I say again
that the opposition is not opposing this bill, but
members of the opposition hope the government will
support the amendments put forward by the member for
Box Hill.
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — I rise
today to make a short contribution on the Members of
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Parliament (Standards) Bill 2010. There was a question
in relation to members having to identify who is paying
them income on investment properties. Nine times out
of 10 it would be a property manager that would be
identified as paying income to the member of
Parliament. The member would list their property
manager.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DONNELLAN — If the member for
Parliament is actually collecting the rent themselves,
then I suspect that they could possibly be collecting
cash and not declaring it. At the end of the day it would
be the property manager. I did not realise that most
members of Parliament act as their own property
managers. I have never seen such carrying on in my
life. Seriously, opposition members are a pack of
absolute whackers. Absolute whackers!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DONNELLAN — What is the problem with
declaring who is paying you an income? It is as if these
guys have something to hide. I do not know what they
have to hide, but this is a whole lot of rubbish.
Mr Kotsiras — What are you hiding?
Mr DONNELLAN — I am not hiding anything. I
think it is important that you declare your sources of
income. At the end of the day what we have is a pack of
whackers on the other side saying they do not want to
declare where their sources of income are coming from.
I find it disgraceful and scandalous that members of the
National and Liberal parties will not declare their
sources of income. I am very happy to declare mine;
those on the other side need to do the same.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Munt) — Order!
The level of interjection is too high. I ask members to
let the member for Narre Warren North give his
contribution.
Mr DONNELLAN — That was what I was
thinking, Acting Speaker. I was just going to give a
quiet contribution. I was just answering a question
which had been raised a little bit earlier. With the
shame, depth of feeling and level of anger on the other
side, I reckon there has to be something to hide. I do not
know. One minute opposition members are saying they
are supporting the bill, the next minute all I hear is a
whole lot of anger about certain areas of the bill that
they do not want to go through. You are either
supporting it or you are not; you cannot have an each-
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way bet. You either want transparency, accountability
and the whole lot — you want members of Parliament
to have standards — or we can end up back in the days
of a former Premier of Queensland, Joh BjelkePetersen. We know where Joh Bjelke-Petersen was
from: he was a Nationals member.
That is why these types of provisions are absolutely
necessary. Members of various political parties have
abused processes and have abused their positions, so it
is important that we set standards. That abuse has
happened on all sides of politics; I am not pretending
we are the puritans over on this side, and they are not
over on the other side. There are members of
Parliament from all sides who have abused their
positions, and it is important that we have these
standards. If that includes declaring their sources of
income, then members should do so. They cannot get
out of it by saying, ‘We only want to declare a little bit;
we do not want to declare other bits because there could
be a potential conflict’.
Mr Kotsiras — Declare everything! Declare it!
Mr DONNELLAN — I am very happy to declare
everything, and that is what we are doing here. This is
everything, and I think it is important that we do it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DONNELLAN — I did not realise we would
open such a Pandora’s box on the other side of the
house. I am looking forward to seeing the declarations.
Obviously there must be something that we are looking
for, something suspect. If we have got the other side so
furious and angry about this, we must be doing the right
thing. I am very proud that this government has brought
in a new statement of values for members, a new code
of conduct — about which obviously we need to calm
down the members on the other side, so they do not get
too grumpy and furious and try to have a go at me —
and a revised register of interests requiring a declaration
of personal interest in relation to conflicts of interest
with a member’s public duties.
At the end of the day I was a member of the Law
Reform Committee (LRC) and attended some of the
meetings that looked at this issue, and that was
important. The submissions generally supported what
we have in the bill — 90 per cent of the submissions
suggested that this is where we should go. I do not think
we had a submission in relation to an independent
commission against corruption apart from the minority
report done by the Liberal Party, but there you go.
The Law Reform Committee found that the current
code of conduct is outdated, narrow in its impact and
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limited in its lack of enforcement. It found that there
was too much focus on potential conflicts of interest
without any relation to the duty and private life of the
member. We have introduced a new code and
broadened it so that it includes: upholding
democracy — in other words, members must prioritise
their role as members of Parliament as opposed to
taking on private matters and private work. It is
important that they prioritise their role as members of
Parliament. The code also covers respecting others,
regardless of their background — in other words,
treating people with respect and dignity. I think 99.9 per
cent of members would do that most of the time. The
code provides that members must avoid actual and
perceived conflicts of interest, which is important and
absolutely necessary. The code also provides that
members should not use their position for profit; they
should not use their allowances for profit. That is very
important.
Members are here to serve the public, not to serve their
own interests, and I think 99 per cent of members do
the right thing. The code also covers outside
employment activities. I have some concerns about that.
Some members still have work going on outside
Parliament, but I certainly do not. The code stipulates
that members may engage in employment but avoid
conflicts of interest. There is always potential for
conflicts of interest if you have two full-time jobs, or
even one full-time job and one part-time job. In such
cases there will always be a conflict of interest as to
where your energies are focused, and I would have
thought they should all be focused here, but allowances
are made in that regard. A minister is obviously not
allowed to have outside employment.
The code goes on to cover the acceptance of gifts,
hospitality and other benefits. Members cannot accept
gifts which create a real or perceived conflict of
interest, and that is very important. Members cannot
use their influence to further their own interests; they
cannot use public resources for those purposes — they
must use all funds and public resources for legitimate
purposes related to their role as members of Parliament.
Members cannot bring discredit to the Parliament in
their role as members of Parliament, and they must
manage confidential and personal information and keep
it private. That is a good summary of the code of
conduct provisions in the bill.
The bill also contains a statement of values which is a
little more broad. I think that is just more a statement of
what we would like to see, which is members serving
the public interest, upholding democracy and having
integrity, accountability and respect for the diversity of
views, which relates back to the code of conduct.
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Members should act diligently and provide leadership
in their own communities. That is important.

valued at over $500 given by friends must be included
in the register but not travel given by family.

The bill contains a provision concerning the register of
interests. It deals with all members’ private interests
with a value over a minimum threshold which may
conflict with their duties. That includes a new definition
of income which is pretty much based on
commonwealth income tax legislation. There is a need
for members to disclose each income source but not
necessarily the value of that income source. Income
sources below $2000 will not need to be declared. With
respect to investments, members currently need to
register the name or a description of the company,
partnership, association or other body in which they
hold a beneficial interest of over $500. This bill
requires private superannuation interests to be included.

I only have a couple of seconds left, but I want to say
that the Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill will
provide accountability and transparency and is very
important. I commend the bill to the house.

For investments with a value of over $2000 the bill
requires members to provide more details, including the
name of the body in which the beneficial interest is held
and a description of the nature of the interest. If a
shareholding is valued at over $2000, the number of
shares held at the completion of the return will need to
be disclosed. With respect to land, the current
requirement is for a member to register the address or a
description of the land in which they have a beneficial
interest. This bill will require members who have a
beneficial interest in land used as a primary or
secondary place of residence and valued at over
$2000 — which I imagine would be most bits of land
unless it were very small — to disclose the suburb or
town in which the land is located. Members who have a
beneficial interest in land valued at over $2000 will also
have to provide the street address or an identifying
description.
The register of interests also covers gifts, and that
always has the potential to get people into trouble.
Currently a member has to declare any gifts valued at
over $500 and to provide the name and address of the
donor. Members do not have to declare gifts from
family but will have to do so for gifts given by friends.
Official hospitality provided to the member in the
course of their duties will be exempt from this
requirement.
Members will now have to declare significant
contributions with respect to travel. I think this will
make some difference. The bill will require the name
and address of the donor and a description of travel
undertaken outside Victoria, including dates,
destinations and the purpose of travel. That will provide
some interesting reading. As with gifts, only
contributions over $500 will require declaration. Travel

Mr WAKELING (Ferntree Gully) — It gives me
pleasure to rise to contribute to the debate on the
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill. Before I
commence I disclose in accordance with section 3(1)(d)
of the Members of Parliament (Register of Interests)
Act 1978 that by virtue of my position as a member of
Parliament I have what may be considered to be a
material interest in this bill.
This piece of legislation seeks to replace the 1978 act
with a new act which will set out a statement of values,
a new code of conduct and new disclosure requirements
for members of Parliament. I was very interested to
hear the contribution of the member for Narre Warren
North, who has already left the building. It was a bit
muddled, because he did not understand the process of
rentals. However, putting that issue to one side, he
talked about transparency and accountability. I just
want to highlight what was said in the second-reading
speech when this bill was introduced to the house. It
states
These new provisions will ensure the high standards of
transparency and accountability that the public rightfully
expect of their elected representatives are recognised in
legislation.

It then goes on to say:
The reforms will increase the accountability and transparency
of parliamentarians, whilst maintaining an appropriate
balance between suitable disclosure and privacy.

If the wont of this government is to improve
accountability and transparency, then the very
measured amendments that have been put forward by
the member for Box Hill should be supported, as we
seek to improve the legislation that has been introduced
into the house.
In the time I have to speak I would firstly like to put on
the record my thanks to the staff of the ministerial
office for their assistance at the bill briefing. More
specifically I would like to discuss the amendments that
have been circulated by the member for Box Hill, who
is seeking to improve this bill in a number of ways. I
will be very interested to see the response of
government members and to see whether they too will
be supporting the opposition’s important improvements
to this bill.
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The amendments seek to do a number of things. Firstly,
they propose a ban on political advertising, because
advertising is not being used appropriately and in
accordance with the Auditor-General’s September 2006
criteria for government advertising. I think everyone in
this community would want to see governments using
taxpayers money appropriately or, as was indicated in
the second-reading speech, with accountability and
transparency, ensuring that government advertising is
undertaken in accordance with the criteria the AuditorGeneral established in 2006. I am sure the member for
Melton will be supportive of that important provision
being put into the bill.
In addition, there is a proposed amendment to prevent
members of Parliament obstructing the operation of
Parliament. As we speak we are seeing that being done
by the Attorney-General. The community and I think it
is very important that members of Parliament do not
impinge on the way either house operates, as we are
currently seeing happen with the inquiry into the
Windsor Hotel redevelopment being conducted by an
upper house committee. I am pleased to see that that
amendment will be supported.
Requiring the disclosure of memberships of all political
bodies, trade unions and professional associations
promotes accountability and transparency. What are
members opposite hiding? They should be supporting
the retention of the provision which currently applies in
the 1978 act. The Law Reform Committee’s report
called for that, but this government has sought its
removal. I am pleased to see that those opposite will be
supporting the bill, because they too support
accountability and transparency, as was said during the
second-reading speech, and I am pleased to see
members opposite nodding their heads.
The opposition’s amendment requiring the disclosure of
ongoing arrangements governing how a member will
vote or decide on issues in regard to caucus,
parliamentary party rules or factional rules is important.
Members of Parliament are elected to this house and are
meant to be representing their communities, but they
are beholden to their factional rulers. We will be very
interested to see which factions members opposite line
up in. Who is pulling the strings in the caucus room?
Who is pulling the strings at the faction meetings?
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Munt) — Order!
The level of interjection from government members is
too high. I ask them to allow the member for Ferntree
Gully to make his contribution — —
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Mr WAKELING — I am very pleased to see that
we are promoting some debate on this.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Munt) — Order!
The member for Ferntree Gully will not interrupt the
Acting Speaker.
Mr WAKELING — I apologise. As I said, all the
government has said is that it wants accountability and
transparency of parliamentarians; that is what it said it
wanted in this piece of legislation. All we are doing is
helping to facilitate that process so every Victorian will
know when their local member sets off to Parliament
every sitting week whether decisions are going to be
made as a result of factional leaders and issues relating
to caucus. We will just wait and see. We will be very
interested to see the results in regards to that.
The opposition also proposes the disclosure of
government and parliamentary positions in which
immediate family members are employed. For the
purposes of transparency and accountability, I am sure
all Victorians would want to know whether immediate
family members of government MPs are engaged by
the Parliament or working in parliamentary positions.
The opposition also proposes a requirement for the
disclosure of whether there are any staff on the
government payroll — as opposed to electorate
officers — working in the offices of members of
Parliament. Clearly there will be such people working
in ministerial offices or the offices of parliamentary
secretaries. That is clearly acceptable in terms of the
administration of government, but we want to know
whether there are staff working in the offices of
backbenchers and opposition members, staff who are
engaged by the public service not as electorate officers
but are in fact performing the work of electorate
officers. It will be very interesting to see whether any of
that is taking place in this state. As we know, that is
very important for accountability and transparency
reasons.
Mr Nardella — That is a nonsense.
Ms Thomson — An absolute nonsense.
Mr WAKELING — If you have nothing to
complain about, then you will have nothing to hide, and
therefore you will support the opposition’s proposed
amendment. It is about accountability and transparency.
The member for Melton clearly supports those things,
nodding as he is, and he too would recognise that this is
a very important provision. I thank him for his support.
The opposition proposes that there be disclosure of the
value of investment properties — properties other than
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primary or secondary places of residence — based on
the capital improved value at the last municipal
valuation. Members of Parliament would be required to
disclose interests in regard to shares, superannuation
and also their properties and that information would be
declared public under the very sound amendments
circulated by the member for Box Hill. I am pleased
again to hear and see support from those opposite for
this very important provision.
The opposition proposes that there be disclosure of
official travel outside Australia funded by the state. As
we know, there is great consternation in the Victorian
community about the travelling done by members of
Parliament, so we want to ensure that there is a
provision in the bill that talks about locations, the cost
involved and the reason for travel, all of the issues
about which the Victorian community rightly asks
questions. That information will now be declared
public, and members of Parliament will be required to
declare this information within 30 days as part of their
return to the register of interests.
There is much more here than I can go through in the
time allocated to me. The opposition proposes to
require disclosure of the suburb or town where the
member’s principal place of residence is located. It will
be interesting to see where government members
actually live. Residents will be very interested to see
where their local members of Parliament reside.
Residents of the western suburbs would be very
interested to know that they have a member of
Parliament representing them who lives in Black
Rock — the bastion of the western suburbs is
apparently Black Rock.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Munt) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

1409

the emergency control centre throughout the day on
Saturday, 7 February, last year?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — I thank the Leader of the
Opposition for his question. Speaker, in the lead-up to
Black Saturday you will be aware that fire chiefs, the
Premier, the government — a whole range of people —
warned that that day had the potential to be an
extremely bad day because of what the weather
conditions were going to be. As a consequence of that,
as my job is to make sure there is continuous
emergency management, in the lead-up to that, on the
Thursday evening, I met with the heads of the agencies
to make sure they were ready and to get assurances
from them that they were.
When you have an emergency incident the operational
response is done by operational people, by emergency
services personnel. However, as is longstanding
practice, if the minister is required, the emergency
services commissioner, who kept me informed entirely
throughout the day, will get me to come down, and that
is exactly what he did. The reason that was that we had
to make sure there was going to be continuous
emergency management. I want you to think, Speaker,
about the situation that was unfolding. What was going
to happen was that that night we were going to be
confronted with the fire and the aftermath of the fire, so
the commissioner asked me to come down.
What I had to do was make sure that we were going to
have continuous emergency management in the areas
where fire had been. Preparations had to be put in place
that night and the next day to determine precisely, as
best we possibly could as a government and as
agencies, exactly what losses there were in terms of
human life, in terms of sacrifice, in terms of private
property and in terms of public property.

Sitting suspended 1.01 p.m. until 2.05 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
Black Saturday
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. I refer to the fact that in the days prior to
Black Saturday the Premier and many others warned
publicly of the worst conditions in Victoria’s history,
and I ask: given that the minister is coordinator-in-chief
of emergency management, why was the minister not at

What we did was put all those arrangements in place so
that by the middle of the next day, when there would be
a meeting of a security and emergencies committee of
cabinet, we would be in the best possible position to be
able to respond to the requests that were being made.
That is what I did. I acted beforehand, and when I was
required I went down to make sure that we had that
continuous emergency management. One of the things I
also did that night was speak to the opposition and The
Nationals to make sure that they were also informed.

Water: Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — My question is to
the Premier. I refer to the government’s commitment to
make Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a
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family, and I ask: can the Premier update the house on
the completion of Australia’s largest water
infrastructure project, the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline?
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — I thank the member for
Ballarat East for his question.
Dr Napthine — Are you going to thank John
Howard?
Mr BRUMBY — Geoff Howard does a great job,
thanks, Denis.
I was joined today by the Minister for Water; the
Minister for Agriculture; local members of Parliament,
including of course the member for Lowan, who is also
a great supporter of this project; Senator Jacinta Collins,
representing the Prime Minister and the federal
government; the federal member for Mallee, John
Forrest; and many other members of Parliament.
I did not count all the people who were there, but I
guess the best part of 750 to 1000 people had come
from throughout the region for what was and is, as one
of the speakers said today, as big a day forward for the
region as was the turning on of electricity almost
100 years ago. This is a great project; it is a fantastic
project. Today I was able to thank all the community
leaders, the individuals and the councils — all of those
who have had a dream for so many decades to see this
project completed.
It is worth taking a look at the history of this project:
you can go right back to the Hopetoun Country
Women’s Association, which in 1945 proposed that we
begin a piping of this system. However, it took until
this decade, until the budget of 2002–03, when this
government approved $77 million, for work to
commence on what the member for Ballarat East has
rightly described as the biggest water-saving
infrastructure project in Australia’s history.
The good news is that this is a great project for the
Wimmera Mallee, great for the economy, great for
livability, great for lifestyle, great for tourism and great
for the environment. Today we went out on the
Wimmera River and released 8800 golden perch
fingerlings; I know they will live happily ever after
until they are about so big and then someone will catch
them! We were joined on the river by members of the
Horsham Rowing Club. One of the great things about
the turning on of the pipeline is that it has meant, for
example, that we are seeing the return of the Dimboola
rowing regatta to the Wimmera.
As I have said, over the years there have been many
people who have got behind this campaign. I refer to a
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supplement produced by the Wimmera Mail-Times,
which says it all — and by the way the Wimmera MailTimes is a great regional newspaper. This supplement
says ‘Signed, sealed and delivered’, and that is what has
happened. Today we brought down the flag that said
‘Piping it’ and replaced it with a flag that said ‘Piped
it’. The project is now complete.
The Minister for Water would not want me to forget to
say that this project has been completed almost six
years ahead of schedule. As a result, farmers in the
region have their full water entitlements and almost
34 of the towns in the region are down to stage 1 water
restrictions. I heard of one farmer who had been
thinking of leaving the land but who now, because of
the water security, said that he and his family could go
away for holidays in January. Talking about the quality
of the water coming through the pipes, he said, ‘The
quality of the water is just so good and so pure for the
sheep. When they drink the water they think they are
drinking champagne!’. This is a great project. It is a
beautiful drop.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to come
to order, and I suggest to the Premier that he conclude
his answer.
Mr BRUMBY — It is a beautiful drop; it is called
Wimmera–Mallee sparkling, and it is very good. It is a
great partnership project. I remarked today that I think
we in Victoria do partnerships better than anyone
anywhere else in Australia. This is a transformational
project. This will secure the prosperity, the livability
and the sustainability of this region for decades. As I
said today, it is a partnership with the federal
government, and I acknowledge — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask for some
cooperation from the members for South-West Coast
and Warrandyte and the Minister for Health.
Mr BRUMBY — It is a pity the member was not
there today. There were lots of members from The
Nationals but not many from the Liberal Party.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Premier to
conclude his answer.
Mr BRUMBY — It is a great partnership project. It
is a great partnership between our government, the
federal government and, I must say, the former federal
government. It is also a great partnership with members
of the local community, who have worked for years and
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years — for decades — to see this project come to
fruition. I am delighted with the commitment we have
made of $266 million. This project means 83 billion
litres of water savings is available now for the
environment, for livability and for sustainability. There
is 20 billion litres available for new economic growth.
It is a great project; it is one which makes me proud
and one which I hope makes every member of this
house proud about this achievement delivered this
decade.

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. When the minister, as coordinator-in-chief of
emergency management, did arrive at the emergency
control centre on the night of Black Saturday, did he
inquire as to the whereabouts of his deputy coordinatorin-chief of emergency management, the Chief
Commissioner of Police? If so, what was he told; if not,
why not?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — No, Speaker. What I wanted to
do was to speak to the chief fire officers to find out
what the present situation was. My focus that night was
on making sure that I had the information that was
necessary to make sure that we would have continuous
emergency — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will be
heard. No minister will be shouted down in this
chamber.
Dr Napthine — Did you ask?
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
South-West Coast!
Mr CAMERON — I wanted to have the
information, just as I had had the information through
the day, about the developing situation, to make sure
arrangements were put in place, because what was
going to be important was that people would need help
and we would have to get it.
During that night those arrangements were put in place.
As I said, they included speaking with the member for
Kew on behalf of the Liberal Party and also with the
Leader of The Nationals. I spoke to both of them on a
number of occasions. I was focused on doing my job,
and that is what I did.
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Fishing: Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — My question is for
the Minister for Agriculture. I refer to the government’s
commitment to make Victoria the best place to live,
work and raise a family, and I ask: can the minister
update the house on the recreational fishing benefits
that will flow from the completion of Australia’s largest
water infrastructure project, the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline?
Mr HELPER (Minister for Agriculture) — First
may I join the Premier in acknowledging and thanking
the community that has worked so tirelessly for the
completion of this project — that is, the community of
the Wimmera and the Mallee, including the many
outstanding individuals who have contributed so much
to this project and the many who were involved in
creating the partnership between local government,
state government and the commonwealth government
together with the local community to bring about
today’s terrific events.
As the Premier has indicated, one of the benefits of the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline is that we have greater
flows in our rivers, including a greater flow in the
Wimmera River, of course, and that allows us to
concentrate on recommencing to stock the Wimmera
River with fish after many years of the absence of
stocking. In November last year I joined the community
of Dimboola and the Dimboola Primary School. The
member for Lowan was there. We were in front of the
rowing club in Dimboola on the shores of the Wimmera
River, where we commenced stocking the river with
50 000 golden perch. Stocking the river with fish will
really provide terrific recreational fishing opportunities
in western Victoria.
That stocking is, as is the stocking that took place
today, part of our $13.5 million commitment to
improve recreational fishing opportunities in this state.
The 8800 golden perch were released by the Premier,
the Minister for Water and me from a very stable
fisheries boat in the Wimmera River. Nobody fell out
of the boat; we were never in danger. The boat was
skippered very well and capably by fantastic fisheries
staff. The symbolic figure of 8800 golden perch is
based on one fish for every kilometre of pipeline. I
think that is a very fitting way of recognising the
enormity of the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline project and
the enormity of the opportunities it will bring.
The pipeline will bring extraordinary opportunities to
the agricultural sector; it will bring extraordinary
opportunities and improvements in lifestyle to the many
communities throughout the area and the thousands of
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families that make up the Wimmera and the Mallee;
and of course it will bring opportunities for recreational
fishing.
I am very pleased that the anglers who want to fish in
the Wimmera and in the lakes in the west of the state —
Lake Fyans, Rocklands Reservoir and Lake
Bellfield — will have enhanced recreational fishing
opportunities. I am very pleased that we were able to
commemorate this transformational project with the
release of 8800 golden perch.
Questions interrupted.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the
Leader of The Nationals, I apologise to the house. I
failed to mention that the Minister for Education is
absent from question time today. Any questions for the
Minister for Education will be answered by the
Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development.
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On the day in question all the relevant ministers and
statutory officers who had responsibilities under the act
were in contact, as I think has been clear from evidence
provided to the commission. At the incident control
centre the principal issue on that day, particularly
during the afternoon, was to ensure that the best
possible fire effort could be put in place.
In the first week after the fires I announced that we
would undertake a royal commission with the broadest
possible terms of reference to look at all the issues in
relation to that fire and all of the causes and the
circumstances and to produce recommendations going
forward to ensure that we never again see a day of that
type. As I have said repeatedly, I think it would be
wrong to pre-empt — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — There have been plenty of press
statements from the opposition requiring the
government not to pre-empt the royal commission. I
think it is important to let the commission do its work,
to get all the information and — —
Honourable members interjecting.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Questions resumed.

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the Premier’s dire
forecasts of catastrophic conditions prior to Black
Saturday and to the fact that through the critical hours
on that day the minister, as coordinator-in-chief of
emergency management, had no idea where the deputy
coordinator-in-chief was, and I ask: was this just an
error of judgement or more evidence of a fundamental
breakdown in command and control?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member for
Lara not to interject in that manner!
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
The Nationals for his question. The preface to his
question is correct, that during the days before that
terrible day there was a great deal of information
provided to the public. There were a large number of
briefings within government, across government and
through government agencies to ensure that there was
an adequate degree of preparation for what could have
occurred on Saturday, 7 February.

The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition, the member for Scoresby and the
member for Narre Warren North for some cooperation!
Mr BRUMBY — As members know, the
commission is due to report by the end of July. It is
important to allow the commission to get all of that
information, and we will then examine those
recommendations.
In relation to command and control arrangements, there
were clearly elements of the command and control
arrangements that either failed or did not work as they
should have on that day. That is a matter which was, in
part, the subject of recommendations in the interim
report. As a consequence, members will recall that I,
with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
requested the Chief Commissioner of Police, Simon
Overland, to review the command and control
arrangements. He has done that, and we have adopted
the recommendations, and the commission has said that
is exactly the right step for the government to take.
However, in relation to other matters, they are
appropriately matters for the commission to consider
and determine.

Children: early childhood services
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — My question is to the
Minister for Children and Early Childhood
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Development. I refer to the government’s commitment
to make Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a
family, and I ask: can the minister inform the house of
how the Brumby government is making new
investments to improve the quality of early childhood
services across Victoria?
Ms MORAND (Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development) — I thank the member for
Brunswick for his question. As the member for
Brunswick knows, and I think all members in this
chamber know, Victoria continues to experience a
once-in-a-generation baby boom, with over 20 per cent
more babies being born now compared with 10 years
ago. I think this reflects a measure of confidence in the
positive economic environment in Victoria, and shows
that families believe Victoria is a great place to raise a
family. Of course more babies means greater demand
on early years services, and I am pleased to say that this
government has more than doubled funding for
maternal and child health services, early childhood
intervention services and kindergartens.
This morning I was pleased to join the member for
Bentleigh at the Virginia Park Children’s Centre to
make an announcement about another significant
investment in early childhood services: 223 services
right across Victoria will share in $12.5 million of
grants for renovations and refurbishment. I am very
pleased to say that $3.4 million of those grants will go
to 65 children’s centres in rural and regional Victoria.
These grants of up to $100 000 will allow the
expansion and improvement of the facilities offered in
these centres, including things like the improvement of
indoor and outdoor play areas, an expansion of the
number of places that can be provided and the
improvement of kitchens and bathrooms and so forth.
These renovation and refurbishment grants have been
identified by the kinders and the children’s centres
themselves as being what they need to maintain the
high-quality care they are providing for children in their
communities.
In Barwon-south western region 10 children’s services
will receive grants totalling more than $700 000 — and
I know the member for South Barwon was very pleased
with two grants in his electorate. I am sure the member
for Polwarth will be thanking the Brumby government
for the $100 000 that will be going to the Alvie and
District Kindergarten in Coragulac and also the
$100 000 that will be going to the Inverleigh
Kindergarten, one of 14 grants going to the Grampians
region. In the Hume region grants will be shared among
21 services, and I am sure the member for Benambra
will be thanking the Brumby government on behalf of
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children’s centres in Chiltern, Kergunyah, Mitta Mitta,
Corryong, Tallangatta and Wodonga.
There are 14 grants for the Loddon Mallee region,
including 6 for the member for Mildura’s electorate, if
he is awake. I am sure the member for Rodney will
thank the government for the grants for Cohuna,
Echuca, Rochester, Barmah and Kyabram. I have not
forgotten the member for Murray Valley: there are
grants for Strathmerton and Wangaratta. The member
for Gippsland South will thank the Brumby
government for $100 000 for his community as well.
This money is a fantastic investment in early children’s
services.
Mr K. Smith interjected.
Ms MORAND — It is a stark contrast to what
happened when you were last in government, where
you actually cut funding — —
The SPEAKER — Order!
Ms MORAND — I know the truth hurts.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will direct
her comments through the Chair and not across the
table.
Ms MORAND — The provision of kinder and child
care is a great partnership between the community and
the local, state and commonwealth governments. It is a
great example of how a partnership can invest in local
communities and give children the services they
deserve. And some for you too!

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. When the minister, as coordinator-in-chief of
emergency management, received a call at 9.53 on the
night of Black Saturday from his deputy coordinator-inchief of emergency management, the Chief
Commissioner of Police, did she tell him where she was
or did he ask where she was; and if not, was this too
just an error of judgement in a continuing breakdown of
command and control?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — No, I did not, because it was
not relevant to what I was doing and the information
that I needed. And that — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I remind members of the
opposition once again that no minister in this chamber
will be shouted down.
Mr CAMERON — That was because I had all the
information I needed from the emergency services
commissioner, from the fire chiefs and from police.
And as members would be aware, Assistant
Commissioner Fontana and Superintendent Knight, for
example, were at the integrated emergency control
centre, and they were providing me with the
information I needed.

Roads: regional and rural Victoria
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — My question is to the
Minister for Roads and Ports. I refer to the
government’s commitment to make Victoria the best
place to live, work and raise a family, and I ask: can the
minister advise the house how the Brumby Labor
government is improving road infrastructure in rural
and regional Victoria?
Mr PALLAS (Minister for Roads and Ports) — I
thank the member for Gembrook for her question and
also for her continuing support for the Brumby
government’s investment in our arterial road network.
Since coming to government we have invested
$7.7 billion in upgrading arterial road connections right
throughout Victoria, and that investment continues.
Regional Victoria has benefited from something like
$3 billion worth of commitments for the upgrading of
regional road connections. We have completed
58 significant regional roads at a total cost of $2 billion,
and we also have another 17 road projects under way at
a cost of $1.4 billion.
We have upgraded links to freeway-standard roads that
include linkages between Melbourne, Geelong,
Ballarat, Bendigo and Gippsland. Others opposed to
these important initiatives, such as stage 3 of the
Geelong Ring Road, have described them as crazy or
loopy, but the people of Geelong and the people of
western Victoria would disagree with the member for
Polwarth.
We are working to enhance further regional links with
regional freeway-standard upgrades that are planned or
under way to improve connections to Winchelsea,
Stawell, Sale and Shepparton. We are helping to
improve accessibility to regional centres, and in doing
that we will grow the economic base of these areas. We
are providing opportunities and generating jobs, and we
are growing businesses and farming opportunities right
across the state.
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I was pleased last week to mark an important stage of
the main contract for the $222 million Nagambie
bypass. When it is completed in 2012 it will ensure
freeway-standard road access from Melbourne all the
way to the south of Shepparton. Works will also be
starting this year on the Princes Highway east upgrade
between Traralgon and Sale. We are also seeing the
progressive delivery of the Western Highway upgrade
at Anthony’s Cutting, which is a $200 million
investment. It is a freeway-standard link between
Melton and Bacchus Marsh.
We are continuing our investment on the Geelong Ring
Road with stages 4A and 4B. We are pleased to see that
works started yesterday on the upgrade of the Nhill
trailer exchange, which is to be completed at a cost of
$11.4 million. That project is being undertaken in
partnership with the federal government.
We are progressing the delivery of such vital projects as
the Colac-Lavers Hill Road at a cost of $15 million.
There is another $15 million investment for the Yarra
Glen truck bypass, a project which, weather permitting,
should be open to two-way traffic within the next week.
Works will continue to upgrade the South Gippsland
Highway with an investment of $56.9 million. It is a
project that is close to the heart of the Leader of The
Nationals. We have invested $790 million in over
2200 road safety projects, and almost 60 per cent, or
$460 million, of that has been spent in rural and
regional Victoria.
I turn to deal with the latest round of the Safer Roads
infrastructure program. Only in the last few weeks I
was pleased to announce $30 million for projects in
regional and country Victoria. Since the Arrive Alive
project was introduced we have seen our road toll right
across the state progressively reduce, largely as a
consequence of those investments we have made in
arterial roads. There has been a 35 per cent decrease in
the toll since 2001, and we have seen that decrease also
occur in regional Victoria — 874 lives have been saved
since the introduction of our road safety strategies in
2001. That would include 182 lives that have been
saved in regional and rural Victoria.
We continue to make these important investments in
our arterial network, upgrading roads to freeway
standard. Essentially $38 billion will be invested under
the Victorian government’s transport plan strategy. We
are rolling it out progressively. However, we continue
to improve on our plan and make adjustments to deliver
for the economic wellbeing of Victorians.
A total of 673 days has now passed since those opposite
committed to progressively announce their plans to
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Victorians. Maybe we are left with one inescapable
conclusion — their record remains perfect by
continuing to aim for nothing they are hitting the target
every time.

Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black
Saturday
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Given that the Premier did
not see fit to sack Christine Nixon following revelations
that she had left her post on Black Saturday, and nor
had he seen fit to sack her following revelations that she
misled the royal commission, is it not a fact that under
this Premier’s leadership there are no longer any
standards of public accountability?
Mr BRUMBY (Premier) — The Leader of the
Opposition certainly has a view about public
accountability, and that view is that when people do not
agree with you, you sack them. It is not surprising that
this question comes from the Leader of the Opposition.
It is the Liberal Party that sacked the director of public
prosecutions — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Premier not to
debate the question. I remind the opposition once again
that no minister, including the Premier, will be shouted
down in this chamber.
Mr BRUMBY — The question was about sacking
people. As I was saying, the Leader of the Opposition
has form in this regard — sacking judges, sacking the
director of public prosecutions, sacking the AuditorGeneral, sacking the Equal Opportunity
Commission — —
Mr McIntosh — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is clearly debating the question. I ask you to
bring him back to question so he can answer it properly.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order.
Mr BRUMBY — As I made clear to the Parliament
earlier this week, and I have made it clear to the public
again this week, in relation to these matters that have
been raised in the commission, I understand people will
have a range of views about the performance of the
then Chief Commissioner of Police. I accept that there
will be people with strong views about the extent of her
performance on that day, and equally there will be
strong views held by people who hold her in highest
regard, particularly in relation to the job that she has
done in relation to reconstruction and recovery
following the fires of 7 February 2009.
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I have formed a view. I do not pretend that everybody
will agree with that view. As I said, there is a range of
strongly held views in the community. But I have
formed the view that the job that she is doing
now — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the members for
Warrandyte and Scoresby.
Mr BRUMBY — I have formed the view that the
job that she is doing now is of such importance to those
communities that she should continue in it. I repeat that
there will be a range of views. I understand Lord Mayor
Robert Doyle said on 3AW this morning that the most
important thing to think about now is the people
affected by the bushfires, the people in Kinglake,
Marysville and Gippsland. I understand he went on to
say that Christine Nixon was doing a different job now
and doing a good job at it. He said he was
uncomfortable with the witch-hunt for Christine that
appears to be going at the moment. He went on to
conclude — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass
will cease interjecting in that manner. I suggest to the
member for Scoresby that he will not be warned again.
Mr BRUMBY — He went on to conclude that
getting a scalp for its own sake was not helpful or
satisfactory, that it was more important to think of the
reconstruction.
I repeat that I acknowledge there will be a range of
strongly held views about this issue. I have formed a
view. I do not pretend that everybody will agree with
that view. But my view is that she needs to continue her
work in the reconstruction authority, and I support her
in that task.

Regional and rural Victoria: government
initiatives
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — My question is to the
Minister for Regional and Rural Development. I refer
the minister to the government’s commitment to make
Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a family,
and I ask: can the minister update the house on the
Brumby government’s support for regional Victoria
that is delivering jobs and infrastructure, and is she
aware of any approaches to challenge this?
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Regional and Rural
Development) — I thank the member for Geelong for
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his question. The member for Geelong has asked a
question about jobs in regional Victoria, and as the
member for Geelong he knows very well that gone are
those days of the 1990s when right across regional and
rural Victoria you could find double-digit
unemployment rates. There are over 122 000 more jobs
today in regional and rural Victoria than there were at
the end of 1999, and I am pleased to have the
opportunity to update the house on some more recent
job-creation activity by the Brumby government.
Today we have already heard from the Premier and the
Minister for Agriculture about how the iconic
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline is not just delivering that
vital water-saving infrastructure to the western part of
Victoria but also created jobs during its construction
will continue to create jobs for many, many years
ahead.
Another great Victorian icon is the Ford motor car.
Ford has been manufacturing cars in Geelong for
around 85 years now and employs hundreds of people
in the city of Geelong as well as in Broadmeadows.
Even Geelong Football Club supporters — even
Geelong fans like the Deputy Premier — would agree
that there is only one thing that the people of Geelong
love better than their Geelong Football Club, and that is
Ford motor cars.
Yesterday the Premier and I were in Geelong with the
member for Geelong and the member for Lara. We
were with the president of Ford Australia, Marin
Burela, and the workers of the Geelong casting plant to
celebrate the announcement of a $20 million upgrade to
the plant. This is an investment by Ford that has also
been backed by support from the Brumby government.
We have provided support because this upgrade will
not only secure the 100 jobs already at the site but also
create a further 50 jobs as the plant is able to expand
and operate at full capacity.
This is great news for Geelong, but most importantly it
is great news for the Ford workers in Geelong. This was
summed up very well by one of the workers we saw
there yesterday, Wayne Moore, who is quoted in
today’s Geelong Advertiser as saying, ‘This gives us all
certainty’. That is very important for workers at the
Geelong plant.
In challenging times — and there is no doubt that we
have seen challenging economic times over the last 12
or 18 months — governments have a choice: they can
choose either to work hard and back local industry and
jobs or to do nothing. We are clearly a government that
chooses to work hard to save and create jobs in this
state. That is something the Geelong Advertiser
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understands very well, as is shown by its editorial
today. It says in regard to the economic downturn:
Australia has not been immune, but from the first sales
slowdowns and the first staff layoffs, industry and state and
federal governments have refused to raise the white flag.
It has been just the opposite with pledges of money and
expertise to complement the will, and it is now paying off.

This is evidence of how when you make the choices
you can get results.
I would also like to update the house on a couple of
other examples of how we are seeing jobs being created
right across Victoria. I was in Myrtleford a few weeks
ago — and the member for Benalla was also there —
where we were announcing support for Carter Holt
Harvey’s $50 million expansion to its plant. This is
very important for Myrtleford and for jobs in the
region. This will not only secure the jobs at the plant, it
will also create 60 additional jobs at Carter Holt
Harvey’s Myrtleford site.
Just this morning — whilst we would also have loved
to have been in the Wimmera Mallee celebrating the
opening of the pipeline — the member for
Williamstown and I were at the Williamstown
shipyards, where we were joined by Greg Combet, the
federal Minister for Defence Personnel, Materiel and
Science, for the cutting of the first steel to mark the
commencement of the contract that BAE Systems has
won at the Williamstown shipyards to build
36 complex modules for the navy’s air warfare
destroyer project. This contract is bringing $300 million
of investment and 400 new jobs to the Williamstown
shipyards. That is a significant achievement. It is
another project that was backed with real support by the
Brumby government. These are just a couple of
examples that actively demonstrate that when you have
activity, investment and innovation occurring right
across the state, you can get real job outcomes.
There are some challenges to this approach, and others
do have a different approach. There was a recent
suggestion from the Productivity Commission that there
should be an examination of the government’s axing of
support, particularly for the automotive industry. This
suggestion was embraced by someone who said, ‘This
is something that needs to be looked at seriously’. Who
was waving the white flag? It was the federal Liberal
shadow Treasurer, Joe Hockey. He was prepared to
wave the white flag — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister, who
has been speaking for some time now, to conclude her
answer without further debate.
Ms ALLAN — The Brumby government will
continue to work hard to create jobs. We reject this
jellyback approach to job creation and will continue to
see more jobs come into the state of Victoria.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT
(STANDARDS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr BROOKS (Bundoora) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill.
The bill sets out, in part 1, the main purposes of the bill,
which are to promote public trust and confidence in
members of Parliament by establishing a statement of
values for members of Parliament. setting out a code of
conduct for members and establishing a register of
interest for members of Parliament. Part 1 also includes
the commencement date, which will be 1 July this year,
and a list of definitions that apply to the operation of the
bill.
The second part of the bill contains a statement of
values indicating that members need to be serving the
public interest, upholding democracy and
demonstrating integrity, accountability, respect for the
diversity of views and backgrounds within the
Victorian community, diligence and leadership.
Part 3 sets out the code of conduct in relation to
upholding democracy, respecting others regardless of
their background, stating that members must treat all
people with respect and have due regard for their
opinions, beliefs, rights and responsibilities. It sets out
how members should behave in relation to conflicts of
interest, using their position for profit, outside
employment and activities, accepting gifts, the use of
influence and a number of other important matters.
Part 4 deals with the register of interests and sets out the
information that needs to be included on primary and
ordinary returns, including source of income, any
corporation or partnership or other body in which a
member holds a beneficial interest, land in which the
member might hold an interest, corporations or other
bodies within which the member holds an office, any
personal debt held by the member, a description of any
trust — and it sets out some further details around
family trusts in relation to members — the name of an
estate in which the member is appointed as executor
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and holds a beneficial interest, and a description of that
interest.
Part 5 is a general part of the bill dealing with failure to
comply, and it sets out the sanctions if the member
were to fail to comply with the bill or to default on
payment of a fine, and gives the power to Governor in
Council to make regulations in relation to the bill.
The bill follows the very thorough report of the Law
Reform Committee in its review of the Members of
Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978. It is a great
report for members to read in order to fully understand
the way the bill has been arrived at. The government
has adopted nearly all the recommendations contained
in the report that was presented to this house by the
Law Reform Committee, and it is important to
acknowledge the work of not just the members of that
committee but certainly the staff of the Law Reform
Committee, who worked very hard to produce the
excellent report.
This bill has been considered by the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee in its Alert Digest No. 5,
tabled this week, and I will touch on a few issues raised
by the privacy commissioner. The first issue was a
concern about the bill not picking up an opportunity to
put into legislation an ability to protect the privacy
rights of Victorians in the handling of personal
information by members of Parliament. It was brought
to my attention that there is a very good code of
conduct that members of Parliament can choose to
adopt. It is a voluntary decision to choose to adopt it,
and it was published back in 2002 in relation to how
members treat personal and confidential information
provided to them by constituents.
It is worth members considering picking up the code as
a way of giving greater confidence to their constituents
and people they deal with that they will treat that
information confidentially and respect the principles of
privacy, but I do not believe that it is something that
belongs in legislation.
The privacy commissioner also raised an issue in
relation to a concern about individuals who transact or
have business or other dealings with members of
Parliament — they might rent a property from a
member of Parliament, as an example, and they might
then have their personal information listed on the
register. The commissioner was concerned that there
should be a requirement in legislation for members of
Parliament to notify those people that they could well
have their privacy impinged upon by putting the
information on the register.
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Again, it is not something that should be in the
legislation; it is something that members of Parliament,
as individuals, make a judgement on. There is a range
of different circumstances that members find
themselves in, and I would hope that most members are
able to make a judgement on that matter and make a
declaration to those people when they see fit.
I am proud to be part of a government on this side of
the house that has had a history over many decades of
introducing reforms that boost the essential pillars of
our democracy in this state. We saw the attacks on
democracy from the previous government, and this
government is restoring the powers of people like the
Auditor-General and the Director of Public
Prosecutions, and respecting the media for having an
opinion. Even if we sometimes disagree with the way
things are reported, we do not attack the media as has
happened in the past.
This bill will help to guide members and provide
transparency in relation to their private interests.
However, it is also self-evident that the promotion of
public trust and confidence in members of Parliament is
driven primarily by the behaviour of individual
members and the decisions they make. I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — I rise to speak on
the Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill, but I
disclose, in accordance with section 3(1)(d) of the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978, that by virtue of my position as a member of
Parliament I have what may be considered to be a
material interest in relation to this bill.
The bill sets out, as the explanatory memorandum
indicates, to promote public trust and confidence in
members of Parliament by establishing a statement of
values, setting out a code of conduct for members and
establishing a register of interests to replace the register
established under the Members of Parliament (Register
of Interests) Act 1978.
One could say it sets out to do that, but I do not think
the bill in its present form goes anywhere near
achieving it. I do not propose to go through the bill in
any great detail, but I certainly will make general
comments about some of its provisions.
In many ways the provisions of this legislation,
particularly the disclosure provisions even in the
present form, are an improvement on the existing act.
They provide some clarification and greater consistency
in the way in which members report the necessary
information. If one looks at the returns that are
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compiled under the existing legislation, one sees that
the disparity between members in the way real estate
holdings particularly are reported is enormous. I am not
suggesting one way is right and another is wrong, but
clearly there is some disparity.
There are two parts to the bill that are substantially
different to those in the current act. One which is
entirely different is part 2 — the statement of values,
and the other is part 3 — the code of conduct, which
has been expanded to the point where it is almost
unrecognisable from the existing legislation.
The member for Prahran made the point that in his view
the statement of values was aspirational, and I think that
is probably a fair thing to say. Where I differ from him
and many others in this place is that I do not think
aspirations have any place in the law and they do not
have any place in an act of Parliament. Aspirations
should be in other places. That is not to say that any of
the values identified in part 2 are inappropriate, but they
are basic values that should be held by anyone who
seeks public office. Whether they are seeking it in the
commonwealth Parliament, this state Parliament or
even a local council.
They are values that are inherent in the job. It is perhaps
indicative of the erosion of standards under this
government that we now have to enshrine these values
in this so-called aspirational legislation. Values are
inherently personal things, and there is no way you can
impose personal values by legislation. Any person who
aspires to serve the public needs to have these values,
and if they do not have them, I would suggest they will
not hold that public office for a particularly long time.
In terms of the code of conduct itself, the bill provides
for a number of additions to the standard 1970s
document. I agree it is very much a 1970s document.
Landmark legislation though it was at the time, it is
simply not in accord with the expectations of the
21st century. However, I once again raise my eyebrows
at legislating things like upholding democracy. I would
have thought that the oath we take, the constitution of
this state and the legal framework of the state had
already dealt with that. Respecting others regardless of
background is certainly a value I have; I imagine it is a
value shared by every one of my colleagues in this
chamber. But once again I fail to see how you can
achieve this sort of outcome by legislation. I express
concern about this so-called aspirational legislation. It is
a trend: more and more we are enacting legislation that
simply cannot be enforced. It is not to undermine the
concept, and it certainly is not to speak with disrespect
of the values, but I simply do not think it is appropriate
to attempt this with legislation.
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I support all the provisions in this bill, as far as they go,
but it is an incomplete bill. The member for Box Hill
has produced a comprehensive series of amendments
which, if accepted, will provide for much greater and
much more effective scrutiny of the activities of
members than is currently possible and would allow the
claimed intent of the bill to be achieved. The bill as it
stands simply cannot achieve the purposes set out. I
support the amendments.
Much of the rest of the bill, beyond the additional
disclosures and so on, is really about what we should be
thinking, what values we should hold and which way
we should behave. It is a sad state of affairs that it has
become necessary to enshrine these sorts of things in
black-letter law.
It is clear that this bill sets a series of minimum
standards. The problem with minimum standards is that
they become the absolute standard. For example, if you
have a form of behaviour which is not below the
minimum identified standard, but which would have
previously been seen by any reasonable person to be
entirely unacceptable, once these so-called minimum
standards are considered that behaviour automatically
becomes acceptable. Rather than achieving the
objectives of the bill, you then get a general decline in
standards.
Once again the Premier has refused to introduce an
independent broadbased anticorruption commission.
With this legislation there is no independent umpire and
no independent recourse if the government uses its
numbers in this house to rule one way or the other.
Whether the government be using the power for good
or evil, there is no independent umpire. The processes
provided by this bill are clearly open to political
interference and political abuse.
In the couple of minutes remaining I simply say that,
while I acknowledge the comprehensive work done by
the Law Reform Committee, there has been no broad
public consultation on this bill, contrary to the
recommendation of that committee. In fact if one were
to look at the events in the Parliament this week, one
might almost think there had been a deliberate attempt
to stifle debate on this bill. We have effectively had
about 2 hours to deal with this bill. It was brought in a
couple of weeks ago, left to sit over Easter, and then we
have basically 2 hours to discuss what is a particularly
important piece of legislation. That is unfortunate to say
the least.
The government is paying lip-service to the process.
The bill as it stands is patently incomplete. If it remains
unamended — if the member for Box Hill’s proposed
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amendments do not get up — it will finish up as a
blatantly political attempt to corrupt the disclosure
requirements. That is not in the public interest, but
clearly it is the government’s intention not to do what is
in the public interest but what is in its own narrow
political interests. I urge government members to do the
right thing and support the comprehensive suite of
amendments proposed by the member for Box Hill. If
we get that package together, we will have achieved
what is intended by the spirit of the bill — that is,
appropriate levels of disclosure.
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — I am pleased to
rise to support the Members of Parliament (Standards)
Bill. In doing so, I would like to reflect a little on how
the Westminster system of Parliament operates and
how parliaments, and indeed this Parliament, have
operated previously. It has always been a standard of
the Westminster system, and indeed of this Parliament,
that the Parliament itself determines what are
appropriate standards for members of Parliament.
There was a very famous case in 1862 in which the
Parliament had a dispute with the editor of the Age and
which went to the Privy Council in England. At that
stage it was found that both houses of the Victorian
Parliament had the same rights and privileges as the
House of Commons in England. Part of that decision
gives the Parliament quite extensive powers in relation
to members of the house in terms of how they conduct
themselves and what is expected of them. It is
important that this house determine appropriate
standards for members of Parliament. Under the
Westminster system it is not the role of an outside body
or a court to do so; it is the Parliament and the members
of Parliament themselves who are required to do so.
That has occurred in Victoria since our Parliament first
met in 1856.
It would be fair to say that in 1856 there were very few
standards for members of Parliament. Indeed after
looking at some of the early debate and early
behaviours in Parliament, particularly in relation to land
transactions and the routing of railways, I think it
probably would have been much better for the people
of Victoria if members of Parliament had had to declare
their land-holdings at that time, which of course they
did not. Anyone who has an interest in the history of
Parliament and members of Parliament would find
some of the behaviour of those members of Parliament
quite outrageous; we certainly would in the year 2010. I
have no doubt that the poor old residents in the 1850s
and 1860s would also have been outraged if they had
had any idea of what was going on. The capacity of
some members of Parliament to hide land-holdings in
the names of their families, wives or cousins was quite
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extensive. I guess that highlights why it is important
perhaps to have a tighter regime than we have had since
the register of members interests was introduced in
1978.
Dr Napthine — And aunties.
Mrs MADDIGAN — And aunties. It was
particularly bad down in the Warrnambool area. I have
some interesting stories about the Warrnambool and
Portland area but perhaps today is not the occasion for
me to share them with the house; I might save those
stories for another day. I can say though that I did not
come across the name Napthine anywhere so the
current member can feel quite relaxed about that; there
is no reflection on him or his family at all.
Mr Foley — Family is not the trouble. It is the
family that could have been!
Mrs MADDIGAN — That is right — especially his
brother! Members of Parliament certainly behaved in a
manner which we all today, whatever side of the house
you are on, would think was totally inappropriate.
Perhaps partly due to the media attention on the
personal lives of members of Parliament, which
certainly did not occur to the same extent in the early
days of the Victorian Parliament, there is no doubt that
there is now an expectation on members of Parliament
to behave in a more open manner. I guess it is a reality
of life, whether we like it or not. Footballers have found
recently that if you are in the public eye you are
expected to behave in a different way and there are
higher expectations of you than there are of the general
population. That is particularly true if you are a member
of Parliament and are making decisions that affect other
people’s lives. It is important that the community has
full confidence in members of Parliament and their
disinterestedness in the making of decisions that relate
to the community at large.
As I said, standards have changed since 1978 in terms
of the community’s expectations of members of
Parliament. Thanks to the advancing capacity of
accountants it is also much easier to hide your assets
now than it was 50 years ago. Indeed there are many
inventive schemes for people in all walks of life to be
able to hide their assets. I think any member of this
Parliament — and members of Parliament in the
main — wants to be seen as honest and upright and
therefore is quite happy for the community to have
access to information about any interests they might
have that might be seen to affect their decisions. It is
best to be overly cautious in relation to this.
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This bill provides for information about members of
Parliament to be more extensive and more openly
available. I think members of the community at large
will strongly support that and will feel their interests are
protected because of the capacity for them to see quite
clearly what their members are declaring to the
Parliament, particularly in relation to their annual
returns. I think publishing of the annual returns is a
good step forward. It will give people confidence that
the information provided is correct and gives them a
fair view about the interests that their member of
Parliament has.
It sometimes gets difficult though in terms of people’s
personal interests, whether they be in sporting or other
associations. We have to be careful that this bill defines
the requirement in a way that makes it sensible — and I
think it does — so that it does not go beyond the realms
of reason in relation to members reporting their
interests to the house.
I am a little surprised that the opposition has raised a
considerable range of concerns, although I understand
what members are saying. I would have thought that
this bill is a reasonable response to the reviews that
were undertaken about it, and it provides for the sort of
information that is reasonable and will give confidence
to the general community in relation to members of
Parliament. I am pleased to support the bill, and I wish
it a speedy passage through the houses.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — In joining the
debate on the bill before the house I wish to disclose, in
accordance with section 3(1)(d) of the Members of
Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978, that by
virtue of my position as a member of Parliament I have
what may be considered to be a material interest in this
legislation.
The purpose of this bill has been reiterated as being to
promote public trust and confidence in members of the
Parliament by, firstly, establishing a statement of
values; secondly, setting out a code of conduct; and
thirdly, establishing a register of interests for members
of Parliament.
I must say at the outset that I want to record my concern
about the lack of time that has been provided by the
government for the Parliament to fully investigate all
the issues relating to this legislation. We heard the
Attorney-General indicating a few weeks ago that two
weeks would be sufficient time for us to review the
legislation that is before the Parliament in relation to the
register of interests for members of Parliament. He
referred to the review by the Law Reform Committee
on the current act. He believed that with the
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investigation that had been undertaken we should be
aware of what the provisions in the legislation would
be.
I disagree with that entirely, because until we get
legislation brought before the Parliament we do not
know what in fact the government is determining by
way of the legislation and what the provisions in the
legislation before the Parliament are. We need time to
be able to do that.
I congratulate the member for Box Hill on the work he
has undertaken over the past couple of weeks and thank
him for the responses, detailed information and
recommendations he has made available to us as the
coalition in opposition. In those two weeks he has done
an enormous job.
I want to list just some of the areas of concern that I
have with the legislation. I wrote them down because I
think all members should look at and consider the areas
of concern which I will raise in my contribution. This
legislation should be further investigated and take into
account the changes which are being made to the 1978
act with this new bill coming before the Parliament, and
we should look at the issues of genuine concern that
have been raised by the member for Box Hill. If we
want it to be a comprehensive act providing for a
register of interests for members of Parliament, surely
this needs to be further investigated to take account of
all inquiries which have taken place over recent years
and also take into account of the general public’s views
of us as members of Parliament. We have not been able
to assess the legislation appropriately in the time that
has been given to us, so I want to register some of the
issues of concern that I have with this legislation.
I refer to the punitive provisions which are contained in
the legislation. I refer to the flaws and anomalies in
what has been presented — the member for Box Hill
has come forward with a range of amendments to deal
with some of these flaws and anomalies. I refer to the
unintended consequences of the legislation that is
before the Parliament, the adverse effect that it will
have on some people who are not members of
Parliament should it be enacted, and the fact that some
people may take action under the legislation to attack
members of Parliament.
I do not believe the bill is even-handed, either, in trying
to get balance between what a member of Parliament
should be doing, the responsibilities of a member of
Parliament, including a member’s responsibility to the
people who elected him or her to the Parliament, and
that member’s obligation to respond to the wishes of
the electorate in general.
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I support the principles contained in the legislation, of
having a register of interests for members of Parliament
and a code of conduct for them to conduct themselves
effectively within the Parliament, and more importantly
in relation to the people they seek to represent.
However, I also look at the implications of the
legislation for MPs. Time will preclude me from going
into all of them in detail, but there are many
overarching implications that could create difficulties
for MPs into the future, despite the protection that is
provided for us in speaking in the Parliament.
The issue of accountability has not been appropriately
looked at. Despite the comments made by the AttorneyGeneral in his second-reading speech, accountability is
an issue that definitely needs to be considered further.
Transparency is another issue that needs further
consideration, in terms of both transparency within the
bill itself and the lack of protection for MPs, which I
mentioned earlier.
I listened also to the comments made by the member
for Bundoora, who is a member of the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee, as I am. I do not think he
gave enough recognition to the submission that was
provided to the committee by the Office of the
Victorian Privacy Commissioner. The submission deals
with two privacy concerns: that the code of conduct
provided in the bill inadequately deals with the privacy
and handling of personal information about Victorians
by members of Parliament; and secondly, that third
parties may not be aware that their personal
information — transactions and dealings with
members — may be published in the members register
of interests.
Members need to remember that the Information
Privacy Act came into effect in the year 2000. We had
the investigations and reports undertaken into the code
of conduct by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee in 2002. We had the report prepared by the
Law Reform Committee, and then we had the Charter
of Human Rights and Responsibilities, which came into
effect in 2002. Over the past 10 years a great deal of
legislation has come before us, and I think there is a
connection between the legislation we have and the
way we assess bills and regulations that come before
the Parliament. All bills and regulations are assessed by
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
(SARC) and it provides greater power and greater
responsibility in terms of how the legislation brought
before the Parliament will be considered.
In the meeting that took place last Monday SARC
referred issues relating to this legislation that have been
brought to our attention, particularly by the privacy
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commissioner, but we will not be able to get a response
from the Premier, to whom the issues of concern have
been directed. We need to get responses to those issues
before we can adequately deal with the proposed
legislation.
Unfortunately my time is restricted and I will not be
able to deal with the issues the privacy commissioner
has raised in correspondence. Half a dozen pages of
information have been provided to the committee. We
need to get a response. The only protection we have in
this regard is the Legislative Council. Thank God we
have two houses operating in the Parliament in the state
of Victoria. The legislation can be and will be
bulldozed through this house in three sitting days when
we have had only two weeks to assess it, but we will be
able to get appropriate consideration of the bill when it
goes before the Legislative Council. When the bill is
introduced into the Legislative Council there will be a
further delay of some weeks before it is debated, and
members of the Council will be able to get more
information on the bill and its implications. Areas of
concern about it have been raised by the member for
Box Hill and there are others that we need to look at,
and we need time to do that. Time is of the essence.
I entered the Parliament in 1976 when we did not have
a register of interests of members of Parliament. The
register of interests was introduced in 1978, and since
then we have all had to be aware of the relevant
provisions and respond to them. Now we have a
completely new piece of legislation coming before us.
My view, again, is that we need more time to assess the
legislation and to look at the amendments proposed by
the member for Box Hill.
All members of the Parliament should have the
opportunity to look at these issues. Whether on the
government or the opposition side, members all want
the best legislation possible. We do not want something
that is going to cause problems for us as members of
Parliament; we want some protection. If we look at
councillors, we see that they have individual indemnity.
We, as members of Parliament, have no indemnity, so
we could see attacks on members of Parliament by
people outside the Parliament — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr JASPER — I do not want to take up the
interjection because of the time. It is a stupid one,
anyway. We need to assess this legislation and get the
best form of it to make sure not only that members of
Parliament do the right thing but also that they have
appropriate protection so that they can continue to be
unhindered in the work they do within and outside the
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Parliament and do their best not only for their
constituents but for the state of Victoria. The concern I
have is that we need more assessment to get the best
possible legislation. Let us all work together to make
sure that happens. My concern is that it will not happen
with this legislation as it is.
Mr FOLEY (Albert Park) — It is always a pleasure
to follow the father of the house in the debate, but on
this occasion, as with every other time I have followed
him, I am afraid I am going to have to disagree with his
contribution, because I support the bill as explained in
the second-reading speech and oppose the amendments
put forward by the member for Box Hill.
The background to this bill, as has been explained a
number of times, has emanated from an inordinate
amount of consultation and public input.
Some time ago the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee was conducting a review that touched on
this issue. It quite eloquently called for a review, and I
will not steal the member for Burwood’s thunder in that
regard. As a result of that the Law Reform Committee,
of which the member for Box Hill is the deputy chair,
considered at great length an inordinate number of the
issues that were picked up in its report that was tabled
in December last year. Earlier this year in the statement
of government intentions it was made clear that the
government would pick up the recommendations in that
report almost in total, as it has done.
The amendments proposed to be moved by the member
for Box Hill seem to reflect a desire to increase scrutiny
of the executive side of government but decrease
scrutiny of the individual activities of members of the
Parliament. As the member for Prahran put it, he is
caught in a gymnastic contortion that makes a nonsense
of his argument. As the member for Box Hill knows, on
page 4 of a report from the Law Reform Committee of
December last year it states:
This report —

which was on a review of the 1978 act —
focuses on how the act deals with members of Parliament in
their capacity as members.

The words ‘in their capacity as members’ are
highlighted in the report. Whilst the committee received
limited submissions about the broader aspects of a
review of government and the executive side of the
processes, the 1978 act, as the member for Essendon
pointed out, is about how this Parliament regulates the
activities of all of its members. Although there are
added expectations and requirements for members of
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the executive — as is only right — the truth of the
matter is that this 1978 groundbreaking act introduced
by the Hamer Liberal government and this subsequent
bill a generation later bring the matters into the modern
context.
In their heart of hearts members opposite seek to
politicise and use this bill to continue their endless
campaign of harping around the need for further
scrutiny and transparency, when in fact this government
has a proud record of transparency and scrutiny. It
needs to be remembered it was not this side of the
house that sacked the Auditor-General, that sacked
judicial officials, that sacked teachers, that sacked any
number of organisations throughout the government
and the public service with a view to trying to minimise
scrutiny. It was the other side of the house that did that.
Members over there do not come with clean hands and
they do not come with logic or consistency on their
side. When the member for Box Hill’s amendments,
particularly those that focus on the scrutiny of
government, are appropriately voted down later today,
we hope those in the Legislative Council will take
proper account of what that part of the games played by
those opposite pretended to be.
It is in terms of the other arrangements that the member
for Box Hill’s amendments seek to address that I will
close on. The second group of the member for Box
Hill’s amendments seek to lessen scrutiny of individual
members of Parliament. They seek to confuse the
grounds on certain issues going to an individual
member’s wealth, an individual members contributions
and an individual member’s conflicts. Why is that?
Why is it that those over there want to hide behind the
shroud of confused arrangements and diffused
processes of reporting to deal with their personal
interests?
It is not for me to judge the individual performances of
those opposite; I will leave that judgement to others, but
it is clear, particularly for those members opposite
when you make that juxtaposition, why they are
seeking this confused and, quite frankly, doomed
strategy of mental and political gymnastics that will see
it fall, as it must. I welcome this bill, I welcome this
arrangement. I condemn those opportunists, those
grubs, those people on the opposite side of the chamber
who seek to hide their personal wealth and their
personal gains by proposing confused amendments.
Those members opposite know that this is a good bill,
and they know they are going to support it. However, if
they had the courage of their convictions and if they
were half as fair dinkum as they say their contributions
to this debate are they would vote against it. They will
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not do that because they are spineless. They are
hopeless, they are leaderless, and they do not deserve
the support of the Victorian people. Lord help the
people of Victoria should the circumstances ever come
together where they form the government, because
transparency and contributions of democratic systems
will disappear from this state, as they did in those dark
years of the Kennett government. I wish this bill a
speedy passage and I look forward to it becoming law.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I call on the
member for Gippsland East without interjections from
the members for Kew and Albert Park.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — Thank you for
that protection, Deputy Speaker. I rise to speak on the
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill 2010, and, like
a number of members, I will declare a potential
material interest in the bill. I will detail the pecuniary
interest, material interest and conflict of interest
provisions later because I think that that area in
particular needs some exposure and discussion.
I open with a statement that is a fairly obvious one:
members of Parliament from all sides are rightly
exposed to public scrutiny as part of the position that
we hold within the community as elected
representatives, making sure that we are accountable to
our constituents and to the broader Victorian
community.
We are under incredible public scrutiny, and the
overwhelming majority of members of Parliament from
all sides behave according to the ethics and standards
the community expects. The problem is that, when
members of Parliament step out of line, and we see it
occasionally, the scrutiny that is rightly put on us by the
media, brings us all down and lessens the public’s view
of us. All members in this place have tried to have that
discussion with members of our constituencies who
denigrate the standing of this profession. It is an honour
and a privilege to be a member of Parliament and
people need to understand that. It is important to set a
code of conduct and standards and for MPs to live up to
those standards in everything we do. We are
accountable for what we do.
Having come into this place, over the years I have
copped a fair bit of criticism because I have assets.
Before I was a member of Parliament, I had many
interests outside politics, both business interests and
material assets. At times as members of Parliament we
are criticised for that. I consider that to be unfair
because the Parliament needs a broad range of people
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with diverse interests to do its work, and members on
all sides of politics would agree with that. It then comes
down to how we declare and are accountable for those
assets and interests. One of the best pieces of advice is
that you declare everything on the register of interests
even if they are unlikely ever to be considered. If you
declare them, then you cannot get into trouble.
I have been here for 10 years, and I am one of the few
members who has declared their pecuniary interests and
not voted on relevant legislation. The pecuniary
interests provisions of the Parliament are very strict. We
are required to declare our direct pecuniary interests,
which is a higher level of accountability than for those
in local government or most other levels of
government.
The bill includes provisions governing conflicts of
interest which, as I understand it, are similar to the
material interests provisions in our current rules. Other
members have declared that they potentially have a
material interest in the bill. The issue is that in
Parliament we have to declare a direct pecuniary
interest in a matter and then not vote on it. We can be
challenged if we attempt to vote on something which
gives us a direct pecuniary benefit. After the bill is
passed we will need to clarify how a member’s vote
will be impacted on if he stands up and declares a
potential conflict of interest with a particular piece of
legislation. It is important that we declare those
interests and acknowledge that a conflict may influence
how a member votes.
If you have interests in your local community and have
membership of clubs and organisations and own assets,
it is a challenge. It is important that we still be allowed
to do our jobs and represent our communities. As
members we represent a fairly large group of
constituents. If you are very well connected in the
community and have a lot of interests outside politics
and so have to avoid making certain representations, it
is possible that you will not be able to accurately
represent your community. If I have an interest in
something, I declare it, even if I write a letter about it,
because I consider it important to do that. It is important
that we as members of Parliament are always seen to be
doing the right thing. My view of the conflict-ofinterest provisions and the pecuniary interest provisions
and voting and representing constituents in the
Parliament is that those provisions will probably need
some clarification once the legislation has passed.
I have raised the issue of political donations a number
of times in the Parliament. The bill touches on the
declaration of donations. Back in about 2000 Victoria
removed most of the provisions governing political
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donations and accountability and deferred them to the
commonwealth. As an independent member of
Parliament, I am very clearly aware that theoretically,
because I am not a member of a political party, there
are no requirements for me to declare political
donations. That is of great concern to the community,
about not just independent members but all members of
Parliament. The level of accountability on political
donations, and the potential conflicts and the issues in
political parties and between candidates, members or
anyone else involved in politics, need to be cleared up. I
have always been a very strong advocate for much
higher levels of accountability on political donations
because of the problems they can bring.
Another issue which needs to be addressed seriously is
lobbyists. I am sure all MPs have seen them. I think
most people involved in lobbying members of
Parliament for particular outcomes behave in a very
ethical way, but that is not always the case. We see
some individuals slither around this place — you may
need to degrease after you have walked past them. It is
important that that issue is addressed further by
improving the accountability of and the declaration by
lobbyists, including who they are working for and their
access to members of Parliament. That process should
be declared.
A number of changes made by the bill will mean more
work for members of Parliament to ensure we get it
right and that we declare our interests. One amendment
deals with accountability and the reporting process for
funds used when members of Parliament travel
overseas, and the benefits to the taxpayer. A whole
range of gifts that members get should be declared.
They should be fully accounted for and exposed to
public scrutiny.
The issue of primary and secondary place of residence
is an important one. Unfortunately, as members of
Parliament we are exposed to people with serious
mental issues, and at times there are some risks if
addresses are disclosed. It is important that addresses
are kept private.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — At the outset I am
happy to declare a strong interest in the bill and indeed
my support for it. I have always been happy to declare
my interests, material and otherwise. I have the longest
entry in the register of interests of members because,
like the member for Gippsland East, I believe in trying
to record the full extent of my interests as a member of
Parliament.
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I rise to support the bill, which repeals and replaces the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978. The purpose of the bill is to promote public trust
and confidence in members. It relies on the
recommendations of the Law Reform Committee’s
review of the Members of Parliament (Register of
Interests) Act. The review of that act was prompted by
a report of another parliamentary committee, the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, which in 2007–08
conducted an inquiry into ways to strengthen
government and parliamentary accountability in
Victoria.
The Law Reform Committee noted in its report that
there had been a lot of change since 1978 and it was
time to update the code of conduct. It also
recommended that the government update the register
of interests. That report also noted that the information
in the register varied considerably in detail and some
entries were too brief for anyone to assess whether
there was a possible conflict of interest.
I was the chair of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee when it inquired into ways to strengthen
government and parliamentary accountability. One of
the things the committee found is reported in chapter 4,
which states:
… the committee considers that the ultimate responsibility for
members’ behaviour in Parliament lies with the members
themselves. Therefore, it is the responsibility of each member
to ensure that his or her behaviour meets the standard required
while they are a member of the Parliament.

That is very much to the point.
Chapter 4 of that report, particularly sections 4.6 and
4.7, covered the register of members’ interests and the
code of conduct for members. In terms of the register of
members’ interests, as I said, I support this and indeed
members need to support it. Over time people make
changes to that register, and these changes become
items of public interest. Those items include
shareholdings. My own shareholdings — which I am
happy to declare — have become an item of public
interest, as they did in 2006, when I was publicly
attacked. A former member for Mornington in this
house, Robin Cooper, seemed to join in on that
particular one, saying that my wife and I had a lot of
shares in the National Australia Bank and BHP — it
was some $32 000 worth — and it was said that that
probably affected government decisions.
I am not a member of the executive, and I am happy to
declare today that those shares are now worth $63 000,
which is double their worth in 2006. Then I was
accused by Robin Cooper of being a chardonnay
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socialist. Just for the record, I do not drink chardonnay.
I prefer shiraz, as does the previous member for
Burwood. He was selling cases of shiraz out of his
office here in Parliament House without a liquor
licence — for $1000, I might add. That was very
interesting.
When my interests came up and I was attacked over my
shareholdings the matter also related to the Leader of
the Opposition. He has also been mentioned in this
regard. It seems that shareholdings have some
fascination. The Leader of the Opposition has been
quite assiduous in recording his holdings over the years
because there have been 28 deletions from his
2002 holdings and there have also been additions in the
2009–10 edition, as there have been to my entry. The
register of interests shows substantial additions since
the 2002 edition. They are mainly not in shares; they
are in terms of community groups and other interests
which members have in the community. As members
of Parliament we get involved with the community.
I agree with the former Premier though who said that
anyone who is sworn in as a member of the executive
should have a different standard of accountability in
terms of shareholdings and needs to act quite differently
from an ordinary MP. I note that the new provisions
deal with trusts, including blind trusts.
The member for Box Hill has produced a number of
amendments to this bill. I note that he seems to have
gone against recommendation 11 of the Law Reform
Committee report entitled Review of the Members of
Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978, which
recommends that the addresses of members residences
need to be shown just as a suburb. He seems to be
demanding the full address, which I am sure the privacy
commissioner has some views about. The member for
Box Hill needs to read it a bit more carefully.
The other aspect I want to talk about is the behaviour of
MPs. The member for Box Hill suggested the
Ombudsman undertake a review and then submit the
report to Parliament. This was actually looked at by the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, and it
found that:
… it is not appropriate for the parliamentary behaviour of
members of Parliament to be regulated by an authority that
does not participate in Parliament.
In the Victorian Parliament, the main instruments for
regulating behaviour of members and for dealing with
breaches of parliamentary privilege are the privileges
committees of the Assembly and the Council. Both
committees are empowered to investigate alleged breaches of
parliamentary privilege and to report to their respective
houses. In extreme cases, the privileges committees have the
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power to recommend to Parliament that a member be
expelled.

I continue my support of that particular line, which was
supported by all the members of the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee.
I refer quickly to the code of conduct. I support the
code of conduct, which is outlined very clearly,
succinctly and fully. I commend the bill to the house.
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) — I, too, rise to
speak on the Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill
2010. This bill actually sets out values and a code of
conduct that we as members are expected to comply
with. These provisions will have a material effect on
members, as they require them to make an appropriate
disclosure when speaking on the bill in the house. That
is certainly being done by those on our side of the
house. It is therefore appropriate for me to make the
following disclosure. In accordance with section 3(d) of
the Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978 I disclose that by virtue of my position as a
member of Parliament I have what may be considered
to be a material interest in relation to this bill.
I am a member of the Law Reform Committee, whose
members did a substantial amount of work on the
review leading up to this bill. It came about following a
review of the 1978 act, which was introduced by
Premier Hamer at the time. It was certainly
groundbreaking. There were no other codes of conduct
in place in parliaments anywhere in Australia, and the
other parliaments followed suit quite quickly. We
certainly started the process here in Victoria, and I have
to say I am very pleased that we did. We, as members
of Parliament, are constantly open to scrutiny, and we
certainly need some guidelines by which we should run
our public lives. It is when that scrutiny starts to
encroach too much on our private lives that some,
including some opposite, have a problem.
Amendments have been put forward by the
hardworking member for Box Hill. He has done an
extraordinary amount of work on the amendments
proposed to be made to this piece of legislation. What is
being proposed is an even tighter and more stringent set
of rules by which we should be governed.
The Law Reform Committee report was handed down
in December 2009. A few months later we are getting
an almost comprehensive response to the
recommendations. However, some of them have been
left out. The minority report is clear on what it is the
coalition side of politics thinks should have been
included. I will get to those amendments in a moment.
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What disturbs me is that so many pieces of Brumby
government legislation that have come before the house
since I was elected in 2006 have come back to us very
quickly for amendment. We seem to always be
amending pieces of legislation that have been rushed
through. At the moment we do not have the numbers in
the lower house to overturn bad pieces of legislation. Of
course that will change in November. If I look at the
number of amendments we have had to make over the
past almost four years, I wonder why the pieces of
paper that are brought before the house are not more
clearly thought out and why we have to spend time
debating amending bills when we could be getting on
with other business.
I want to bring up something that the member for Narre
Warren North said. He described the amendments
circulated by the member for Box Hill as ‘obscure and
misguided’. I am not sure whether he has read the
amendments fully, because I do not believe they are
either obscure or misguided. As a member of the Law
Reform Committee, I believe all of them make sense.
He also said that there was no submission on an ICAC
(independent commission against corruption). There
may not have been a direct submission on an ICAC, but
we had four public hearings, one of which was held in
the New South Wales Parliament. Some of the
witnesses giving evidence at those four public hearings
came out and clearly stated that they thought there was
a place for an independent broadbased anticorruption
commission to deal not just with members of
Parliament and those of us who are elected
representatives but also with employees right across the
public sector and beyond. I wonder why that was
omitted from what the member for Narre Warren North
said.
The bill sets out seven values which members should
demonstrate in carrying out their public duties. They
come down to things like declaring whether there is an
immediate family member working in the office of an
MP, whether there is a corporation or entity in which
the member is an officer or has a controlling beneficial
interest, creditors or debtors other than family members
or financial institutions that are authorised financial
institutions or people whose ordinary business is the
lending of money or the supply of household or officerelated goods or service, and whether there is a conflict
there. It also includes gifts given to MPs.
One thing that I need to bring up is the part of the bill
which will allow an MP to be sued by constituents who
feel they have suffered considerable loss because that
MP has failed in his or her duty to exercise reasonable
care or diligence in a matter which has been brought
before them. I can honestly say as an MP that we get an
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extraordinarily wide range of cases before us. We have
to be diligent in researching everything we do. I do not
believe there would be any member of the house who
would deliberately go out and let down a constituent.
Where this happens at a local council level, councillors
are indemnified by insurance taken out by
municipalities. Members of Parliament are not going to
be afforded the same benefit. One must ask why that is
and also whether that will mean people from different
constituencies will be dealt with differently. Obviously
whatever claims they make and whatever recompense
they seek, the claim will depend entirely on the wealth
of the MP. In my constituency they would have no luck
getting anything out of me!
The other thing I have a problem with is the
requirement for the disclosure of names and addresses
of tenants in rental properties where the rent is over
$2000 a year. One of the things the Premier has said
when discussing this is that we need to be able to strike
the right balance between public interest and private
rights. One would argue that a tenant is a third party to
the situation. It is possible, and even probable, that they
have no political affiliation or any affiliation at all with
the MP. I find the need to declare their full names and
addresses a staggering measure for the Parliament to
take.
One of the measures to be proposed in the amendments
is the disclosure of any ongoing arrangements
governing how a member will vote or decide on issues
in the house. That would include things like caucus or
parliamentary party rules or factional rules. The
Liberals and Nationals do not have those types of rules,
but if those sorts of rules exist, no matter what side of
politics you come from, it is in the public’s best interest
to have them disclosed so the public can know that
elected representatives of particular districts may not be
representing the public but may vote not just along
party political lines but also along factional lines. I find
that difficult to understand.
I applaud the fact that the member for Box Hill has
included in the circulated amendments a provision
requiring MPs to declare any government-paid people
working for them. Some of the measures in this bill are
worthwhile. We need to be governed by a particular act,
and some of the provisions of the bill are appropriate.
But I do not think it has gone nearly far enough. If we
are going to have these types of standards and laws and
regulations to abide by, they need to be fair dinkum.
They need to be honest and in the best interests of
members of the public if they are the ones we are here
to serve.
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Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — With the short
time that I have, I am pleased to speak briefly on the
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill. It is
appropriate that members review issues associated with
standards of behaviour, and this debate and the process
of review of our codes of conduct for all members of
Parliament is important.
The public should be confident that their elected
representatives in Parliament act according to high
standards. Sometimes some actions of some MPs —
often amplified by the media, I might add — have led
members of the public to question the standards of
MPs. Therefore it is even more important that we
review our behaviour and make greater attempts to
assure the community that we will maintain the high
standards required of their community leaders.
As we have heard, this bill follows on from the reports
of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and
the Law Reform Committee and takes on board many
of the recommendations to put in place sound
procedures. When you look at the proposed wording of
the code of conduct, you can see that we are
emphasising that members must see their role as MPs
as their prime responsibility — their public duties
should be their prime responsibility. We want to see
that we exercise reasonable care and diligence and that
we act to show people respect, and that is something the
public does not always see. In general we have seen
that MPs act well and have a high level of behaviour,
but this bill will support — —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The time set
down for consideration of items on the government
business program has expired, and I am required to
interrupt business.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AMENDMENT (LANDFILL LEVIES) BILL
1428

ASSEMBLY

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
AMENDMENT (LANDFILL LEVIES) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 13 April; motion of
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Energy and
Resources).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(VICTIMS OF CRIME ASSISTANCE AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 14 April; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services).

ADJOURNMENT
The SPEAKER — Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Consumer affairs: residential parks
Mr K. SMITH (Bass) — My adjournment issue is
for the Minister for Consumer Affairs, and I ask the
minister to again look at the legislation governing longterm leases in residential parks and villages to give
some security of tenure to residents of these villages,
which are growing rapidly not only across my
electorate but also across Victoria. Many, if not all,
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members would have one or more of these parks or
villages in their electorates.
These villages have small homes constructed on them,
usually with a community centre, sometimes a
swimming pool and often a bowling rink. They are
constructed on site on stumps and bearers, and are paid
for by the person who will live there, who is usually
over 50 years of age. The land that the homes stand on
is not owned by the homeowner but by a developer
who leases the land to the homeowner, who then pays a
fortnightly fee to the landowner for the use of the
facilities on site, for keeping their garden tidy, their
rubbish collected and to contribute towards rates. Some
developers offer leases of up to 99 years, but others
offer leases of only 1 or 2 years, and that is the
problem.
Those people on short-term leases have no security of
tenure. The average cost of these homes is about
$80 000, but it can go up to about $120 000 or even
$140 000 in some cases. People often use their
retirement savings to have these homes built. They
build them as an alternative to more costly retirement
villages. They are usually, but not always, low-income
earners who are looking for an alternative lifestyle in a
low-maintenance dwelling amongst similar people,
many of them being single women.
The definition of a mobile dwelling is that it is able to
be moved in 24 hours, and they are also expected to
have a lifespan of maybe 15 years, yet these buildings
are built using the same construction methods as
ordinary homes; they are just smaller. They require
council building and planning permits, and they often
have garages or carports attached to them.
Currently the homeowners who have short-term or noterm leases are concerned that they could be ordered
out if the landowner wants to sell the site or just wants
them out. The Housing for the Aged Action Group —
or HAAG, as it is known — has had discussions with
the government seeking minimum 50-year leases, but
the government is offering only 5-year leases. The
minister must understand that these are not caravan
park dwellers who can just hook up and drive off when
they choose, but people who have invested their life
savings into their homes.
I ask the minister to look again at the issue of the
legislation. These villages should not come under the
Caravan Parks and Movable Dwellings Act but under a
specific piece of legislation to cover this type of home
and to give these homeowners some security of tenure
for the latter years of their lives.
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Parkmore Primary School: funding
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — I raise a matter
for the Minister for Education. The action I seek is for
the minister to support Parkmore Primary School in its
bid to secure funding to ensure the timely realisation of
its modernisation project.
There are 19 schools in my electorate of Forest Hill,
and I am fully engaged and in constant contact with
every one of them, and Parkmore Primary School is no
exception. Whether it is participating in a badge
presentation, giving a speech on leadership, recognising
students who might not normally receive recognition
outside school, congratulating students who have
entered one of my annual competitions or announcing
funding for building works, I am now seen as more of a
fixture than a visitor to these schools.
The current funding issue facing Parkmore Primary
School has been the topic of numerous discussions
between me, the wonderful principal, Glenda Prior, and
parents since last year. I have written letters and spoken
to the minister and her office on a number of occasions
in support of the school and its modernisation project.
Along with the school community I was pleased that
after extensive lobbying the Victorian government
allocated $2.35 million in the 2009–10 budget towards
the school’s almost $4 million modernisation project.
This, combined with the federal government’s injection
through the Building the Education Revolution
program, has allowed construction to begin.
However, the school community is concerned that if
concurrent funding of approximately $850 000 is not
made available in the forthcoming state budget, it will
be to the detriment of the students. The school’s
principal and a number of parents have said that the
approved master plan for the modernisation project
does not lend itself to a staged building process. This
means that the termite-infested buildings — they have
been treated, but no physical work has been done on the
flooring — would still remain. It also means the school
will not have a cohesive building, with the office likely
to be placed well away from the new buildings. One
design, one template and one build would be far more
cost effective, and given that the actual building
program would go over two budget periods it would be
wonderful if this funding request were accommodated.
The school’s master plan supports open learning areas,
integration of the local preschool onto school grounds
and increased community engagement. This is a school
very much focused on community engagement, with
strong ties to Deakin and Monash universities. Sporting
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clubs utilise the grounds for weekend fixtures, and in
the event that the school gains the funding needed, the
multipurpose room that is proposed would be available
for community use.
With academic results above the state mean and parents
and staff opinion survey results consistently in the
fourth quartile, Parkmore Primary School is most
deserving of this complete upgrade. The school’s
infrastructure is a model of its time, with visibly dated
buildings. Whilst what goes on inside the classrooms at
the school is nothing short of amazing, modern open
learning spaces could bring a great deal to this school
and the local community.
I ask that the minister allocate the funding necessary to
ensure Parkmore Primary School has 21st century
facilities to provide the students of Forest Hill with a
21st century education.

Latrobe Regional Hospital: beds
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — I raise for the attention
of the Minister for Health a matter relating to the need
to increase bed capacity at Latrobe Regional Hospital
(LRH). This would alleviate stress upon the hospital’s
emergency department (ED) and reduce elective
surgery waiting lists.
From the outset I should state that staff at LRH do a
wonderful job, something I can attest to on a personal
level. However, there are many challenges confronting
LRH and its staff, including the enormous growth in
ED presentations and hospital admissions over a period
of time. One has only to compare ED presentations and
total hospital admissions from 2005 to the latest
statistics available to see this. In 2005 there were
25 501 hospital admissions, compared to 28 076 in
2009. ED presentations in 2005 sat at 25 015, and this
has increased to 28 223. The significant increases in ED
presentations and admissions place enormous pressure
on LRH’s ability to meet its performance targets.
Comparing benchmark targets from July to December
2005 to those of January to June 2009 one gets some
sense of why the increase in ED presentations and
admissions impacts upon hospital targets. In 2005 the
number of patients admitted to beds within 8 hours was
79 per cent, yet that figure has fallen to 65 per cent. The
figures for triage 2 and 3 patients have fallen by 12 per
cent and 8 per cent respectively.
Similar issues exist for those waiting for elective
surgery, with the number of patients growing while
performance targets decline. The latest figures show
20 category 1 patients listed compared to 3 in 2005.
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The number of category 2 patients listed currently sits
at 235 compared to 137 in 2005, whilst there were
991 category 3 elective surgery patients listed in 2009
and 736 in 2005.
In the financial year 2008–09, 70 patients at LRH were
forced to wait longer than 24 hours in the ED, whilst
the commonwealth Department of Health and Ageing’s
State of Our Public Hospitals report shows that
Victoria has only 2.3 beds per 1000 head of
population — the fewest in Australia. I acknowledge
that recent government investment in elective surgery
has assisted to some degree, but greater investment in
beds needs to occur.
I understand there have been a range of initiatives
already introduced by LRH to improve performance
standards, and it is common knowledge that a master
plan is currently being developed — a plan I hope this
government will support. The announcement last week
by the federal government of funding for the Gippsland
Cancer Care Centre and Rotary Centenary House
located at LRH was very much welcomed. The
414 additional radiation treatments and
8000 chemotherapy treatments this will provide per
year will greatly benefit the Gippsland community.
Likewise, the redevelopment of Latrobe Community
Health Service facilities in Morwell will improve the
delivery of local health services. However, the minister
needs to increase bed capacity at LRH to make a real
difference to improving health service delivery in
Gippsland.

Healesville and District Hospital: funding
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I raise a matter for
the Minister for Health. The action I seek is for the
minister to fund the upgrade of the Healesville and
District Hospital. This hospital provides quality care to
the community, and the local community has a deep
and ongoing commitment to it.
In recent years a service review was announced for the
hospital at Healesville, which scared members of the
community who were concerned about whether the
hospital would continue to provide services that they
expect into the future. This fear obviously harks back to
the threat that hung over smaller rural hospitals in the
Kennett years. People remember that era very well and
are protective of their hospitals, which they want to
keep in operation providing local services. I spoke to
the health minister about this process at that time, and
he assured me that the process was about ensuring the
hospital provides relevant and responsive services to
the community for this century as well as ensuring the
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fabric of the hospital building matches the quality of
care the hospital provides to that community.
Whilst some equipment and services have improved in
Healesville hospital in the time of the Bracks and
Brumby governments, not much has been done to
upgrade the building, and the hospital is certainly ready
for a makeover. The hospital site also provides
community health services, and further support to the
hospital itself and its buildings would make a big
difference to the confidence of people who wish to
retain a local service.
The Bracks and Brumby governments have completed
some fantastic upgrades to local health and aged-care
facilities right across the Seymour electorate. At
Alexandra we have a $20 million project going on at
the moment to build a brand-new hospital and
ambulance station. We have put a lot of funds into
boosting ambulance services not only in Alexandra but
right across the area. We have a new ambulance station
being constructed and near completion in Yea, new
ambulance stations in Kilmore and Seymour, and we
are upgrading Barabill House in Seymour.
We have upgraded the hospital and aged-care service in
Yea, and Kilmore and District Hospital has also
received some funding over time to make its services
more accessible and its hospital more usable. Therefore
it really is the Healesville hospital’s turn to have an
upgrade, and I ask the minister to find some funds to
ensure that the fabric of the Healesville hospital
matches the quality of the services it provides.

Motor vehicles: registration
Mrs VICTORIA (Bayswater) — I rise to ask the
Minister for Roads and Ports to waive the VicRoads
requirement that vehicles damaged in Melbourne’s
recent hailstorm have to undergo vehicle identity
validation (VIV) inspections before being re-registered.
While much is being made of the cost of repairs to
homes and businesses, Victorian motorists are being
left out of pocket thanks to regulations that were
introduced to stop stolen cars being rebirthed. If the
owner of a vehicle produces their drivers licence and
obtains a roadworthy certificate before renewing their
registration, surely a VIV inspection becomes
unnecessary in the case of vehicles declared to be
repairable write-offs.
When a similar weather event occurred in Western
Australia the Liberal government there was quick to
adopt a common-sense approach to this matter. As is
the case in Victoria, Western Australian law allows for
the cancellation of the registration of any vehicle
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considered a repairable write-off in order to prevent it
being used for unlawful purposes. But the Liberal
government in Western Australia recognised that an
exemption needed to be made when dealing with
victims of storm damage. Its move to allow motorists to
continue to drive their damaged but roadworthy
vehicles was welcomed by the Royal Automobile Club
of Western Australia. If the government and insurance
companies in Western Australia can agree that this
course of action is in the public interest, why can the
Brumby Labor government not do the same?
The process of a VIV inspection is time consuming and
expensive. A vehicle must be booked in for an
inspection at a VicRoads accredited inspection point. It
must then be left at the inspection point for at least one
day, and the owner is not allowed to be present while
his or her vehicle is being inspected. The inconvenience
is heightened by the fact that motorists cannot nominate
a specific inspection point they wish to attend — this is
dictated to them by VicRoads at the time of booking.
Further to this is the financial cost of a VIV inspection.
In Victoria it costs $484. If they have to cancel their
appointment for any reason, motorists are charged a
$68 cancellation fee. The Liberal government in
Western Australia has allowed motorists to pay a
reduced inspection fee of $59.70 if they can prove they
are the original owner of the vehicle.
In allowing hail-damaged vehicles to remain on the
road the chief executive of VicRoads said the
allowance was being made to minimise the impact of
delays motorists would experience when booking their
cars in for VIV inspections. These vehicles are not
stolen or rebirthed, so why not go one better and scrap
the requirement for a VIV inspection altogether?
It is clearly not in the public interest for vehicles
suffering hail damage to be treated the same way as
those that have been stolen or rebirthed. It is clearly not
in the public interest for motorists to temporarily lose
the use of their vehicles and potentially place even
more pressure on a public transport system that is
already stressed, and it is clearly not in the public
interest to place further financial hardship on motorists
already facing panel repair bills on top of the other
hefty costs associated with running vehicles.
I ask that the minister take a common-sense approach
and waive the need for owners of hail-damaged
vehicles to go through this costly and time-consuming
inspection process.
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Timbarra secondary college: funding
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — I rise
to seek action from the Treasurer. Specifically I am
seeking funding for the second stage of the Timbarra
secondary college building project in Berwick. This
project is very important for my local community. It
involves the construction of facilities for years 7 to 9
students, including classrooms, reading spaces and the
like.
Construction has already begun on the majority of the
buildings for the school, but this second stage will fully
complete the learning space for students. I am very
excited about the current stage, which includes three
basketball courts, with the majority of the funding
being provided by the state and federal governments. I
believe the council is contributing some $900 000, the
federal government is contributing $2 million, and the
state government is contributing $500 000 to the project
specifically to deal with the basketball courts, which are
in addition to the school.
I was rather concerned recently to see the federal
member for La Trobe and the mayor of the City of
Casey claiming credit for the project. The mayor voted
against the council providing funding for the basketball
facilities, and I did not see any money coming from the
Howard government for this project. There is nothing
worse than seeing people dishonestly claiming credit
for projects they have had nothing to do with. Let us
leave these little stunts alone and focus on the benefits
the school will provide.
It will provide a great learning space, the opportunity
for primary students to continue learning in one place
and great community facilities for groups like the
Oatlanders Outlaws Basketball Club and for local
residents. Previously the area did not have any large
meeting spaces for large community events or for
school plays and the like, so it is not only for Timbarra
but also for other schools in the area. Now they will
have spaces where they can host substantial sports
activities and have substantial meetings.
The school itself will be a marvellous addition to the
facilities providing education services in the local area,
but it will also be an enormous addition to community
facilities based near the shopping centre and will very
much finish off the local subdivision in the Parkhill
area. My specific request is for funding from the
Treasurer for the second stage of this building project in
Berwick.

ADJOURNMENT
1432

ASSEMBLY

Country Fire Authority: Neerim South station
Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. The action I seek is for the minister to
expedite the purchase of land in Neerim South for a
new fire station. The issue of a new fire station in
Neerim South has been on the drawing board since
2003. Initially there was a proposal to extend the station
on the current site, but this was found to be impractical.
Then a proposal to develop a joint facility for Rural
Ambulance Victoria and the Neerim South fire brigade
was developed and became part of a pre-election
commitment in 2006. The Neerim South fire station
had funds allocated in the 2006–07 financial year for
the purchase of the property adjoining the station. The
plan was subsequently abandoned and Rural
Ambulance Victoria has proceeded independently and
purchased land to service its needs only.
In a letter addressed to Mr Brian Barwick, dated
11 May 2009, from Neil Bibby, CEO of the Country
Fire Authority, Mr Bibby indicated that the CFA would
be progressing the search for an alternative site for a
new station. To facilitate this action Mr Bibby indicated
that a budget allocation for the purchase of land would
occur in the 2009–10 year, and that has occurred. A
suitable site has been identified, but Mr Martin Embery,
the CFA’s manager of assets and planning for
Gippsland, has failed to negotiate the purchase of land.
The issue is that the availability of most suitable land in
Neerim South is very limited, and the continuing
population growth in the area means land appropriate
for a fire station is becoming increasingly difficult to
find. The land identified as suitable and available is in
an excellent location, is flat, has very good access to the
main road and is large enough to accommodate the
current needs of the fire brigade with room for future
expansion, which will definitely be a requirement given
the population growth in the area. It is absolutely
imperative that this piece of land be purchased as soon
as possible or it will be sold and utilised for other
purposes.
Given the long delay with this project, the morale of the
members of the Neerim South fire brigade is at an alltime low. They are still recovering from the trauma of
the Black Saturday fires. On that day of tragedy they
served their community with great distinction. The very
least the minister can do is deliver a longstanding
promise of this Labor government and reward the
amazing service and commitment of the Neerim South
fire brigade members to their community over many
years. I call on the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services to take immediate action and provide
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Mr Martin Embery with the resources and direction to
negotiate the purchase of the identified land
immediately.

Freeways: noise attenuation
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — My adjournment
matter is directed to the Minister for Roads and Ports.
The action I seek is that he and VicRoads consider new
technologies that assist in reducing freeway traffic noise
for nearby residents. I am particularly interested to see
what types of new technologies may be useful and how
these technologies could be implemented to assist
residents in my electorate and those living nearby in
other electorates.
During works on the $1.4 billion Ml upgrade, the
M1 Alliance has upgraded the road surface using opengraded asphalt, which is assisting to reduce noise on the
freeway. My understanding is that the asphalt is an
open honeycomb arrangement which has little voids in
it so that water goes through it and drains away more
quickly. As a result of this, vehicles can stop more
quickly and line markings are more visible. There is
often a gloss on the road when it is wet, and you cannot
see the line markings. The honeycomb arrangement
makes it easier to see the markings, and this provides
road safety benefits.
More aptly, in terms of the issues that I am raising,
noise can be generated by tyres rubbing on asphalt but
with the open-graded asphalt the noise is absorbed
through these honeycomb-type voids. This helps to
reduce noise by more than 2 decibels. My
understanding is that early testing of this new
technology east of Warrigal Road is showing
substantial noise reduction. I look forward to there
being further comprehensive testing and to seeing the
results of such testing to determine whether the impact
is right across the areas in which the M1 Alliance has
been building near my electorate.
I commend the minister for introducing this type of
road surface. As I mentioned recently, residents in my
electorate, particularly in Ashburton and Glen Iris, are
still experiencing excessive noise, including from many
trucks that are still using engine brakes at night. I have
previously called on the minister to initiate action to
ensure drivers do not use their air brakes in this area
and to install a noise camera near Darling railway
station. I look forward to receiving the minister’s
response to these requests for action.
But today I call on the minister to look at what further
new technologies could be used to assist in reducing
noise along freeways. I ask that he consider how he
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could apply such technologies for the benefit of
residents. An evidence-based analysis of these
technologies would enable decisions to be made for the
future about how to get value for money and deliver
effective outcomes for local communities.
I know universities and other organisations are doing
research on a range of such technologies in terms of
road surfaces and also in terms of the design of noise
barriers and the introduction of noise-deadening
compositions and their application to homes and other
buildings. We know all about double glazing and other
methods of reducing noise and helping to attenuate its
impact. I ask the minister to consider, look into and
study the new technologies to try to improve things.

Metro Trains Melbourne: offensive emails
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Premier in his capacity as
Minister for Multicultural Affairs. The action I ask for
is that the Premier investigate a number of emails from
management of Metro Trains Melbourne that, if they
are authentic, I find offensive and unpleasant. We have
already had some allegations made against a small
number of police officers relating to alleged racist
remarks, and given that charges might be laid against
these police officers over the alleged abuse of African
youths, I urge the Premier to take this matter seriously
and investigate these emails that are being circulated by
senior managers in the public transport sector.
I find the emails totally offensive. You would think that
senior staff at Metro Trains would concentrate on
getting train services that arrive on time, are safe for
commuters and are efficient. Instead some staff at
Metro Trains are not concentrating on their core duty
but seem to be spending their time forwarding naive
emails that spread misinformation and conspiracy
theories. In fact this train of thought is off the rails and
not what commuters expect from the Brumby
government train operator’s managers.
This email seems to have been forwarded by the Metro
Trains Melbourne building manager at Flinders Street
station to the Metro Trains Melbourne auditing and
ticketing manager. Amongst other things this email,
which is marked ‘Please read and forward on, very
important’, says — and I quote:
I went straight to the fridge after reading this and looked on
the back of a packet of Bega thick and tasty slices, sure
enough the symbol was there — very small but there. I will
be checking all my shopping from here on.
I have also checked Bega cheese and will return it today.

1433

It goes on further to say:
The round symbol is the Muslim symbol. The … symbol is
that of the Halal Certification Authority Australia.
This is a Muslim association that collects money from the
Australian food industry for this symbol so that Muslims will
purchase the product. Yet we are told the Muslim population
are only 1.5 per cent of Australia’s total!
On a recent radio talkback show a well-known host was
alerted to this practice.

Further on the email says:
It was explained that by buying those marked products at least
you are supporting a religion that is actively trying to destroy
the Australian way of life or at the other extreme the money
may be supporting terrorism. Many Australian companies are
paying this money, including Bega, Cadbury and many other
well-known companies.
Check before you buy.
Do you know where that money is going?
Until you know, support those companies that support the
Australian way of life.

I find these types of remarks appalling as do, I am sure,
all members of this house. I hope the Premier will
investigate these emails to make sure nothing like this
happens again. They contain misinformation and
mistruths. This is what causes racism to grow. We have
to put a stop to it now to make sure it does not grow out
of proportion.

Cultivating Community: community enterprise
grant
Ms THOMSON (Footscray) — The matter I wish
to raise is for the Minister for Community
Development. I ask the minister to take action to
support a community enterprise grant application by
Cultivating Community, a not-for-profit organisation
that focuses on health promotion, disease prevention
and food security. The organisation has grown out of
support for community garden projects in inner city
public housing estates, that have led to the cultivation
of a large number of community gardens and school
gardens.
It now seeks funding to support the growth and
development of four fixed fresh fruit and vegetable
markets and six mobile markets in the western
metropolitan region. I understand that one of these
fixed markets will be in the Maidstone-Braybrook area
in my electorate. Cultivating Community seeks $35 000
to enable it to undertake comprehensive operational
planning and business development to get this project
off the ground. As well as the establishment of an
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enterprise it will use the funds to organise training and
referral providers, develop business guidelines and
establish financial and human resources strategies as
well as guidelines for project sustainability and
volunteer management.
This project is much more than a business venture. It
aims to achieve some very worthy social outcomes.
Firstly, the enterprise aims to provide employment,
training, work experience and employment pathways to
disadvantaged job seekers. Secondly, it aims to meet
the food security needs of residents in the western
metropolitan region and support local economic
development and social inclusion.
I am aware that the Brumby government has funded a
number of very worthwhile community enterprises
through its community enterprise grants program, and I
firmly believe the application by Cultivating
Community is deserving of government support. That
is why I ask the minister to support this enterprise and
ensure the continuation of Cultivating Community’s
fantastic work.

Responses
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — The member for Narracan
raised a matter with me in relation to land for a new fire
station in Neerim South. The reason the Country Fire
Authority is such a great organisation is the great work
of the many brigades across the state, including the
Neerim South brigade. The member has spoken to me
about issues related to the location of land, and I will
take the matter up with the CFA.
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Minister for Community
Development) — I thank the member for Footscray for
raising a matter with me. She demonstrates great
support for the community enterprise grants program,
and I acknowledge her interest in this particular grant
application. The member asked me to support a
community enterprise grant application by Cultivating
Community, an organisation that is seeking to develop
and grow four fresh fruit and vegetable markets and six
mobile markets throughout the western metropolitan
region.
The aim of the community enterprise grants program is
to support development of community enterprises and
not-for-profit businesses that meet local needs. These
grants are designed to create employment and training
opportunities in places of disadvantage and to support
local economic development. It is about targeting areas
and groups that are doing it tough.
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The program has committed $14 million in social and
community enterprise development since 2004.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms D’AMBROSIO — Some $14 million. I am
being asked to emphasise the great level of support this
government has for this program. In that time alone we
have supported 108 social and community enterprises
which have created over 1100 jobs and training
opportunities — not an insignificant number. Beyond
that the program has developed cross-sector
partnerships with philanthropy, strengthened emerging
migrant and refugee communities and developed
resources and toolkits for social business planning. All
of those spin-off benefits are about creating or
increasing the possibilities for sustaining these types of
enterprises that are blossoming throughout our
community. It is an amazing effort, and it is clear
evidence of this government’s commitment to a
sustainable approach to tackling disadvantage.
Our research tells us that strong communities are active,
resilient and confident and they provide support and
opportunities for all who live and work in them. Social
enterprises play a very strong role in that community
strengthening. We recognise that community
enterprises play a very strong building role in
strengthening and connecting communities, and that is
very important. They are a vital part of this
government’s strategy to make Victoria not only a
terrific place to live, work and raise a family but also
the fairest place we can make it.
I understand that Cultivating Community’s application
is being considered at the moment, and I will be
looking at it very carefully in the coming weeks. For
now I thank the member for Footscray for bringing the
matter to my attention.s
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Housing) — The
member for Bass raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Consumer Affairs relating to the issue of
longerterm leases and security for tenants currently
living in semi-permanent accommodation in caravan
parks. This is a matter that the Minister for Consumer
Affairs and I are actively working on. As I am sure the
member for Bass is aware, there is a set of issues that
will need to be tackled in trying to strike a balance in
terms of security of tenure for these residents, who are a
different set of residents to those who are living in more
transitory situations. I can assure the member that the
Minister for Consumer Affairs is exercising his mind
on that matter.
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The member for Forest Hill raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Education seeking support
for an $850 000 budget for the development of stage 2
of the Parkmore Primary School in her electorate, and I
will make sure the minister is made aware of that
request.
The member for Morwell raised a matter for the
Minister for Health seeking an increase in bed capacity
at the Latrobe Regional Hospital, and I will make sure
the minister is made aware of that request.
The member for Seymour also raised a matter for the
Minister for Health seeking support for the upgrade of
the Healesville and District Hospital, and again I will
make sure the minister is made aware of that.
The member for Bayswater raised a matter for the
Minister for Roads and Ports in relation to vehicle
identification procedures through VicRoads as a result
of the recent hailstorm damage to vehicles, and I will
again make sure the minister is made aware of that
matter.
The member for Narre Warren North raised a matter for
the Treasurer seeking financial support for the second
stage of the Timbarra secondary college years 7–9
school project, and I will make sure the Treasurer is
made aware of that matter.
The member for Burwood raised a matter for the
Minister for Roads and Ports seeking the support of the
minister for noise attenuation measures along the major
freeways in his electorate and an evidence-based
approach to any new technologies that may be
emerging in that space.
The member for Bulleen raised a matter for the
attention of the Premier as the Minister for
Multicultural Affairs seeking an investigation by him
into very offensive and allegedly racist emails that were
being circulated among management at Metro Trains
Melbourne. I note for the record that the member for
Bulleen has now provided me with those emails, and I
will make sure they are brought to the attention of the
Premier.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house is now
adjourned.
House adjourned 4.36 p.m. until Tuesday, 4 May.
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Wednesday, 14 April 2010
Housing: answer to question on notice 1117g
1412.

Mr SMITH (Warrandyte) to ask the Minister for Housing: Why was the answer to question on notice
1117g, signed by the Minister on 5 June 2008, not submitted until 2 September 2008.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The time between the signing of a response and when it is actually tabled differs from question to question.
There was a delay in the tabling of the response mentioned in your question.

Housing: answer to question on notice 1044g
1421.

Mr HODGETT to ask the Minister for Housing: Why was the answer to question on notice 1044g,
signed by the Minister on 13 May 2008, not submitted until 2 September 2008.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The time between the signing of a response and when it is actually tabled differs from question to question.
There was a delay in the tabling of the response mentioned in your question.

Treasurer: entertainment expenses
1604.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer: What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred by the
Treasurer and ministerial staff in 2007–08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The cost of entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, incurred by the Treasurer and ministerial
staff in 2007–08 was $1024.46. This also includes expenditure on fruit.

Sport, recreation and youth affairs: sporting facility funding
1792.

Mr DELAHUNTY to ask the Minister for Sport, Recreation and Youth Affairs with reference to the
Government’s pre election commitment to allocate $3.25 million for five new basketball and netball
stadiums and $6.8 million for sporting organisations —
(1)

Have the basketball and netball stadiums been built; if so, where are they located.
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How much was allocated to individual sporting organisations as a result of the commitment and
for what purpose was each grant made in —
(a) 2006–07; and
(b) 2007–08.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(1)

Funding of $3.25m to develop five basketball and netball stadiums was committed to as part of the 2006 State
Election. The status and location of these stadiums are as follows:
– The Altona Sports Centre is located on Queens Street, Altona Meadows. Construction of the
redevelopment is complete with the Centre officially opened on 28 October 2008.
– The Moe Newborough Sports Centre is located on Old Sale Road, Newborough. Construction of the
extension was completed in October 2009.
– The Broadmeadows Leisure Centre is located on the corner of Pearcedale Parade and Dimboola Road,
Broadmeadows. Construction is complete with the official opening in October 2009.
– The Casey Basketball Stadium will be located next to the Timbarra Primary School, Parkhill Drive,
Berwick. The stadium will be constructed as part of the Timbarra Secondary College announced in the
2009/2010 State Government Budget. The design and construction of this facility is being managed by the
Department of Education and Early Childhood Development.
– The Montmorency Sports Stadium will be located at the Montmorency Secondary College, Para Road,
Montmorency. Construction of the stadium is expected to begin in early 2010.

(2)

The allocation of $6.8m made available to sporting organisations, will be expended over a number of
financial years. The allocation for the 2006-07 and 2007-08 financial years is detailed below.
– Supporting Grassroots Sport: provision of one-off funding for State Sporting Associations (SSAs) to
increase sports participation $740,000 (2006/07), $479,000 (2007-08).
– Moving Athletics Forward: provision of funding to Athletics Victoria to increase participation, improve
coach education and address attrition from junior to senior athletics $600,000 (2006/2007), $300,000
(2007/2008).
– Relocation of Netball Australia: provision of funding to establish a national headquarters in Melbourne
for Netball Australia $225,000 (2007/08).
– Project Beijing: provision of one-off funding to the Victorian Institute of Sport to work with Regional
Academies of Sport to identify emerging talent and enhance pathways for talented juniors $500,000
(2006/2007), $500,000 (2007/2008).
– Support for the Olympic Games Movement: provision of seed funding to establish a philanthropic trust
in Melbourne to support the development of athletes in developing Pacific countries and support the 50th
anniversary of the 1956 Melbourne Olympics $500,000 (2006/2007).
– Australian Masters Games – Geelong: provision of funding for the organisation and promotion of the
event $200,000 (2006/2007).
– Supporting Surfing Victoria: provision of one-off funding to assist in maintaining an office presence and
community information service at Phillip Island and Torquay $200,000 (2006/2007).
– Regional Track Cycling: provision of one-off funding to promote regional track cycling at Ballarat
Sebastopol Track Cycling $33,000 (2006/07).
– Support for Drought Affected Oval: provision of funding in partnership with Local Government
Authorities and sporting organisations to support drought affected ovals $482,000 (2006/2007), $15,000
(2007/2008).
– Team Melbourne: provision of funding to establish shared team facilities and joint marketing efforts for
the major football codes $100,000 (2006/2007), $200,000 (2007/2008)
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– Lawn Bowls: provision of funding to support the Darebin International Sports Centre upgrade and major
events $500,000 (2007/2008).

Housing: Warrandyte electorate
2041.

Mr SMITH (Warrandyte) to ask the Minister for Housing — with reference to the Federal
Government’s commitment to fund seven new public housing units on sites chosen by the State
Government in the electorate of Warrandyte —
(1)

Will the units be —
(a) newly built;
(b) existing housing units to be purchased by the Department of Human Services; or
(c) a mixture of these options.

(2)
(3)

What determinates will be used to select appropriate sites for the units.
Once sites are confirmed, in what manner will the selection be made public to the local
community.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
With reference to the Federal Government’s commitment to fund seven new public housing units on sites chosen
by the State Government in the electorate of Warrandyte —
(1)

These seven homes in Warrandyte are proposed to be newly built.

(2)

The site for the seven homes has been selected by an Office of Housing Panel, with selection based on a
competitive assessment of proposals. The panel’s assessment is based on selection criteria which are publicly
available. The selection criteria for stage one of the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan includes:
–
–
–
–

(3)

price/value for money
project delivery time frames by June 2010
location that addresses priority areas of interest
accessibility and sustainability outcomes.

Victoria is currently finalising arrangements with the Commonwealth regarding release of the information to
interested parties such as the local community.

Education: Better Schools Today program
2194.

Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) to ask the Minister for Education — with reference to the money
allocated in the 2009–10 State Budget under the “Better Schools Today” program —
(1)
(2)
(3)

How do schools qualify for the $26 million Government grant.
How do schools qualify for the $300,000 to $500,000 individual grant under the program to
modernise and upgrade school education facilities.
What provision has been made for Sandringham Primary School under the program and other
Sandringham electorate schools.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
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(1)

Information for schools and members of the public is available at this link on the DEECD website:
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/management/infrastructure/buildingprogram/policy.htm

(2)

The allocation of funds under the Better Schools Today program is determined based on recommendations
from the region on a needs basis region wide.

(3)

Sandringham Primary School has not received any funds under this program in the 2009-10 budget.

Treasurer: entertainment expenses
2251.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer — with reference to the Treasurer and ministerial staff in 2008–09 —
(1)
(2)
(3)

What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all interstate travel
undertaken.
What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred.
What expenses were incurred for the purchase of alcohol.

ANSWER:
I am informed that with reference to the Treasurer and ministerial staff:
(1)

The cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all interstate travel in 2008-09 was $33 291.20.

(2)

The cost of entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, in 2008-09 was $177.51.

(3)

No expenses were incurred for the purchase of alcohol in 2008-09.

Treasurer: land tax
2265.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer —
(1)
(2)

How many taxpayers paid land tax in 2008.
What is the estimated number of taxpayers who will pay land tax in 2009.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

Around 180 000 land owners paid land tax in 2008

(2)

It is estimated that approximately 215 000 land owners will pay land tax in 2009.

Community services: supported accommodation — Barwon-south western region
2484.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Barwon South West Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

(2)

How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
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2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Barwon South West region
was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

17 in 2007/08;
34 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was zero;
in 2008/09 was 1.

Community services: supported accommodation — eastern metropolitan region
2485.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Eastern Metropolitan Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

(2)

How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Eastern Metropolitan region
was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

54 in 2007/08;
75 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 1;
in 2008/09 was 3.

Community services: supported accommodation — southern metropolitan region
2486.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Southern Metropolitan Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

(2)

How many requests were rejected in:
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2007/08;
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Southern Metropolitan region
was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

71 in 2007/08;
64 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 1;
in 2008/09 was zero.

Community services: supported accommodation — north and west metropolitan region
2487.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the North West Metropolitan Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

(2)

How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the North West Metropolitan
region was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

48 in 2007/08;
78 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 3;
in 2008/09 was 19.

Community services: supported accommodation — Gippsland region
2488.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Gippsland Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.
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How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Gippsland region was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

18 in 2007/08;
21 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 4;
in 2008/09 was 8.

Community services: supported accommodation — Grampians region
2489.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Grampians Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

(2)

How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Grampians region was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

23 in 2007/08;
35 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 1;
in 2008/09 was zero.

Community services: supported accommodation — Hume region
2490.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Hume Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1444

ASSEMBLY

(2)

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Hume region was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

21 in 2007/08;
24 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was zero;
in 2008/09 was 1.

Community services: supported accommodation — Loddon Mallee region
2491.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation in the Loddon Mallee Region:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

(2)

How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in the Loddon Mallee region was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

17 in 2007/08;
26 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 3;
in 2008/09 was 5.

Community services: supported accommodation
2492.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services with reference to new and rejected
requests for shared supported accommodation:
(1)

How many new requests were received in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.
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How many requests were rejected in:
(a) 2007/08;
(b) 2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of new requests for shared supported accommodation in Victoria was:
(a)
(b)

(2)

269 in 2007/08;
357 in 2008/09.

Of these, the number of rejected requests:
(a)
(b)

in 2007/08 was 13;
in 2008/09 was 37.

Public transport: rail — Murrayville line
2507.

Mr CRISP to ask the Minister for Public Transport — will the railway be upgraded to the South
Australian border, rather than halted on the western outskirts of Murrayville, in order to allow grain to
be moved from the AWB Grainflow Centre at Pinnaroo in South Australia through Victoria to the ports.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
Following the Victorian Rail Freight Network Review of 2007, the Victorian Government announced $42.7 million
to upgrade ‘gold’ lines, including $19 million in scheduled maintenance, and $38.7 million to upgrade ‘silver’
lines. Work on the Ouyen to Murrayville line, completed at a cost of $7 million, was funded through savings in the
cost of the ‘gold’ line upgrades.
The line has been upgraded as far as Murrayville as there is a train turnaround capacity at that location and because
upgrades to Pinnaroo were beyond the scope of the project budget. Additionally, the Ouyen-Murrayville line is
broad gauge, and the section of line to the AWB silo in Pinnaroo is standard gauge on the South Australian side.
There is no current agreement with the South Australian Government for works to access the AWB Pinnaroo site
on broad gauge from Victoria.
Murrayville is located approximately 20 km from the end of the line at Pinnaroo, so farmers can truck grain to
Murrayville at reasonable cost, for the grain to be carried by rail to the port.
The Murrayville silo is the main silo on the line, and receives 40,000 tonnes of grain in an average year. This silo is
to be upgraded as part of GrainCorp’s $15 million investment to upgrade 24 of its primary sites in Victoria.

Public transport: buses — V/Line bicycle policy
2514.

Mr WAKELING to ask the Minister for Public Transport — with reference to the carriage of bicycles
on V/Line bus services:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Is the Minister aware that V/Line bus services now refuse the carriage of bicycles.
On what date did V/line bus services take the decision to refuse the carriage of bicycles.
What community consultation was undertaken in regards to the decision to refuse the carriage of
bicycles.
How was the community informed of the decision to refuse the carriage of bicycles.
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Has the Minister considered alternative arrangements for the transportation of bicycles on V/Line
bus services.
What alternative methods of transport are available for those wishing to make use of bike trails
outside of train routes.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
(1-4) V/Line has a long standing policy of not carrying bicycles on coaches. This is due to the limited space
available to cater for passenger’s conventional luggage. Passengers can access information about the carriage
of bicycles via the V/Line website, as well as obtaining information from local railway stations. The Victorian
Fares and Ticketing manual which provides information about the carriage of bicycles on Public Transport is
available on the Metlink website.
(5)

V/Line will permit folding bicycles. The bicycle must not exceed the dimensions of 82 cm long x 69 cm high
and 39 cm wide, have wheel rims no more than 20 inches (51 cm) in diameter and be folded up and stored
inside a bag or cover before boarding.

(6)

Conventional bicycles may be carried on V/Line coaches if they conform to V/Line’s luggage guidelines. To
be classed as luggage, conventional bicycles should also have pedals, backpacks and panniers removed,
handlebars turned in, and be packaged in heavy-duty cardboard.

Attorney-General: graffiti offences
2519.

Mr RYAN to ask the Attorney-General — with reference to offences prosecuted under the Graffiti
Prevention Act 2007 in 2008/09:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many successful prosecutions were made.
How many people received a custodial sentence.
How many people were fined more than $600.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
With reference to offences prosecuted under the Graffiti Prevention Act 2007 in 2008–09:
(1)

In the financial year 2008–09, the Children’s Court and the Magistrates’ Court combined finalised
378 offences under the Graffiti Prevention Act 2007.
In this context, “finalised” means that the magistrate found the accused guilty of the charge and made a
sentencing order, for example, imposed a fine, a community-based order, or an undertaking of good
behaviour.

(2)

Of the 378 finalised offences, two people received a custodial sentence.

(3)

Of the 378 finalised offences, four people received an aggregate fine over $600, although in no case was the
graffiti offence the principle offence in the matter.

Environment and climate change: bilingual tour guides
2543.

Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) to ask the Minister for Community Development for the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change — with reference to the press release of 9 October 2009 advising that
Parks Victoria is holding a free course to help immigrants to Victoria become bilingual coastal tour
guides:
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What funds have been allocated toward the conduct of the course.
How many people does the Government expect will become bilingual tour guides.
In which languages have any pamphlets or explanatory material been produced.
What language groups have been targeted.
Have professional interpreters been engaged to assist with interpreting technical terms.
How many budgetary periods have been allocated for the conduct of the course.
Where is the course being conducted.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

$21,828.00 was sourced from a Caring for Our Country grants and Parks Victoria provided $30,000.00.

(2)

In 2007 eleven people graduated from the program. Seventeen students will participate in the 2010 Bilingual
Coastal Guides course. Pending funding, additional courses are proposed to be conducted in 2011, 2012 and
2013.

(3)

Each participant attending the course must have a reasonable level of English, therefore English was the only
language used on advertising material to attract participants. When the guides graduate they will translate
activity information in their first language to invite people to attend activities.

(4)

Existing guides from the program speak Arabic, Assyrian, Croatian, French, Greek, Hararian, Kibenbe,
Macedonian, Shona, Spanish, Swahili and Turkish. For the 2010 course, targeted languages included;
Chinese, Vietnamese, African, Maltese, Italian, Greek, Macedonian and other languages. These languages are
the most widely spoken around Hobsons Bay, where the course will be conducted.

(5)

No professional interpreter has been engaged as the course teacher is an experienced multicultural teacher.
All students must have a sound level of English language to register for the fully accredited course.

(6)

The current funding will provide for the delivery of one training course in the 2009/10 financial year.

(7)

The course will be conducted Parks Victoria office, 82 Nelson Place, Williamstown.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The course is designed to ensure that parks are accessible to all Victorian’s, including members of cultural and
linguistically diverse communities, particularly women and children.
The Bilingual Coastal Guides Course will present information about Victoria’s parks system, with a special focus
on local marine and coastal parks, and their relevance to the local community. The course will assist participants to
develop skills that will enable them to lead walks for groups of people from their own language communities.
The course includes 70 hours of evening training, it will run from 2 March to 4 May 2010 and will cover:
1.

Introduction to the Parks Victoria parks system.

2.

Tours and activities in coastal parks.

3.

Learning about local flora, fauna, heritage, indigenous and natural landscapes.

4.

Presentation skills.

5.

Developing and adapting culturally specific resources.

6.

Developing and delivering a park tour.
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Successful applicants will be provided with free training that will enable them to provide tours of local coastal
parks and marine parks for their respective communities.

Mental health: inpatient beds
2565.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — with reference to the client profile of
adult acute mental health inpatient beds, what was the:
(1)

Total number of patients in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08;
(f) 2008/09;
(g) 2009/10 to date.

(2)

Percentage of male patients in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08;
(f) 2008/09;
(g) 2009/10 to date.

(3)

Percentage of patients aged under 25 years in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08;
(f) 2008/09;
(g) 2009/10 to date.

(4)

Percentage of patients aged 24 to 34 years in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08;
(f) 2008/09;
(g) 2009/10 to date.

(5)

Percentage of patients aged 35 to 44 years in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
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2007/08;
2008/09;
2009/10 to date.

(6)

Percentage of patients aged 45 to 54 years in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08;
(f) 2008/09;
(g) 2009/10 to date.

(7)

Percentage of patients aged greater than 54 years in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08;
(f) 2008/09;
(g) 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

Total number of patients in:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

(2)

Percentage of male patients in:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

(3)

9,041
8,950
8,970
9,441
9,903
10,117
5,806 as at 19/12/2009

56.8%
56.8%
56.2%
55.4%
54.8%
54.0%
53.3%

Percentage of patients aged under 25 years in:
(a)

16.2%
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(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(4)

Percentage of patients aged 24 to 34 years in:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

(5)

25.1%
25.7%
26.0%
27.0%
27.4%
27.3%
27.8%

Percentage of patients aged 45 to 54 years in:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

(7)

34.0%
34.0%
33.1%
32.2%
31.1%
29.6%
29.5%

Percentage of patients aged 35 to 44 years in:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

(6)

16.3%
15.9%
14.4%
14.5%
15.2%
15.0%

16.5%
16.5%
17.8%
18.3%
18.4%
18.9%
18.2%

Percentage of patients aged greater than 54 years in:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

11.2%
10.2%
10.0%
10.3%
11.2%
11.5%
12.1%
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Mental health: prevention and recovery care beds
2581.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of
Prevention and Recovery Care beds in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: The following table details the total number of funded Prevention and Recovery Care places
from 2003/04 up to 1 December 2009:
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
16
26
36
36
78
92
92

Mental health: prevention and recovery care beds
2582.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of
Prevention and Recovery Care beds (open and planned) in 2007/08 by auspice agency, location and
service name.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the following table represents the number of Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC) beds
opened and planned as at 1 July 2008:

Auspice Agency
Melbourne Health
Werribee Mercy
Barwon Health
Alfred Health
Bendigo Health Care Group
Eastern Health
Goulburn Valley Health
Latrobe Regional Hospital
Southern Health
Melbourne Health
Eastern Health
Melbourne Health
Melbourne Health
Southern Health
Peninsula Health

Location
(hospital/suburb)
Deer Park
Deer Park
Belmont
South Yarra
Bendigo
Box Hill
Shepparton
Bairnsdale
Springvale
Flemington
Ringwood
Broadmeadows
Preston
Clayton
Peninsula Health

Service Name
Burnside
Burnside
Barwon PARC
Alfred PARC
Bendigo PARC (Golden Oaks)
Linwood House
Ambermere PARC
Gippsland PARC
Springvale PARC
Arion
Ringwood PARC
Broadmeadows PARC
Preston PARC
Monash PARC
Peninsula PARC

No. of
PARC
beds
open

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
8

No. of
PARC
beds
planned
10
10

2
10
10
10
10
10

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1452

ASSEMBLY

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

Mental health: secure and extended care beds
2583.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of Secure
and Extended Care Unit beds in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following table provides the number of secure and extended care unit beds in each year from 2003-04 to
2009-10 (1 December 2009)
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
103
103
103
103
103
103
103

The 2009-10 Budget provides funding for the Dandenong Hospital mental health redevelopment which will
includes provision of 30 additional SECU beds. The budget also provides $7.35m per annum for 30 SECU
diversion and 50 intensive home based outreach packages which provide intensive, integrated, clinical and
psychosocial rehabilitation supports to enable people with severe mental illnesses to live successfully in the
community and avoid admission to SECU.

Mental health: secure and extended care units
2584.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of Secure
Extended Care Units in 2007/08 by location and service name.

ANSWER:
I am informed that there were a total of 103 Secure Extended Care (SECU) beds in eight units as at 30 June 2008 as
follows:
Health Service – Area Mental Health Service
Austin Health – North East
Melbourne Health – Mid West
Southern Health – Dandenong
Ballarat Health – Grampians
Barwon Health – Barwon
South West Health Care – Glenelg
Bendigo Health – Loddon Southern Mallee
Latrobe Regional Hospital – Gippsland

Location/Suburb
Heidelberg
Sunshine
Dandenong
Ballarat
Geelong
Warrnambool
Bendigo
Traralgon

Total SECU Beds
25
26
20
12
3
3
8
6

*Service part of co-located SECU and CCU facilities
The 2009-10 Budget provides funding for the Dandenong Hospital mental health redevelopment which will
includes provision of 30 additional SECU beds. The Budget also provides $7.35m per annum for 30 SECU
diversion and 50 intensive home based outreach packages which provide intensive, integrated, clinical and
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psychosocial rehabilitation supports to enable people with severe mental illnesses to live successfully in the
community and avoid admission to a SECU.

Mental health: community care beds
2585.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of
Community Care Unit beds in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following table provides the number of community care unit beds in each year from 2003-04 to 2009-10 (1
December 2009)
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
310
310
310
324
336
336
336

Mental health: community care units
2586.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of
Community Care Units in 2007/08 by location and service name.

ANSWER:
I am informed that as at 30 June 2008 there was a total of 336 funded beds in 20 Community Care Units as follows:
Health Service – Area Mental Health Service
Alfred Health – Inner South East
Eastern Health – Outer East
Eastern Health – Central East
Melbourne Health – Inner West
Melbourne Health – Mid West
Melbourne Health – North West
Melbourne Health – Northern
Peninsula Health - Peninsula
Southern Health – Middle South
Southern Health – Dandenong
St Vincent’s – Inner Urban East
Werribee Mercy – South West
Ballarat Health – Grampians
*Barwon Health – Barwon
*South West Health Care – Glenelg

Location/Suburb
St Kilda
Ringwood East
Camberwell
Flemington
St Albans
Broadmeadows
Preston
Frankston
Clayton
Doveton
Fitzroy
Werribee
Ballarat East
Belmont
Warrnambool

Total Beds
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
12
2

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1454

ASSEMBLY

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

Health Service – Area Mental Health Service
Bendigo Health – Loddon Southern Mallee
Latrobe Regional Hospital – Gippsland
#Goulburn Valley Health – Hume
Wodonga Regional Health – Northeast Victoria Mental Health
Beechworth Health Service – Northeast Victoria Mental Health

Location/Suburb
Bendigo
Traralgon
Shepparton
Wodonga
Beechworth

Total Beds
12
14
10
8
18

*Service part of co-located SECU and CCU facilities
#Service managed as a partnership between Mental Illness Fellowship and Goulburn Valley Health

Mental health: adult residential rehabilitation beds
2587.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of Adult
Residential Rehabilitation beds in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following table provides the number of funded Adult Residential Rehabilitation beds in each year from
2003-04 to 2009-10 (1 December 2009)
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
97
97
95
97
101
101
101

Mental health: adult residential rehabilitation beds
2588.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of Adult
Residential Rehabilitation beds in 2007/08 by auspice agency, location and service name.

ANSWER:
I am informed that there was a total of 101 funded Adult Residential Rehabilitation beds in 2007-08 as follows:
Auspice Agency
Mental Illness Fellowship
MIND

Location
(hospital/suburb)
St Kilda
Albert Park
Armadale
Brunswick
Preston
West Brunswick

Service Name
Rossdale
Rossdale Town House
Edith Pardy
Trelawarren
Victoria Lodge
Rosa Gilbert
Appleby Crescent

Total
Beds
7
7
14
15
18
12
14

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Wednesday, 14 April 2010

ASSEMBLY

Auspice Agency
McAuley Community Services for Women

1455

Location
(hospital/suburb)
Williamstown
Flemington

Service Name
Electra St
Regina Coeli

Total
Beds
10
4

Mental health: youth residential rehabilitation beds
2589.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of Youth
Residential Rehabilitation beds in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following table provides the number of mental health funded Youth Residential Rehabilitation beds in each
year from 2003-04 to 2009-10 (1 December 2009)
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
161
161
161
163
163
163
163

Mental health: youth residential rehabilitation beds
2590.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of Youth
Residential Rehabilitation beds in 2007/08 by auspice agency, location and service name.

ANSWER:
I am informed that there are a total of 163 mental health funded Youth Residential Rehabilitation beds in 2007/08
as follows:

Auspice Agency
Centacare, Catholic Diocese of Ballarat Inc
Mental Illness Fellowship
MIND

Location
(hospital/suburb)
Ballarat
Geelong West
Bendigo
Box Hill
Hawthorn
Moorabbin
Noble Park
Reservoir
Rosanna
Seaford

Service Name
MASC
Collins Place
Bendigo RRS
Wattlebridge/Be
Street
Denham House
Nette Court
Kamara
Chiron
Apollo
Seaford Program

Total
Beds
10
10
10
7
8
8
10
10
10
10
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Location
(hospital/suburb)
Shepparton
Traralgon
Wantirna South
Warrnambool
Wodonga
Essendon
St Albans

Service Name
Jacaranda
Wannik Gunyah
Narana
Purro Gunya
Wodonga Triple R
Rocket Essendon
Rocket St Albans

Total
Beds
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

Mental health: supported accommodation beds
2591.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of supported
accommodation beds in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following table provides the number of mental health funded supported accommodation beds in each year
from 2003-04 to 2009-10 (1 December 2009)
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
34
61
102
102
102
102
102

Mental health: supported accommodation beds
2592.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of supported
accommodation beds by auspice agency, location and service name in 2007–08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that there were 102 mental health funded support accommodation beds in 2007/08 as follows:

Auspice Agency
ACSO
Bethlehem Community
Doutta Galla
Fintry Bank
Regina Coeli
Sacred Heart Mission

Location
(hospital/suburb)
Armadale
Reservoir
Ascot Vale
Strathmore
Clifton Hill
Flemington
St Kilda

Total
Service Name
Beds
Armadale House
Bethlehem
Chiron
Janoak
Fintry Bank
Regina Coeli
Rooming House Plus

3
8
13
11
9
10
29
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Auspice Agency
St Kilda Baptist Society
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Location
(hospital/suburb)
St Kilda East

Service Name
Scottsdale

Total
Beds
19

Mental health: beds
2593.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of beds
classed as ‘other’ in each year from 2003/04 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following table provides the number of beds classed as ‘other’ in each year from 2003-04 to 2009-10 (1
December 2009)
Financial Year
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10 (up to 1 December 2009)

Total Number of beds
0
0
0
0
33
33
33

Mental health: beds
2594.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Mental Health — what was the total number of beds
classed as ‘other’ by auspice agency, location and service name in 2007/08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that there were 33 beds classed as ‘other’ as follows:

Auspice Agency
MIND

Location
(hospital/suburb)
East Prahran
Hawthorn

Service Name
Wynstay
Kinkora

Total
Beds
16
17

Community services: children protection
2595.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many children on a
protection order have been remanded in custody in each year from 2005/06 to 2009/10 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following are the number of children on a protection order and remand as at:
(1)

30 June 2006 – 7 children
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30 June 2007 – 5 children

(3)

30 June 2008 – 8 children

(4)

30 June 2009 – 8 children

(5)

1 December 2009 – 11 children
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Community services: children protection
2596.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many children on a
protection order were serving sentences in juvenile justice centres in each year from 2006/07 to 2009/10
to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The following are the number of children on a protection order and serving a sentence as at:
(1)

30 June 2007 – 16 children

(2)

30 June 2008 – 19 children

(3)

30 June 2009 – 33 children

(4)

1 December 2009 – 13 children

Community services: respite beds — Barwon-south western region
2605.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Barwon South
West Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Community services: respite beds — eastern metropolitan region
2606.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Eastern
Metropolitan Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.
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Community services: respite beds — Gippsland region
2607.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Gippsland
Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Community services: respite beds — Grampians region
2608.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Grampians
Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Community services: respite beds — Hume region
2609.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Hume Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Community services: respite beds — Loddon Mallee region
2610.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Loddon Mallee
Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
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Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Community services: respite beds — southern metropolitan region
2611.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the Southern
Metropolitan Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Community services: respite beds — north and west region
2612.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many facility based respite
beds are specifically allocated for children with a disability aged under 18 years in the North West
Region.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Facility based respite is available to people including children who meet the priority of access criteria for disability
services.
Beds are not specifically reported as being for children.

Health: hospital complaints
2616.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Health — how many complaints from residents in
postcode 3108 were received by the Health Services Commissioner relating to hospitals in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The health services commissioner is unable to reveal the number of complaints she has received by postcode
because of the confidentiality provisions in the legislation she works under and because of the risk of inadvertently
identifying complainants or particular hospitals.

Health: hospital complaints
2617.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Health — how many complaints from residents in
postcode 3109 were received by the Health Services Commissioner relating to hospitals in:
(1)

2006/07.
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2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The health services commissioner is unable to reveal the number of complaints she has received by postcode
because of the confidentiality provisions in the legislation she works under and because of the risk of inadvertently
identifying complainants or particular hospitals.

Health: hospital complaints
2618.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Health — how many complaints from residents in
postcode 3111 were received by the Health Services Commissioner relating to hospitals in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The health services commissioner is unable to reveal the number of complaints she has received by postcode
because of the confidentiality provisions in the legislation she works under and because of the risk of inadvertently
identifying complainants or particular hospitals.

Health: dental treatment
2624.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Health — how many residents in postcode 3108 were
waiting for dental treatment, including the average waiting time, in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Waiting lists for dental treatment are managed by individual community dental clinics, so the data you have
requested is not available.

Health: dental treatment
2625.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Health — how many residents in postcode 3109 were
waiting for dental treatment, including the average waiting time, in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Waiting lists for dental treatment are managed by individual community dental clinics, so the data you have
requested is not available.

Health: dental treatment
2626.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Health — how many residents in postcode 3111 were
waiting for dental treatment, including the average waiting time, in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Waiting lists for dental treatment are managed by individual community dental clinics, so the data you have
requested is not available.

Planning: Doncaster Hill projects
2627.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Development for the Minister for
Planning — how much money has been allocated to projects in the area designated as Doncaster Hill,
Doncaster in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Money was allocated to projects in the area designated as Doncaster Hill for the following amounts:
(1)

2006/07, $86,000 was allocated to projects in the area designated as Doncaster Hill, Doncaster.

(2)

2007/08, $197,976 was allocated to projects in the area designated as Doncaster Hill, Doncaster.

(3)

2008/09, $3,850,300 was allocated to projects in the area designated as Doncaster Hill, Doncaster.

Community services: incarcerated juveniles
2629.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many young people residing
in postcode 3108 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Wednesday, 14 April 2010

ASSEMBLY

1463

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

2 young people residing in postcode 3108 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2006/07.

(2)

3 young people residing in postcode 3108 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2007/08.

(3)

3 young people residing in postcode 3108 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2008/09.

Community services: incarcerated juveniles
2630.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many young people residing
in postcode 3109 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

No young people residing in postcode 3109 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2006/07.

(2)

No young people residing in postcode 3109 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2007/08.

(3)

1 young person residing in postcode 3109 was incarcerated in juvenile justice centres 2008/09.

Community services: incarcerated juveniles
2631.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — how many young people residing
in postcode 3111 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in:
(1)
(2)
(3)

2006/07.
2007/08.
2008/09.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

No young people residing in postcode 3111 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2006/07.

(2)

1 young person residing in postcode 3111 was incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2007/08.

(3)

No young people residing in postcode 3111 were incarcerated in juvenile justice centres in 2008/09.

Public transport: complaints
2636.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Public Transport — how many complaints from residents
of postcodes 3108, 3109 and 3111 sent to the Minister’s office in 2008/09 related to:
(1)
(2)

Late services.
Cancelled services.
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(6)
(7)
(8)
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Fares and ticketing.
Customer service.
Frequency of services.
Span in hours and days of service.
The park and ride.
Other issues.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised the answer is:
(1-8) Ministerial correspondence is not recorded by the categories requested. To identify items of correspondence
received in 2008/09 relating to these categories would require significant resources and cannot be justified at
this time. In addition, postcodes are not always provided when residents write to the Office of the Minister for
Public Transport. For example, emails cannot be identified by postcode.

Public transport: complaints
2637.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Public Transport — how many complaints from residents
of postcodes 3108, 3109 and 3111 sent to the Minister’s office in 2007/08 related to:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

Late services.
Cancelled services.
Fares and ticketing.
Customer service.
Frequency of services.
Span in hours and days of service.
The park and ride.
Other issues.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
(1-8) Ministerial correspondence is not recorded by the categories requested. To identify items of correspondence
received in 2007/08 relating to these categories would require significant resources and cannot be justified at
this time. In addition, postcodes are not always provided when residents write to the Office of the Minister for
Public Transport. For example, emails cannot be identified by postcode.

Public transport: complaints
2638.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Public Transport — how many complaints from residents
of postcodes 3108, 3109 and 3111 sent to the Minister’s office in 2006/07 related to:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Late services.
Cancelled services.
Fares and ticketing.
Customer service.
Frequency of services.
Span in hours and days of service.
The park and ride.
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Other issues.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
(1-8) Ministerial correspondence is not recorded by the categories requested. To identify items of correspondence
received in 2006/07 relating to these categories would require significant resources and cannot be justified at
this time. In addition, postcodes are not always provided when residents write to the Office of the Minister for
Public Transport. For example, emails cannot be identified by postcode.

Water: stormwater action program
2656.

Mr WALSH to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to projects funded by the Victorian
Stormwater Action Program:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many projects were funded.
Where was each project located.
For each project:
(a) what are the details;
(b) how much Government funding was allocated;
(c) how much Government funding was spent;
(d) what was the overall cost;
(e) when is the completion date;
(f) when was the commencement date.

(4)

What is the total amount the Government has spent on the Program.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility and should be directed to the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change.

Water: Smart Water Fund
2657.

Mr WALSH to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to projects funded by the Smart Water
Fund:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many projects have been funded since 2003.
Where was each project located.
For each project:
(a) what are the details;
(b) how much Government funding was allocated;
(c) how much Government funding was spent;
(d) what was the overall cost;
(e) under which round of the Fund was the project funded
(f) when is the completion date;
(g) when was the commencement date.

(4)

What is the total amount the Government has spent on the Fund.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A total of 170 projects have been funded in metropolitan Melbourne and regional Victoria.
Details on the projects funded from Round 1 through to Round 6 can be found at www.smartwater.com.au. I have
enclosed a copy for your information.
The Victorian Government has contributed $4 million to the Smart Water Fund.

Water: central region sustainable water strategy
2663.

Mr WALSH to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to the Central Region’s Sustainable Water
Strategy:
(1)

(2)

What is the status of the new performance-based water and energy saving targets developed along
the lines of the sustainability assessment tool, BASIX, to replace the five star standard for
buildings.
When was BASIX made available for use by Victorian builders.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The 5 Star building standard came into effect in Victoria on 1 July 2005 and requires:
– 5 Star energy efficiency rating for the building fabric;
– water efficient taps and fittings; plus
– either a rainwater tank for toilet flushing or a solar hot water service.
The Government is committed to ensuring environmentally sustainable development across the State and on 22
September 2008 announced a second generation package to broaden the current 5 Star Standard. This package
forms part of the Building Regulations for Victoria. Improvements under consideration include: increasing thermal
efficiency requirements, energy efficient lighting, hot water heater requirements and stormwater impact
management.
BASIX is a performance-rating tool that has been developed for new housing in New South Wales. It is only used
in NSW and would be of limited value in Victoria because it is tailored to NSW requirements and climate
conditions.
Further questions relating to improvements of the existing standard should be directed to the Minister for Planning.

Water: housing water efficiency
2665.

Mr WALSH to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to housing developments that meet the
Our Water Our Future mandate for all new homes to have water efficient taps, shower roses and toilet
connections to water tanks or solar water heaters:
(1)
(2)

How many developments have been built since 2004.
For each development:
(a) what is the location;
(b) what are the details;
(c) how much Government funding was allocated;
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how much Government funding was spent;
what was the overall cost of the project;
what was the completion date;
what was the commencement date.

What is the total amount the Government has spent on the developments.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility and should be directed to the Minister for Planning.

Community services: autism state plan
2673.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — with reference to the Autism
State Plan between 21 May and 30 November 2009: on what dates did the Stakeholder Advisory Group
meet.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Autism State Plan Stakeholder Advisory Group met on 9 October 2009.

Community services: disability support register
2678.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — with reference to the allocation of
resources for persons making requests to the Disability Support Register:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many funding levels are there.
What is the funding range associated with each level.
How many people are currently being funded at each level.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

An application to the DSR is allocated to one of four funding bands. Within each funding band there are
$5,000 increments, making a total of 17 funding levels

(2)

The DSR levels are increments of $5,000 commencing at Level 1.1 (up to $5,000) to Level 4.6 ($80,000 and
over)

(3)

The funding levels on the DSR record unmet need and are used for the decision-making process associated
with the allocation of resources. As such, these funding levels are not necessarily an indication of the actual
resource utilised by each individual.

Community services: disability carers action plan
2679.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — with reference to the action for
policy and program development of the Disability Carers Action Plan: what have been the dates, times
and locations of consultations with carers to develop a framework for their participation in service
planning, delivery and reviews.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The framework is currently under development and consultation has commenced with the Service Reorientation
Consumer Advisory Group who meet monthly.

Community services: people with disability and carers
2680.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — what planning options and
services are available for people with a disability to ensure their continued quality of life as they and
their carers age.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
People with a disability who require support to develop a broad aspirational plan can seek assistance from disability
service providers with expertise in planning or case management.
To meet the needs of older carers a service model has been developed by the department to facilitate referral to
support services such as respite and to enable the allocation of low level support packages. The service is targeted
at carers aged 60+, and 45+ for members of the Indigenous community.

Community services: people with disability and carers
2681.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — what are the arrangements
regarding choices and funding of planning options currently available to people ageing with a disability
and their carers.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
People with a disability who require support to develop a broad aspirational plan can seek assistance from
organisations with expertise in planning or case management. In 2009 three pilot initiatives have commenced
across the State to further develop the delivery of this type of planning. Older carers comprise one of the identified
target groups.
To meet the needs of older carers and to remain aligned with contemporary approaches and directions, a service
model has been developed by the department to enhance support to older carers. A key element of the service is the
provision of support to identify what is required to sustain and enhance the care relationship, as well as to plan for
the future and for emergencies. This component also includes referrals and the direct allocation of low level support
packages.
Self-directed funding and supports are most evident with Individual Support Packages (ISP) where people have the
optimum level of self-direction, choice and flexibility.

Community services: disability services commissioner
2683.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — what budget allocation was made
for 2008/09 for the Office of the Disability Services Commissioner and the Disability Services Board.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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In 2008-09 the Office of the Disability Services Commissioner received an allocation of $1,912,188 for its
activities, including the Disability Services Board.

Community services: Kew Residential Services
2684.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — with reference to the
redevelopment of Kew Residential Services, what is the total amount to be offset against the proceeds
of the sale of the site as at 30 June 2009.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The question as it is expressed is very broad and will require greater specificity for a response.

Community services: Futures for Young Adults program
2686.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE to ask the Minister for Community Services — with reference to young people
leaving school at the end of 2009 who were assessed as eligible to receive support through the Futures
for Young Adults program:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many young people were assessed in total.
What were the levels of funding available.
How many young people were assessed at each level.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total number of young people assessed as eligible to receive support through the Futures for Young
Adults program will not be confirmed until the end of March 2010.

(2)

Details of these levels can be found in the Disability Services Policy and Funding Plan which is available on
the Disability Services website.

Treasurer: Rural Finance Corporation of Victoria — entertainment expenses
2722.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer — with reference to the Rural Finance Corporation of Victoria’s entertainment expenses
for 2009:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including:
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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Thank you for your request, however the day to day operations of the Rural Finance Corporation of Victoria are
handled by its Chief Executive Officer.

Treasurer: Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading) — entertainment expenses
2727.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer — what are the details of the Office of the Administrator’s (State Electricity Commission
of Victoria, VicPower Trading) entertainment expenses in excess of $500 during 2009, including:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Cost.
Number of guests.
Purpose.
Name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Thank you for your request, however the day to day operations of the Office of the Administrator’s (SECV,
VicPower Trading) are handled by its Chief Executive Officer.

Treasurer: Victorian Funds Management Corporation — entertainment expenses
2728.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer — what are the details of the Victorian Funds Management Corporation’s entertainment
expenses in excess of $500 during 2009, including:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Cost.
Number of guests.
Purpose.
Name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Thank you for your request, however the day to day operations of the Victorian Funds Management Corporation
(VFMC) are handled by its Chief Executive Officer.

Treasurer: State Trustees Ltd — entertainment expenses
2729.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Finance, WorkCover and the Transport Accident Commission for
the Treasurer — with reference to the State Trustee Limited’s entertainment expenses for 2009:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including:
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
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name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Thank you for your request, however the day to day operations of the State Trustees are handled by its Chief
Executive Officer.

Water: metropolitan water authority levy
2738.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to revenue collected under the five per
cent levy on metropolitan water authorities, first introduced by the Government in 2004:
(1)

What was the total amount of revenue collected in:
(a) 2003/04;
(b) 2004/05;
(c) 2005/06;
(d) 2006/07;
(e) 2007/08; and
(f) 2008/09.

(2) What is the total amount of forecast revenue for:
(a) 2009/10;
(b) 2010/11;
(c) 2011/12; and
(d) 2012/13.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The total amount that was collected by the four metropolitan water corporations is:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

(2)

2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08
2008/09

Nil
$31,540,000
$42,066,000
$42,066,000
$42,066,000
$44,873,800

The total amount that is forecast to be collected by the four metropolitan water corporations is:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13

$44,873,800
$44,873,800
$44,873,800
Not available.

Gaming: gaming machine levy
2743.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Gaming — with reference to revenue collected under the gaming
machine levy, first introduced by the Government in 2000:
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(1)

What was the total amount of revenue collected in:
(a) 2000/01;
(b) 2001/02;
(c) 2002/03;
(d) 2003/04;
(e) 2004/05;
(f) 2005/06;
(g) 2006/07;
(h) 2007/08; and
(i) 2008/09.

(2)

What is the total amount of forecast revenue for:
(a) 2009/10;
(b) 2010/11;
(c) 2011/12; and
(d) 2012/13.

Wednesday, 14 April 2010

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
This question matter falls within the portfolio responsibilities of the Treasurer.

Health: cemetery trust levy
2744.

Mr WELLS to ask the Minister for Health — what is the total amount forecast revenue under the
Government’s annual levy on cemetery trusts, first introduced in 2009, for the budget forward estimate
period for:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

2009/10.
2010/11.
2011/12.
2012/13.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget forward estimates will be included in the 2010-11 budget papers to be presented to Parliament in May
2010.

Public transport: bus service review
2746.

Mrs FYFFE to ask the Minister for Roads and Ports for the Minister for Public Transport — when will
the final report for the Knox/Maroondah/Yarra Ranges Metropolitan Bus Service Review be released.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
It is anticipated that the outcomes of the Knox/Maroondah/Yarran Ranges Metropolitan Bus Service Review will
be publicly released shortly.
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Children and early childhood development: hold harmless clause
2767(g).

Mr WAKELING to ask the Minister for Children and Early Childhood Development — with
reference to the inclusion of ‘hold harmless clauses’, which provide full indemnity for the Government
or its departments for all loss and damage, regardless of whether the Government or department has
contributed to the loss or damage, in temporary employment service procurement contracts:
(1)
(2)

Do any departments or agencies under the jurisdiction of the Minister require or recommend the
inclusion of such clauses; if so, which departments or agencies.
If any departments or agencies under the jurisdiction of the Minister require or recommend the
inclusion of such clauses, what is the policy that supports this inclusion.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No.
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Western Heights College: funding, 1363
Bills
Fair Trading Amendment (Unfair Contract Terms) Bill, 1198,
1379
Gambling Regulation Amendment (Licensing) Bill, 1199, 1380,
1384
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1354
Questions without notice

SMITH, Mr K. (Bass)
Adjournment
Consumer affairs: residential parks, 1428
Members statements
Planning: Cowes jetty, 1207

SMITH, Mr R. (Warrandyte)
Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1329
Members statements
Employment: government performance, 1264

SPEAKER, The (Hon. Jenny Lindell)

Liquor licensing: regime, 1193
Absence of ministers, 1412
RYAN, Mr (Gippsland South) (Leader of The Nationals)

Absence of Premier, 1294

Matter of public importance

Business of the house

Police: resources, 1267
Points of order, 1190
Questions without notice
Bushfires: emergency services communications, 1298
Former Chief Commissioner of Police: Black Saturday, 1195,
1295, 1411, 1412
Standing Committee on Finance and Public Administration:
ministerial advisers, 1190

Broadcasting of proceedings, 1187
Notices of motion: removal, 1199, 1259, 1365
Distinguished visitors, 1187, 1308
Rulings, 1190, 1192, 1194, 1197, 1295, 1300, 1415
Rulings by the Chair
Members: provision of information, 1188
Questions without notice: admissibility, 1187

SCOTT, Mr (Preston)

STENSHOLT, Mr (Burwood)

Bills

Adjournment

Education and Training Reform Further Amendment Bill, 1303
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1336
Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill, 1395
Members statements
Housing: Reservoir development, 1369
Mendo Kundevski, 1369

Freeways: noise attenuation, 1432
Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1331
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill, 1424
Trustee Companies Legislation Amendment Bill, 1214
Questions without notice

SHARDEY, Mrs (Caulfield)
Adjournment

Government: financial management, 1196

SYKES, Dr (Benalla)

Glen Huntly reservoir site: heritage overlay, 1254
Adjournment
Members statements
Caulfield Primary School: library funding, 1204

Child care: Mansfield, 1356
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Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1324
Livestock Management Bill, 1222
Therapeutic Goods (Victoria) Bill, 1391

ix

Members statements
Ray Beckley, 1369
Questions without notice
Regional and rural Victoria: government initiatives, 1415

Members statements
Hec Waller, 1368
Petitions
Electricity: smart meters, 1199
Insurance: fire services levy, 1199
Lentil As Anything: tenancy, 1199

THOMPSON, Mr (Sandringham)

VICTORIA, Mrs (Bayswater)
Adjournment
Motor vehicles: registration, 1430
Bills
Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill, 1245
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1338
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill, 1426

Adjournment
Housing: Sandringham electorate, 1357
Bills
Education and Training Reform Further Amendment Bill, 1308
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1349

Members statements
Bayswater Secondary College: funding, 1267
Hospitals: government performance, 1208
Police: Neighbourhood Watch, 1208
Ringwood Highland Games, 1208
Petitions

THOMSON, Ms (Footscray)
Adjournment

Electricity: smart meters, 1259

WAKELING, Mr (Ferntree Gully)

Cultivating Community: community enterprise grant, 1433
Bills
Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1322
Members statements
Braybrook College and Sunshine Secondary College: China visit,
1370

Justice Legislation Amendment (Victims of Crime Assistance and
Other Matters) Bill, 1352
Members of Parliament (Standards) Bill, 1407
Members statements
John Kerin, 1266
Motor vehicles: registration, 1265
Stud Road: bus lanes, 1266

TILLEY, Mr (Benambra)
Matter of public importance
Police: resources, 1278
Members statements
Police: numbers, 1207

WALSH, Mr (Swan Hill)
Bills
Livestock Management Bill, 1217
Members statements
Schools: Swan Hill electorate, 1260

TREZISE, Mr (Geelong)
Adjournment
Western Heights College: funding, 1355
Bills
Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill, 1242

Points of order, 1192
Questions without notice
North–south pipeline: protester privacy, 1191
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WELLER, Mr (Rodney)
Adjournment
Liquor licensing: live music venues, 1359
Bills
Livestock Management Bill, 1216
Trustee Companies Legislation Amendment Bill, 1213
Members statements
Echuca Regional Health: funding, 1370
Petitions
Electricity: smart meters, 1365

WELLS, Mr (Scoresby)
Adjournment
State basketball centre: sewerage connection, 1253
Bills
Trustee Companies Legislation Amendment Bill, 1210
Matter of public importance
Police: resources, 1272
Members statements
Government: performance, 1209

WOOLDRIDGE, Ms (Doncaster)
Bills
Environment Protection Amendment (Landfill Levies) Bill, 1222
Members statements
Community services: Doncaster electorate, 1369

WYNNE, Mr (Richmond) (Minister for Housing, Minister for
Local Government and Minister for Aboriginal Affairs)
Adjournment
Consumer affairs: residential parks, 1434
Freeways: noise attenuation, 1435
Healesville and District Hospital: funding, 1435
Latrobe Regional Hospital: beds, 1435
Metro Trains Melbourne: offensive emails, 1435
Motor vehicles: registration, 1435
Parkmore Primary School: funding, 1435
Timbarra secondary college: funding, 1435
Bills
Building Amendment Bill, 1198, 1376, 1377
Prahran Mechanics’ Institute Amendment Bill, 1198, 1375

