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The SPEAKER (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos) took the
chair at 2.06 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — Did
the Premier personally approve the payment from
taxpayers’ pockets of $750 000 in excess of
entitlements to the former Chief Magistrate of Victoria,
Michael Adams, or was the decision to pay the
$750 000 made by the Attorney-General without the
Premier’s approval?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I repeat that the matter
of the amount of the settlement for Mr Adams is
confidential, on his request, and it remains that way.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!

City Link: warning notice extension
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — Will the Premier
inform the house of the latest action the government has
taken to protect the interests of Victorian motorists who
use the City Link road system?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The government has
been successful in negotiating a better deal for
motorists using the City Link toll system. I congratulate
the Minister for Transport on securing a negotiated
arrangement with Transurban for a further extension of
six months in the issuing of warning notices to people
who are not paying the tolls on City Link roads. It is a
good outcome.
This measure is in addition to the extra six months
already secured by the government in negotiations with
Transurban. As the house knows, the legislation
required that the full $100 fine, without warning
notices, should have been paid from the start of this
year, but the government and the transport minister
successfully negotiated with Transurban for that period
to be extended until the middle of this year. This new
measure extends that to the end of this year, which is a
welcome outcome. It also adds to the other matters
negotiated with Transurban to make the tolls more
acceptable, easier to pay and more applicable to
motorists in Victoria.
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As well, weekend passes are now able to be used on the
City Link system. Transurban has agreed with that,
which will enable regional Victorians to use City Link
by obtaining the weekend pass or paying for it
subsequently after they have used the system. The Tulla
pass can be used from the airport to the city; and a
24-hour pass has also been negotiated, which was not
available under the previous government’s legislation.
The legislation to enable the extension of warning
notices for a further six months will be brought into the
Parliament this week.
I congratulate the transport minister on the initiative,
and I also congratulate Transurban on working with the
government to secure a negotiated arrangement. It will
be of enormous benefit to motorists using the City Link
tollway.

Marine parks: establishment
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — Given
that the government has used New Zealand support,
particularly that of Dr Trevor Willis, for its proposed
no-take marine parks, will the Minister for
Environment and Conservation explain the claim that
fishermen will benefit from the no-take zones when by
Dr Willis’s admission no research has ever been
undertaken outside the New Zealand marine reserves?
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — The New Zealand experience is not
the only science that has been relied upon — and let me
talk about the American Association for the
Advancement of Science conference. Earlier this year
over 150 of the world’s leading marine scientists
quoted science that found that there were enormous
benefits within one to two years of a marine park being
established. Population densities were on average
91 per cent higher, average organism size was 31 per
cent higher and species diversity was 23 per cent
higher. Leading marine scientists from around the
world were at the conference, and they signed up to
support marine national parks. Our own Australian
Marine Sciences Association has come out strongly in
favour of marine national parks. The science is
absolutely undeniable. Marine national parks result in
more fish and bigger fish.

Hospitals: senior nurses
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — Will the Minister for
Health inform the house of what action the government
has taken to increase the number of senior nurse
positions in the Victorian health system?
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Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — I thank
the honourable member for Ripon for his question. This
morning at the Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital I
was pleased to announce the provision of
153 additional effective full-time (EFT) nursing
positions, which amounts to an additional 200 nurses,
because some of the positions are part time. The
government has approved the funding. There will be
50 EFT assistant directors of nursing, 51 EFT clinical
nurse educators and 52 EFT clinical nurse consultants.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr THWAITES — I am pleased the honourable
member for Mordialloc has followed the news closely,
because it is good news right across Victoria.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr THWAITES — He reads everything I say, but
he obviously does not read what he says!
The new funding means extra nursing positions in
regional and rural hospitals. In the Loddon–Mallee
region, which is in the honourable member for Ripon’s
electorate, there will be nine extra positions in clinical
nursing. Not only will this assist directly in the
honourable member’s area, but it will also assist the
honourable member for Rodney. He will be pleased to
know that there will be an extra position at the Cohuna
District Hospital for a lactation consultant, there will be
diabetes education at Kyabram, and there will be extra
work on breast care and stomal therapy at Echuca
hospital. I am sure the honourable member for Rodney
will be pleased about that. As well, there will be
additional assistant director of nursing positions.
In the honourable member for Ripon’s electorate, at the
Maryborough District Health Service there will be an
assistant director of nursing focusing on aged care,
which is very important, and coordinating services
across the three campuses at Dunolly, Avoca and
Maryborough. The Minister for Aged Care has been
very generous in providing funding for the works at
those hospitals. I still believe the commonwealth has a
good way to go in supporting those hospitals with aged
care positions.
In addition, there will be clinical nurse consultant
positions to assist patients and families. I was pleased
this morning to speak to one of the new nurses whose
expertise is in diabetes. There is a major problem across
Victoria with people not getting adequate treatment
early enough in the illness, particularly in diabetic
retinapathy, and these additional positions will help to
ensure there is not only adequate screening but also
early treatment. We are working with one particular
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community, the Turkish community, to try to get it to
take part in prevention and screening measures to
prevent diabetes getting out of control.
The government is providing extra nurses, particularly
senior nurses, to support and train new nurses so we can
retain them in the future.

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I have only just started;
there is a lot more to come.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Dr DEAN — I refer to the fact that early last year
the Attorney-General visited a number of Magistrates
Court complexes, including the one at Geelong, and
that he made the visits behind the Chief Magistrate’s
back without notifying Mr Michael Adams’s office, as
is the appropriate — —
An honourable member interjected.
Dr DEAN — I am only just starting the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The government benches
will come to order!
Dr DEAN — He did that without notifying Michael
Adams, as is the appropriate protocol. I ask the
Attorney-General whether it is a fact that at those
meetings he spoke to magistrates about Michael
Adams, and, in particular, whether during the secret
visit to the Geelong Magistrates Court he said outright,
‘Michael Adams has to go’.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order. The honourable member for Pakenham! The
honourable member for Monbulk!
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank the
shadow Attorney-General for his question.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HULLS — Thank you very much for your
question! Despite the fact that the shadow
Attorney-General thinks there are all sorts of
conspiracy theories relating to the former Chief
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Magistrate, I advise him that there was no conspiracy
relating to Michael Adams. The only reason Mr Adams
is not Chief Magistrate is that he resigned!
I know the shadow Attorney-General has been
searching all over the place for conspiracy theories. I
understand that recently he was considering booking a
flight to Dallas to visit the grassy knoll to try to link me
to the death of JFK! It is nonsense. I know on the
weekend he was looking for Elvis. Before he asks his
next question I say to him that as the Minister for
Racing I had nothing to do with the death of Phar Lap!
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ferry passengers between those two points until the line
is clear. V/Line trains and freight trains will be
re-routed through Brooklyn and then continue their
journeys — unfortunately with some delays.
A clear picture of all the factors leading to the accident
is not yet available, and the government will await the
findings of the ATSB inquiry. The thoughts of
honourable members are with the injured train driver
and the passengers, all of whom suffered significant
shock. We wish them a speedy recovery.

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! I ask opposition benches to come to order. The
honourable member for Kew! The Leader of the
Opposition!

Rail: Footscray collision
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — Will the
Minister for Transport inform the house of details of
today’s train accident in Footscray and what action the
government is taking to investigate the incident?

Dr DEAN (Berwick) — My question is to the
Attorney-General. As yet he has not answered one
question. If he would answer this one it would be most
useful!
I refer to the fact that on 22 June last the
Attorney-General appointed Ms Caitlin English as a
magistrate and that Ms English was the partner of
Andrew George, who just happened to be the legal
partner of the Attorney-General’s confidant — guess
who — Labor lawyer Bob Stary, and I ask — —
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — At
about 8.30 this morning a train running from Flinders
Street to Williamstown with no passengers collided
with the rear of a stationary passenger train carrying
some 20 passengers at Footscray station. Unfortunately
there were three reported injuries, including to the
driver of the empty train, who has a suspected broken
arm. Two passengers were also taken by ambulance to
the Western Hospital for observation and have
subsequently been discharged.
I am advised that National Express, which runs the
trains on this part of the network, is in the process of
contacting the passengers. Following the accident,
safety personnel from both National Express and the
Department of Infrastructure were on the scene and
began investigating the incident to determine the
required course of action.
In line with the terms of its safety accreditation,
National Express has begun an internal board of
inquiry. In addition, I have asked the Australian
Transport Safety Bureau (ATSB) to undertake a full
and thorough investigation into this morning’s accident
and report to the government at its conclusion. The
terms of reference are currently being drafted and the
investigation will begin immediately.
The accident has affected passenger train services
between Footscray and Newport stations and buses will

The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Dr DEAN — Given that a major player — —
Mr Loney interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Geelong North! The house will come to order!
Dr DEAN — Would you like me to start the
question again, Sir?
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Berwick may continue his question.
Dr DEAN — Do you want me to repeat the
question, Sir, or will I just continue?
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Berwick to continue asking his question.
Dr DEAN — I ask: given that only months after she
had been appointed a magistrate the major player in the
complaints against former Chief Magistrate Michael
Adams was the same Ms Caitlin English, is it the case
that the Attorney-General appointed her knowing that
she would help execute his secret plans to remove
Michael Adams?
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The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Honourable members interjecting.
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Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Doncaster shall desist!

Mr Maclellan — So a Labor-appointed magistrate
wishes to get rid of the Chief Magistrate — so what?

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I say at the
outset that it is very important for the house to
understand that when we were in opposition — and I
understand the nature of politics — we played it hard,
but never once as shadow Attorney-General did I
attempt to undermine the judiciary — —

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Pakenham! I will not hesitate to use sessional
order 10, even on him, if he continues to interject in that
manner.

Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc!
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mornington!
Mr HULLS — Not only that, but the former
Attorney-General Jan Wade made a number of judicial
appointments and I was regularly asked by the media to
comment on them. I made it quite clear that the
appointment of members of the judiciary is above
politics. I would have hoped that the opposition would
take that view as well. However, the general nature of
the question today shows quite clearly that the shadow
Attorney-General does not understand the
doctrine — —
Dr Dean — On a point of order on the grounds of
relevance, Mr Speaker, this question was not about the
bona fides of the Attorney-General in days gone past,
because we all know the answer to that. This question
simply asked whether he knew at the time he appointed
a magistrate that she would help him in relation to a
certain matter. I ask him to answer the question.

I do not uphold the point of order raised by the
honourable member for Berwick. The
Attorney-General was making his opening remarks in
responding to the question. I do not consider them to be
irrelevant.
Mr HULLS — I have in the past and will continue
in the future to appoint people to the judiciary who are
the best and brightest. I will appoint them on merit. In
addition, all of the appointments that have been made to
the Magistrates Court to date have been of the highest
quality, and that includes Magistrate English. It
demeans the shadow Attorney-General, firstly, to
attempt to undermine the magistracy, and secondly, to
be targeting a specific magistrate. The fact is that she is
of the highest quality. If the Leader of the Opposition
wants to show any leadership at all, he should censure
his shadow Attorney-General for that question. It is just
disgraceful!
Dr Dean interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Berwick!
Dr Dean interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have asked the
honourable member for Berwick to cease interjecting.

Coastal management: initiatives
Mr Thwaites — On the point of order, Mr Speaker,
there is a specific ruling in relation to making
imputations against members of the judiciary or
magistracy, and that is exactly what this honourable
member is doing. It is very difficult for the
Attorney-General, who is trying to be relevant and
answer a question, when the honourable member has
made imputations against a member of the magistracy,
which is prohibited by the rules of this house.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!

Mr VINEY (Frankston East) — I refer the Minister
for Environment and Conservation to the fact that today
is World Environment Day. Will the minister inform
the house of the latest action the government is taking
to protect Victorian waterways and its marine
environment?
Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc!
Mr Ryan interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
National Party!
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — I thank the honourable member for
Frankston East for his question and his considerable
interest in the environment. The Bracks government has
a clear and strong commitment to the environment. On
World Environment Day it is appropriate to mark some
of the significant achievements already clocked up by
this government.
I mention, for example, the restoration of
environmental flows to the Snowy River — 28 per cent
in the longer term, 21 per cent in the next 10 years —
and our statewide salinity framework, backed up by a
commitment in the budget for $77.5 million worth of
funding over the next four years. There is $2.5 million
for the Gippsland Lakes rescue package, which
is unprecedented, and a commitment to reuse 20 per
cent of Melbourne’s waste water over the next 10 years,
and of course — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order on the issue of
relevance, Mr Speaker, the question was quite clear.
The honourable member for Frankston East wanted to
know about the latest action taken by the minister. If the
minister wants to have a debate about her
environmental record, the opposition will accommodate
her as part of a ministerial statement — and she can do
it straight after question time if she wants to. However,
on the question of relevance, the minister is clearly
irrelevant and needs to answer the question asked.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order.
Ms GARBUTT — I was mentioning some of the
achievements just to set the context for the
government’s latest effort. It is a long list. Obviously
the shadow minister is absolutely not interested in what
is happening in the environment.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Doncaster to cease interjecting forthwith.
Opposition members interjecting.
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for marine national parks — a world first — but that is
not our only commitment to improving the marine
environment.
I mention, in particular, our attack on marine pests. This
has been a favourite issue for the shadow minister, but I
will not go down that path. We have a clear
commitment to control marine pests, and others, and
since coming to power we have put an additional
$750 000 into controlling marine pests. That has
leveraged another $500 000 from the federal
government, the CSIRO and other agencies to apply to
research and other related activities.
We have also started a national demonstration program
at the port of Hastings to control and stop any new
introductions of marine pests. As well as that, I am
pleased to inform the house of a $22.5 million
stormwater action program aimed at cleaning up our
waterways. Since that water flows directly into our
beaches, bays and oceans, the program also impacts on
our attempts to clean up our marine environment.
Grants totalling $1.6 million will go to suburbs around
the coastline, which will directly impact and clean up
our marine environment. I will mention just a few
because there is a long list of grants making up the
$1.6 million. The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council
will receive $130 000 to implement litter reduction
through litter traps, education, and community
activities. That has a total project value of $315 000.
Some $258 000 will be provided to the City of
Kingston to clean up the Mordialloc Creek. That will
reduce most of the impact of that creek on our bayside
beaches. That will leverage further investment, making
a total of $427 000.
Of other projects around the coastline that will attract
funding, Glenelg Shire Council, for example, will
receive $22 500 to develop a stormwater management
program. The shire is also putting in, taking the total
project value to $44 500. Picking at random one other
project, Warrnambool City Council will receive a
$20 000 grant for the development of its stormwater
management plan, and again the council is partnering
up and putting in, making a total of $40 000. A whole
range of activities are under way that will improve
marine environments and make sure they are there in
the future for our children to enjoy.

Ms GARBUTT — Throw him out.

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister shall cease
responding to those interjections.
Ms GARBUTT — I am happy to talk about the
marine environment. We have on the table the proposal

Dr DEAN (Berwick) — My question is again to the
Attorney-General, and this time it is a nice, easy one. I
refer to the meeting of magistrates where the vote of no
confidence in Michael Adams was taken, where a
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senior magistrate stated to the meeting, ‘This motion is
what the Attorney-General wants’. Was this senior
magistrate wrong, or did the Attorney-General want the
motion to pass, and was the magistrate simply playing
out his part in helping you remove the Chief
Magistrate?
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Berwick to rephrase the latter part of his
question in the third person.
Dr DEAN — Was this senior magistrate wrong, or
did the Attorney-General want the motion to pass, and
was the magistrate simply playing out the
Attorney-General’s part in helping the
Attorney-General to remove Michael Adams?
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — The process that
was followed in relation to former Chief Magistrate
Adams was the appropriate course to follow. An article
that appeared in the Australian last year in relation to
the process said:
The proper process for any magistrate who had a complaint
would be to bring it to the attention of the Attorney-General
in writing, [and] for the Attorney-General to ask for a
response from Mr Adams and have the matter investigated if
necessary.

That was the process that was followed. Do honourable
members know who those words came from? They
came from Jan Wade, the former Attorney-General.
She agreed with the process that was followed; she said
that was the process that ought to be followed. That is
the process that was followed.
Mr McArthur interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! the honourable member
for Monbulk!

Housing: environmental initiatives
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I ask the Minister for
Housing to inform the house how the government is
promoting the environment through its public housing
strategies.
Ms PIKE (Minister for Housing) — World
Environment Day gives us the opportunity to highlight
the Bracks government’s commitment to protecting our
natural environment, ecologically sustainable
development and the improvement of housing design to
reduce energy consumption. Victorian social and public
housing developments are now leading the way in
promoting better environmental outcomes. That is good
news for the environment and good news for
Victorians — and for people living in public housing it
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is also an opportunity to conserve energy and reduce
their energy bills.
In partnership with my ministerial colleagues the
Minister for Energy and Resources and the Minister for
Environment and Conservation, the housing portfolio
has now implemented a range of significant initiatives.
Firstly, all new social housing developments will use
environmental design principles to reduce energy
consumption and energy bills. For example, the new
social housing developments in Port Melbourne,
Kensington, Richmond, Carlton, Geelong, Shepparton,
Bendigo and Windsor, among others, will incorporate
the principles of passive solar design, look at the
possibility of grey water usage and promote four and
five-star energy ratings.
Secondly, over the next three years the government will
provide at least 600 new solar hot water systems to
social housing projects. Of those, 200 have already
been put in place in Bendigo, Geelong, Braybrook,
Mildura and Chadstone, and the other 400 will roll out
over the next couple of years. The installation of
rainwater tanks will be included in the Bendigo and
Shepparton developments.
Apart from those particular initiatives, the government
is also leading both the public and private sector in the
use of innovative and environmentally sustainable
design features, which is a significant leadership role
for government to take. We are working with the
building industry and the Royal Australian Institute of
Architects. Recently a competition was run — first
prize was $50 000 — where people were given the
opportunity to design 100 new social housing units for
low-income Victorians on a site in Windsor. In their
operation the houses had to use no non-renewable
energy and at least 50 per cent less water than other
comparable conventional houses, and they had to be
sustainable for 200 years.
The competition was warmly welcomed; nearly every
architectural firm in Victoria submitted an application.
The competition enhanced our leadership role, and the
knowledge gained from it will have enormous
application and benefits throughout both public and
private housing developments in Victoria.
Over the coming years, the Office of Housing will
continue to review its upgrade policies and will
continue with its important role as a leader in energy
efficiency. Over the past few years people working in
environmental sustainability within the Office of
Housing have been disappointed that their role had not
been respected and encouraged. The government is
certainly boosting its commitment in this area. I am
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personally committed to it, and the Bracks government
is fundamentally supportive and proud of it. It is good
news for Victoria.

1575

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 7

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

Cooks Mill camping area
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth that Cathedral Softwoods Pty Ltd, the
owner of a private pine plantation within the Cathedral Range
State Park, has indicated willingness to sell the 10-hectare
private property to the government.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government seize this
opportunity to purchase the property, which may not occur
again for many years.
Acquisition of this land would enable the long-planned
transfer of the Cooks Mill camping area from the sensitive
Little River banks. Further we would request that the logging
of this area should be strictly supervised by Department of
Natural Resources and Environment.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms ALLEN (Benalla) (298 signatures)

Berwick Primary School
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth that the Berwick Primary School council
has unanimously moved a vote of no confidence in the
Minister for Education and the Department of Education,
Employment and Training, which is supported by the school
community, because of the continuing failure to relocate
Berwick Primary School.
Your petitioners therefore pray that immediate action will be
taken to facilitate the already promised relocation of Berwick
Primary School.

Ms GILLETT (Werribee) presented Alert Digest No. 7 of
2001 on:
Corrections (Custody) Bill
Corrections and Sentencing Acts (Home Detention)
Bill
House Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Bill
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill
Post Compulsory Education Acts (Amendment) Bill
together with appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

BLF CUSTODIAN
51st report
The SPEAKER presented report given to him pursuant
to section 7A of BLF (De-recognition) Act 1985 by the
custodian appointed under section 7(1) of that act.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
National Parks Act 1975 — Advice of the National Parks
Advisory Council pursuant to s 11(3)
Planning and Environment Act 1987: Notices of approval of
amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Darebin Planning Scheme — No C30
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — No C10

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
Melbourne Planning Scheme — No C12

By Dr DEAN (Berwick) (658 signatures)
Laid on table.

Moorabool Planning Scheme — No C7
Yarra Planning Scheme — No C27
Psychologists Registration Board — Report for the year 2000

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were laid upon the Table by the Clerk pursuant to an
Order of the House dated 3 November 1999:
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Racing and Betting Acts (Amendment) Act 2001 —
Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 24, 25, 26 and Part 3 (except for
section 35) on 31 May 2001 (Gazette 22, 31 May 2001)
Transport Accident (Amendment) Act 2000 — Sections 34
and 35 on 1 July 2001 (Gazette 22, 31 May 2001).

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE
Message read recommending appropriation for House
Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Bill.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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There has been some discussion with the Leader of the
House about the bills scheduled for this week and the
time agreed to for debate. As he has pointed out, it
means that a number of honourable members will be
giving up some of the time they would have liked to put
into debates on some of the legislation. It is a pity that
has to be done, but it is entirely because the government
has yet again failed to get its business program in order
and has been unable to convince the public service of
the need to have legislation introduced in a steady
fashion. Either that or the Leader or the House and the
Premier were unable to convince their cabinet
colleagues of the need to get enough legislation ready at
the start of the session.

Program
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That, pursuant to sessional order no. 6(3), the orders of the
day, government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday,
7 June 2001:
House Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Bill
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill

The opposition has raised this issue several times. The
Leader of the House has been remarkably unsuccessful
in resolving the problem, despite the fact that for many
years the Labor Party campaigned on and bleated about
the issue of family-friendly hours. I recall the
honourable member for Altona, as she then was, often
lamenting the lack of family-friendly hours. The
honourable member for Gippsland West also did a bit
of that herself, but has been strangely silent on the issue
since September 1999.

Duties (Amendment) Bill
State Taxation Acts (Taxation Reform Implementation)
Bill
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority (Amendment)
Bill
Transfer of Land (Amendment) Bill
Land Surveying Bill

In moving the government business program it is
incumbent on me to advise the house that in addition to
the legislative program set out in the motion, the
government intends to provide as much time possible
for consideration of the appropriation bill and will work
with the other parties to achieve that. The opposition
has assisted in bringing forward the House Contracts
Guarantee (HIH) Bill. I thank opposition members for
that, particularly the shadow Treasurer, who has done a
fine job there.
To assist honourable members and staff in planning the
remainder of the week, it could be there will be
late-night sittings on any of the sitting days this week.
The government will advise the house accordingly. An
ambitious legislative program has been set by the
government for this week, as well as an ambitious
target of getting through members’ contributions on the
appropriation bill, and it could be that the house will sit
late on any or all of the three sitting days.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — The Liberal Party
will not be opposing the government business program.

The honourable member for Altona, who is now the
Minister for Finance, might have a role to play at the
cabinet table in encouraging her colleagues to get their
acts together and introduce their bills so we can all
debate them normally and reasonably and go home at
the normal time — 11 o’clock or thereabouts on
Tuesdays and Wednesdays and 5 or 6 o’clock on
Thursdays. Instead something like 28 or 30 bills are to
be debated in the last three weeks of the session, plus
the budget, which is the major parliamentary debate for
the year and one in which all members like to take a full
part.
Yet again, some members will probably miss out on
debating the budget, and by agreement a significant
number of members will have to cut short the time they
spend debating the budget. That is a pity. I regret it, and
I would rather it were done some other way — but it is
entirely the doing of government ministers. They can
manage this by getting their legislation in on time.
However, if they do not, there is an alternative: they
could decide to sit another week or two, although it
would expose this hapless Attorney-General to more
scrutiny during question time and expose him to
questions from the media on his role in the Adams
affair, which he seeks to avoid. I would not be surprised
if he is one of the ministers who scurries overseas to
warmer climes during the winter recess. I know the
Premier and Treasurer are going, as are a number of
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other ministers. I imagine the Attorney-General is
looking forward to his retreat as well.
The Leader of the House can resolve this problem and
make the management of government business more
sensible by bringing legislation into the house early in
the session. Because the government today gave notice
of introducing only three bills, I fear it is in danger of
repeating this mistake. The Legislative Assembly is
sitting only one more week. If the government does not
bring in more bills next week, we will have a short
notice paper indeed when we come back in the spring.
However, in the early stages of next session we may
face the same dilemma of endlessly debating trivial
legislation to no good purpose, while at the end of the
session truncating debate on important things,
disrupting the house and denying it a democratic and
reasonable means of handling legislation. This matter is
in the hands of the Leader of the House and the
Premier. They should attend to it and improve their
performance.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — The National Party
will not be opposing the government’s business
program of the bills that have been set forward by the
Leader of the House. I hope we can repeat the
procedure that we followed last week and have the lead
speakers of both the Liberal Party and the National
Party speaking on all seven pieces of legislation and
confining their comments to matters of major
importance so we can see what time is available for
other members to choose which bills they want to speak
on.
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government’s business program. We are seeing history
repeated. I notice that the honourable member for
Gippsland West and the Minister for Finance are silent
on the family-friendly hours that they made so much of
during the time of the previous government.
Ms Davies — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask
for your guidance. I believe the honourable member for
Rodney has made an incorrect statement. I have never
discussed — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Davies — I ask for your guidance — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Gippsland West! There is no point of order. The
honourable member used the taking of a point of order
to make a point in debate. She can have the call once
the honourable member for Rodney has concluded his
remarks.
Mr MAUGHAN — I think we all favour
family-friendly hours, if we are able to achieve that, and
we should collectively work towards achieving it. I
think we can, with cooperation, so I hope there will be
cooperation between the major players to enable us to
achieve that. However, as I said, it is unfortunate that
we are going to be restricted on the time we have to
debate, particularly, the appropriation bills. It is most
important that country members — —
Honourable members interjecting.

The National Party believes the appropriation bills are
the measures that all honourable members wish to
speak on. I understand that because we have limited
time this week and next week is the last scheduled
sitting week for the house, we will be restricted on the
time we have available to debate the appropriation bills,
let alone the other important bills before the house.
Obviously a number of people will want to speak on the
House Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Bill. The Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill is a very divisive piece of
legislation on which there are some strongly held views
in the community and on which members on both sides
of the house would welcome the opportunity to express
views on behalf of their constituents. Unfortunately,
because of the way the business program is organised
by the government, honourable members will not have
that opportunity.
I share the sentiments expressed by the honourable
member for Monbulk when he reminded the house that
in opposition the present Leader of the House and
members of the government railed against the previous

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Prahran!
Mr Cooper — She thinks that because she’s small
she can get away with it!
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mornington!
Mr MAUGHAN — It is important. The Leader of
the House suggested that we will probably be sitting
late tonight and tomorrow night and perhaps Thursday
night. From the National Party’s point of view and
speaking on behalf of all country members, I reject that
notion because we want to get back to our electorates. It
is not simply a matter of getting home; it is being able
to leave here at a reasonable time to get back to our
electorates. If we really have to provide more time to
debate the legislation, I suggest the government ought
to look at sitting another week. Members of the
government talk very strongly about — —
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MAUGHAN — It is up to the government to
get its legislation through. We are talking about open
and accountable government and democracy. We
should have the opportunity to debate legislation in the
house. I hope by agreement we can get through the
business program, give everybody the opportunity they
want to speak and still not sit the ridiculous hours that it
looks as if we are going to sit.
Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — Just as a very
brief comment: as much as I hate staying up too late to
debate issues when members tend to get fractious and
irritable with late hours, might I say that I support the
extension of the hours rather than the addition of a
sitting day. I have had a constant barrage of statements
from people referring to me as the member for
Gippsland West and mentioning family-friendly hours
in one breath. I am a mother and a rural member of
Parliament and so sitting another day is much more
onerous for me and my children than my becoming
cranky and irritable occasionally because we have been
up too late at night.
I welcome the government’s business program and
extending the hours if indeed it means that more people
get a chance to speak on each bill. May I ask the lead
speakers of the opposition and the National Party not to
abuse their unlimited speaking time and make sure their
comments make sense and add to the debate, rather
than merely using up time, which is what happens
sometimes.
Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Peninsula Health
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Frankston.
Ms McCALL (Frankston) — And the real member
for Frankston, may I say. As the honourable member
for Frankston since 1996 — and long may I continue to
be so — I served on the community advisory
committee of the former Peninsula Health Care
Network. I made a very positive contribution to that
community health network. It was an opportunity for
me to meet with community representatives and also to
hear about issues from within the hospital — may I say
a hospital that I never criticised, but the current member
for Frankston East took great delight in doing so.
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Recently I applied for reappointment to the community
advisory committee and received the following letter. I
will not read it all, but it states in part:
As we are able to exchange information with your office at
any time, we hope you will understand our decision not to
consider your application as successful, on this occasion.

As a member of the opposition, with an ‘open and
accountable’ Labor government on the other side, I
smelt the fickle finger of the Labor Party. I noticed that
the letter was signed by none other than the former
mayor of the Shire of Mornington Peninsula, the Labor
supporter, Judith Couacaud-Graley, who has obviously
clearly decided that open and accountable government
does not stretch as far as keeping the opposition
informed about their hospital and their community.

Tullamarine: emergency services
Ms BEATTIE (Tullamarine) — Last weekend the
emergency services in the Tullamarine electorate were
stretched to the limit. On Friday night a toyshop in
Sunbury caught fire and was entirely ruined, having
burnt to the ground. The training and practices of the
Sunbury CFA prevented more properties from being
lost. However, on Saturday night a house in Barkly
Street caught fire and, tragically, a mother and her
five-month-old son were killed.
I want to place on record my personal thanks to the
neighbours who tried to quell the inferno before the
emergency services arrived. The CFA brigades from
Sunbury, Greenvale, Bulla and Diggers Rest fought the
blaze alongside the Metropolitan Fire Brigade. The
State Emergency Service, ambulance services and
paramedics also looked after the rest of the family and
made the property safe. Those brave men and women
fought an extraordinarily ferocious blaze to save other
family members.
I ask the family members and members of their
religious group to accept my condolences. I also extend
the thanks of the entire Tullamarine community to
those brave men and women who answered the call and
put their own lives at risk to make others safe. I pay
tribute to them.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Rodney: electorate name
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I wish to advise the
house that I have written to the Electoral Boundaries
Commission proposing that the new Rodney electorate
be renamed Campaspe. The name Rodney, which is
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one of only four electorate names to have survived all
electoral redivisions since the establishment of
responsible government in Victoria in 1856, no longer
has any significance.
The name Rodney gives no idea of the geographic
location of the electorate, which contains the whole of
the very vibrant Shire of Campaspe and under the new
boundaries proposed by the Electoral Boundaries
Commission has the Campaspe River running through
the electorate, from its southernmost extremity south of
Redesdale, through Elmore and Rochester to the
junction of the Murray River at Echuca. The name
Campaspe therefore immediately associates the
electorate with the Campaspe River and the Shire of
Campaspe.
A name that is common to both the municipality and
the electorate will assist in promoting the area as the
largest and by far the most important dairying electorate
in the whole of Australia, and will reinforce the
message that the Shire of Campaspe and the Rodney
electorate are the real food bowl of northern Victoria,
containing the major food processors such as Bonlac
Foods Ltd, Murray Goulburn Cooperative Ltd, Nestlé,
Heinz, Sedenco, Henry Jones Foods and IXL, as well
as a buoyant tourism industry and a very significant and
rapidly expanding viticulture industry.

Kingston: village committees
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I share with the house what I
believe to be a most inclusive and democratic system of
governance set up by the City of Kingston. I refer to the
city’s village committees.
We are all most familiar with the three tiers of
government, but the City of Kingston came up with a
de facto fourth tier of governance, which involves
people at the grassroots level. Members of the village
committee are drawn from the ranks of ordinary folks
in their immediate neighbourhood who care enough
about their ‘villages’, which are the subdivisions of the
local ward.
Such an inclusive set-up has the effect of encouraging
genuine partnership and participatory decision-making
processes whereby members of the village committees
are empowered to directly influence the conduct of
their councillors and the bureaucrats of the council. The
village committees are involved in a whole range of
issues, ranging from local planning matters to
community group funding allocations and organising
local festivities. They feel pride that they are able to
share responsibility in the running of the city.
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The village committee therefore acts as an effective
conduit between the local community and the council
on all matters of concern. I congratulate the City of
Kingston on such a unique and fantastic set-up. All
other councils should follow suit.
This is a far cry from what I have seen in the
neighbouring councils. One of them at least has a
continuing problem in relation to the aspirations and
expectations of its ratepayers and ends up in a
perpetually confrontational relationship.

Castlemaine preschool
Mrs ELLIOTT (Mooroolbark) — The Minister for
Community Services has said that she is committed to
actions speaking louder than words. She has also said
that every preschool in the state has a fully qualified
preschool teacher. Moreover, last week in the house she
said that Castlemaine preschool has been offered three
fully qualified preschool teachers by the Department of
Human Services (DHS) to fill vacancies at the
kindergarten.
I have been informed both verbally and in writing by
people from the Castlemaine preschool that on 7 May
2001 they interviewed a teacher provided by DHS and
that she commenced part-time employment on 8 May.
The details of a second teacher were provided on
17 May, but this teacher withdrew her application on
21 May. No further teachers have been provided by
DHS.
The shortfall in staffing is currently being covered by a
primary trained teacher who does not have or qualify
for an exemption under the current rules and who is
also employed part time. The committee has
independently advertised three times statewide for
qualified teachers without response.
If the minister and her department have another two
qualified preschool teachers she should immediately
give their names to Castlemaine preschool so children
there can enjoy the remainder of the year with a stable
staffing situation, and so that the minister can avoid the
impression that she may have misled the house.

Robyn Roberts and Jane Crone
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — I congratulate two
members of my electorate — Robyn Roberts and Jane
Crone — on their hard work in defending the Ivanhoe
electorate from the former Good Design Guide. These
people have spent countless hours — more hours than I
could imagine — working to protect the historic
heritage of Heidelberg, Eaglemont, and Ivanhoe. They
have attended numerous meetings and made countless
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representations at the Victorian and Civil
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) and many other
places.
I am pleased to say that they have received at least
some recognition — apart from in this house — in the
daily papers. An article in the Age of 25 May
mentioned both Jane Crone and Robyn Roberts for
their work. The Age article stated:
Miss Roberts, convenor of the Banyule planning network,
praised the consultation process.

The article went on to state how many hours she had
worked on the process.
Jane Crone, for example, spent countless hours — up to
8 hours a day — at VCAT hearings and looking after the
heritage issues.

The Heidelberger of 15 May also showed these women
on its front page as it discussed amendment C1,
affecting the City of Banyule’s planning scheme,
bringing in the heritage listings and so on. The front
page article gives them credit, along with Rowan
Harrison, Linda Cuthbertson and Clare Harrison. Again
I praise these people. They have done an outstanding
job and the house should recognise them.
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Sunshine Garden Club
Mr LANGUILLER (Sunshine) — I commend the
Sunshine Garden Club on its 80th annual show. When
it first held its show it was called the Royal
Horticultural Society of Victoria, and I am informed by
Mr Evans of Braybrook that it started in around 1921 in
the old town hall in Hampshire Road; the site is now a
well-known park in the area.
The Sunshine Garden Club has held 80 annual shows
consecutively, including during such difficult periods as
the Great Depression and World War II. The club
members exchange gardening ideas and once a year put
on an exhibition to highlight the good aspects of
horticulture in Sunshine and the western suburbs.
Past presidents, secretaries and committee members
have been among the greatest gardeners and exhibitors
in Victoria and Australia. They have specialised in
roses, cut flowers, pot plants, floral art and fruit and
vegetables grown in local gardens, often to supplement
the family’s food during difficult times.
I commend the Sunshine Garden Club, its members and
its president, Mr Chris Michalopoulos, and wish them
all many years of good health and ongoing success.

Peninsula Health

Target Australia: Geelong closure

Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I express my
disappointment and regret over the matter raised by the
honourable member for Frankston that after five years
of excellent service on an advisory committee of the
former Peninsula Health Care Network her application
to continue on that committee has been
unceremoniously rejected by a Labor Party councillor,
Judith Couacaud-Graley, who has taken it upon herself
to wipe out this excellent and dedicated service given
by the honourable member for Frankston over a long
period.

Mr PATERSON (South Barwon) — Staff at
Target’s head office in Geelong continue to be nervous
about their future despite the parent company, Coles
Myer, indicating that the current widespread fears about
job prospects are misplaced.

This is no doubt a political decision by
Cr Couacaud-Graley, who has overt political ambitions,
and clearly sees no place in this world for anybody
from another political party. It is not only a political
decision by this councillor but a disgraceful one, which
she will live to regret. You cannot toss away the
expertise and dedication of people like Andrea McCall,
the honourable member for Frankston, from something
like the local hospital advisory committee and expect
that the community will not react in a very strong way.

Regrettably it has taken until last Friday for local Labor
MPs to bother to seek assurances from Coles Myer. Of
even greater regret is the disinterest shown in this issue
by the government at senior levels. Perhaps the
government has other priorities than ensuring the future
of around 900 jobs in Geelong.

I sympathise with the honourable member for
Frankston, and I join her in expressing extreme regret at
this disgraceful action by Cr Judith Couacaud-Graley.

Some weeks ago I sought assurances from Coles Myer.
A spokesman told me then that nothing was planned
that would affect the head office; however, staff remain
sceptical of the statements coming from corporate
headquarters.

It is about time this government took regional Victoria
seriously and sought guarantees that Target’s head
office in Geelong will not suffer any loss of jobs
whatsoever.
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Alan Coad
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I place on record
my congratulations to Mr Alan Coad, a resident of
Mitcham, whose untiring efforts assisted the
development of solutions for salinity in agricultural
land in northern Victoria.
Mr Coad arrived in Australia in 1950, took out
citizenship in 1975, and has been participating, as the
honourable member for Swan Hill would no doubt
testify, in successful farm-scale reclamation in the
Pyramid Hill region.
He is now involved in similar work with the
Kerang–Cohuna reclamation project. The project aims
over five years to reclaim 50 000 hectares of land
affected by various degrees of salinity due to the
shallow water table. We hope that will involve the
pumping of 900 megalitres a year of strong brine from
a very large prior river, 16 to 19 metres below the
surface.
Salinity is a significant problem in Victoria. A recent
report entitled A Summary of the National Land and
Water Resources Audit’s Australian Dryland Salinity
Assessment 2000 estimated that between 8 per cent and
18 per cent of Victoria’s agricultural land is predicted to
be at high salinity risk, with as much as 47 per cent at
moderate risk.
Mr Coad and others are carrying out invaluable work
that will assist in the long-term development of
agriculture and land management in the state. He and
others involved with his work are to be commended.

St Stephen’s Anglican Kindergarten
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I would like to encourage
the Minister for Community Services to allocate capital
funding for kindergartens, in particular the St Stephen’s
Anglican Kindergarten in Brighton. As the minister is
aware, a number of kindergartens are located on church
land and the churches for one reason or another wish to
use the land for another purpose. This is presenting a
real problem in the Brighton area, and while the
government has so much capital funding available I
would urge the minister to provide some for my
electorate.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The time for member’s statements has expired.
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HOUSE CONTRACTS GUARANTEE (HIH)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 31 May; motion of Ms KOSKY
(Minister for Finance).

Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I will try to make my
comments fairly brief, in the interests of honourable
members being allowed an opportunity to comment on
the budget documents, notwithstanding that the issue
before the house is a particularly significant one and the
bill was read a second time only on Thursday. The
opposition and the National Party have agreed to an
expedited carriage of the bill through the Parliament to
allow funds to flow and to allow certainty, particularly
in the real estate industry, and greater certainty than
previously existed in the building industry.
There is no doubt that as a direct consequence of the
HIH Insurance Group (HIH) collapse there has been a
crisis in the building industry and in consumers’ lives. I
note in the second-reading speech that the minister used
the term ‘moral responsibility’. The government has a
moral responsibility to address some of the
circumstances impacting on people’s lives and
livelihoods.
The purpose of the bill is to establish an indemnity
scheme. It partially addresses some of the problems that
have occurred as a direct consequence of the collapse of
HIH. The objective of the people drafting the bill has
been to have a seamless transition in the handling of
claims from HIH to the new system.
I will touch on some of the main features of the bill and
a couple of areas where the opposition thinks the
government should have gone further. As far as it goes,
the package has addressed some of the issues of
concern, but the government could have done a lot
more and sooner.
The main purpose of the bill is to establish a Domestic
Building (HIH) Indemnity Fund to be administered by
the Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd (HGFL). The
opposition has been advised that staff expertise still
exists at the HGFL and that it is the appropriate body to
carry out the new indemnity scheme. The indemnity
fund will cover completed properties and works in
progress in Victoria previously insured by HIH
provided that the building permit was obtained before
30 April and work commenced before 31 May.
The works in progress issue is one that has been of
particular importance to the building industry. This
indemnity fund will give a great deal of comfort to
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consumers with completed homes or to those who have
had extensions built in recent times that may have had
HIH warranties attached to them. The guarantees will
be honoured. The HGFL will be given powers, in a
colloquial sense, to act almost as HIH did in the
administration of claims — but no further, I hope: to
ask builders to rectify work, to recover money from
builders, to indemnify claims for consumers and so on.
I want to make a couple of comments about the funding
and seek some assurances from the minister. The
minister briefed the opposition last Tuesday, two days
prior to the bill being read a second time, and it may not
have been possible to convey to the opposition all the
information it sought. I raise the issue of the budget for
this bill in that spirit and seek some assurances from the
minister.
The second-reading speech clearly outlined that the
indemnity scheme is to be 50 per cent funded by the
taxpayers and 50 per cent funded via an additional
building permit levy of $32 per $100 000 value of
domestic building works. The government’s estimate of
the total cost of the scheme is $35 million net. Again,
the government has made it clear that, while it hopes to
recover funding from the liquidator, it has put forward a
funding estimate based on what it considers realistic —
I am trying not to be too blunt.
According to the second-reading speech it is estimated
that the building levy will raise $2 million a year. The
government has given an undertaking that the fund will
be closely monitored and reported on publicly to ensure
that the fifty-fifty balance between the additional
building permit levy and the taxpayer contribution
remains at 50 per cent. At the briefing the opposition
was told that the first year of taxpayer funding would
come by way of a Treasurer’s advance and that
subsequent years of funding would come via an annual
appropriation.
The opposition was also advised that the government
expected to have a far greater number of claims in the
first few years. Indeed, the estimate was — I would not
hold the officers to it — that 70 to 80 per cent of claims
would come in the first few years, and the first year cost
was anticipated to be in the order of $12 million. The
opposition has been briefed that the government
expects the taxpayer contribution to be larger in the
earlier years and lesser in the latter years of the scheme,
when the income flow from the building permits will
provide the funding.
I am seeking an assurance from the minister about
transparency. It will be difficult to get full funding
accountability if funding comes by way of a Treasurer’s
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advance. I seek from her a disclosure, suitably made in
the Parliament, of the amount of the Treasurer’s
advance in the first year, and also that the funding put
into the scheme subsequently will be transparent. I
would have thought from the advice the opposition has
received there would be an annual appropriation, which
would obviously provide the sort of transparency the
opposition is seeking, rather than a simple tabling of
annual reports in Parliament, which often comes a
significant time after the expiration of events. The
funding also provides some relief for the Avonwood
Homes people, and quite correctly quarantines the
Housing Guarantee Fund’s asset base from the new
claims scheme.
The bill amends section 32 of the Sale of Land Act to
validate, if you like, section 32 certificates to allow
properties affected by the HIH collapse to be auctioned
lawfully without legal query. The opposition has been
advised that people are querying section 32 certificates,
which has the potential to have an impact on the real
estate market. Knowing, as I do, how dependent this
government is on stamp duty revenues, I know there is
an element of self-interest in that, but there is also a
broader community and economic interest in ensuring
that auctions and other sales of homes are able to
proceed without legal query.
The scheme will indemnify any person who is entitled
to an indemnity under a HIH policy on building work
covered by the fund. It does not cover builders,
owner-builders or people who are insured under other
insurance policies. The scheme certainly does not allow
the reopening of cases on which a final determination
has been made, and quite sensibly it applies only to
Victoria.
Claimants who receive indemnities will be required to
assign their rights to Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd
(HGFL), which is reasonable and proper and something
the opposition would expect the government to do.
The Housing Guarantee Fund will be given a broad
range of powers that largely equate with the powers
insurers have, which will enable the fund to require a
builder to rectify or complete work or to recover
moneys from builders, and so on. An offence will be
created of making false statements, which again is only
reasonable under the circumstances.
I return to the issue of transparency. The bill provides
for the accounts of the indemnity fund to be audited on
an annual basis by the Auditor-General, and the HGFL
must report on the fund in its annual report. There are
strict limits on the minister relating to the presentation
of those reports to Parliament. Given the special
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circumstances of these schemes, those provisions are
appropriate.
Importantly the Building Act will be amended to enable
the deferral of suspension of a builder’s registration if
the builder has applied for insurance but has not
obtained it because the insurer has not yet made a
decision on the issuing of it. The building industry has
pressed for that, at least in part, since the collapse of
HIH. Under the bill the government will allow the
deferral of suspension until 31 July 2001. The
opposition has some concerns about whether that
cut-off date is adequate, because it has received
advice — not from the bureaucracy but from people in
the field from the two companies that are foremost in
issuing insurance — that the flow of insurance after the
HIH collapse has been very slow.
Many builders in Victoria are not convinced that
policies will be rewritten at the speed required to meet
that 31 July cut-off date. The opposition has been
advised that date has been set in conjunction with Dexta
Corporation Ltd, Royal-Sun Alliance and others, and I
seek an assurance from the minister that that is
reasonable. The opposition certainly has some
reservations about that date, given the slow rate at
which reinsurance has been written to date. The bill
allows for suspensions of registration for other reasons,
but it is an attempt to address the difficulties and
slowness in getting reinsurance premiums written.
The scheme will sunset on 30 June 2010, although there
is provision in the bill for it to be wound up earlier if
that is deemed to be appropriate. However, there are
some deficiencies in the scheme, which I will touch on
quickly. The first deficiency is the issue of lateness. I
recall vividly an interview between the Minister for
Finance and Neil Mitchell on 3AW during which she
was most reluctant to admit the government had a role
in it. If this package had been put together earlier —
although I understand it is a difficult one to put
together — a lot of angst that has been created among
consumers and in the building industry may have been
avoided.
The second deficiency in the package is on the issue of
stamp duty. Builders pay a 10 per cent stamp duty on
insurance premiums, and a builder, who we hope will
now move on to get new insurance, will still have to
pay stamp duty, so there is an issue of double
taxation — double stamp duty. The Premier has said,
‘That is worth only about $1 million’, but the principle
is important because the government will benefit
financially, in part because of that double take on stamp
duty.
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While it is not the most pressing issue with which
builders have to contend, it would have been an
appropriate gesture by the government to forgo those
revenues, as has the New South Wales Labor
government. The New South Wales Treasurer, the
Honourable Michael Egan, issued a press statement
some time ago indicating that the New South Wales
government was prepared to forgo stamp duty as a
gesture to builders so as not to charge them twice. The
opposition believes the Victorian government, given its
fortunate financial circumstances, should also have
made that gesture.
Another deficiency of the scheme is that it does not
assist builders to commence work on new projects if
they cannot obtain insurance for those projects. In other
words, the bill allows builders without insurance to
complete works in progress, but they cannot commence
new projects. It has been strongly put to the opposition
that those new projects will often be the basis of the
builders’ financial credentials. No doubt it is a
deficiency, and the opposition seeks an assurance from
the minister that if the legislation proves to be deficient
it will be revisited.
If builders cannot gain cover by 31 July — this is the
key point of the opposition’s concern — they will lose
registration. The reasons why builders are not able to
obtain insurance by 31 July may be well beyond their
control. The companies’ response so far has been very
slow. The opposition understands that the private
insurance companies have been involved in setting this
date, but a lot of paperwork needs to be done — indeed
a lot of paperwork ought to have been done, judging by
the practices of HIH. The opposition is concerned that
builders who are in genuine need and who could
qualify for insurance may not meet the 31 July deadline
through no fault of their own but because of the
difficulties faced by insurance companies in dealing
with such a significant amount of paperwork.
In her second-reading speech the minister states that the
bill addresses the difficulties faced by some builders in
obtaining ongoing cover for new building work.
However, that issue is not addressed in the bill. The
Master Builders Association (MBA) has suggested a
scheme of interim cover — a type of 60-day cover —
that is not a feature of the bill. The opposition requests
an assurance from the minister that she believes the
private insurance companies have the capacity to write
at the necessary speed!
The MBA is also concerned. It wants to be assured —
the opposition knows the association has raised this
issue with the minister — that the Housing Guarantee
Fund is obligated to give a builder what it has termed a
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first refusal before paying the owner and then
recovering the money from the builder. It has drafted an
amendment which reflects that concern and which the
opposition knows has been forwarded to the minister.
The MBA wants the builder to always be given an
opportunity to address any issues of concern.
The opposition understands that the government will
not be moving to amend the bill along those lines, but it
does not want to hold up funding flows by seeking
amendments. It thanks the minister for making her staff
available to run through some of the issues, and it
understands the point being made that this would
legislate for something more than HIH had in terms of
powers. It also understands the explanation conveyed to
it that the government is prepared to consider this
broad-type concern as part of the minister’s approval of
procedures under the bill.
The opposition seeks an assurance from the minister
that the MBA receives the outcome it wants. The
means are one thing, but the opposition is more
interested in the outcome, which is that the MBA wants
the builder to have first refusal on any work in question,
which is a reasonable request. The opposition asks the
minister to assure the house that she has considered the
MBA’s amendment and indicate whether she intends to
address the issue — and if so, how she intends to
address it to give a fair outcome to those builders.
The Law Institute of Victoria has also raised issues of
concern. Again, the opposition understands that it has
sent an email outlining its concerns to the minister. I
thank the law institute for its willingness to comment
on the bill so quickly.
In particular it is uneasy about amendments to
section 32 of the Sale of Land Act, and I ask the
minister if she is able to respond to the law institute. It
claims that section 32(1A)(c) requires disclosure of
insurance in the case of a residence to which
section 137B of the Building Act applies. The law
institute has advised the opposition that that section
does not apply to the construction of a home under a
domestic building contract. It goes on to argue that if
there is a major building contract, insurance is required.
However, because section 137B applies to
owner-builders, in most cases that insurance does not
have to be disclosed in the section 32 statement. The
law institute says that this is because most homes are
built by registered builders under major domestic
building contracts, not by owner-builders. I seek a
comment from the minister on the law institute’s
concern.
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The institute has also raised a number of other issues,
one of which I wish to place on the record and on
which I seek a comment from the minister — that is,
cases where HIH was a co-insurer. The law institute has
set up a task force to examine the issue of the HIH
collapse. Its task force understands that the new section
may not apply to the area of co-insurance. The
opposition would be grateful if the minister would give
some comfort to the law institute by saying that that is
in hand or will be in hand or is able to be addressed in
some way.
The opposition understands there is significant urgency
attached to this bill, which is why it has tried to be as
cooperative as possible. In fact, it has gone out of its
way to schedule meetings. I thank the Minister for
Finance for her briefing in advance — a very rare
occurrence. As I said on Thursday, when oppositions
are taken into confidence and trusted with bills and
second-reading speeches in the interest of good
outcomes for the community, it is possible to have both
sides of politics working to get a good outcome.
I am particularly concerned about the Avonwood
claims and their urgency, and the claims that have been
lodged at HIH. Under other circumstances I would have
made some comment about the government’s
advertisements pre-empting the passage of the bill
through the Parliament, but not under these
circumstances: the opposition had clearly indicated that
it would not be opposing the bill. I think it is more
important that people lodge their claims and have
access to funding as quickly as possible.
The minister also provided me with a letter. Honourable
members would be aware that it is fairly difficult to
speak to major players between a Thursday night and a
Tuesday. I thank the minister for her recent letter to
me — it was handed to me last Tuesday — indicating
that she had invited the Housing Industry Association,
the Masters Builders Association, Dexta Corporation
Ltd, Royal and Sun Alliance, the Real Estate Institute
of Victoria, the Law Institute of Victoria and the
Housing Guarantee Fund to be briefed on the details of
the legislation in advance of the second-reading speech
being made in the Parliament. I thank her for that
signed letter indicating that that level of consultation
took place.
In conclusion, I seek an assurance from the minister
that should there be errors in this bill — I am not
talking about the deficiency errors; that is a matter of
policy between the two parties — if a type of drafting
error emerges because of the speedy nature of the bill’s
introduction and its being rushed through both houses,
that she will move to rectify the error rather than do
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what ministers often do — that is, seek to justify what
is in writing and not go through the Parliament to
rectify the error. I seek that assurance from the minister.
On that note, this bill is sorely needed for consumers
and builders. I wish it a very speedy passage. I am
pleased to say that I have done everything within my
capacity to ensure that will be so.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — It is rather sad that
the bill has had to come to the Parliament. I appreciate
the work the government has done and the briefings
granted to the National Party on the way through. It is a
bit of a commentary on the present situation in the
corporate world, with HIH and One.Tel going down
very quickly and raising a lot of issues. This bill raises
the issue of where governments have seen a need — I
have to say that I have no objection to the government’s
seeing this need — to correct what has happened with
regard to HIH and its impact on people in Victoria. We
are very lucky that the exposure in Victoria has been
minimal compared to New South Wales and other
areas. The bill before the house is really not a difficult
one for a government in the financial situation of this
government to handle and move on. However, I
appreciate that it takes a will and desire on the part of a
government for it to do that.
The underlying cause of the HIH collapse is probably
best described as price-cutting and corporate failure,
and there would also be an element of regulatory
failure. That is an issue for the federal government but
one which I hope the Parliament will also take note of.
From time to time parliaments and governments tend to
rely on corporate watchdogs, or the watchdogs they
create, to assist in the guidance of where organisations
like this are going. Unfortunately here we have another
example of where that watchdog was unable to give
any warning.
The HIH collapse also raises issues of audits and
auditors. When threatened with all sorts of things in the
public lives we lead some of us rely a lot on auditors
and auditors-general. I am sure honourable members
will see quite a bit of interest in the federal field as to
how the situation we are addressing today actually
eventuated. The government is pretty lucky in respect
of this inasmuch as the bill covers the areas in which
the Victorian government is involved. Basically this bill
is about the builders’ warranty issue and covers it well.
The issues raised by the shadow Treasurer are very
relevant. I am sure the Minister for Finance will answer
those questions when she sums up.
The state government has some exposure through the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment and
the Department of Human Services. It also has
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pre-1985 workers compensation liabilities worth about
$17 million in round figures, and a $25 million to
$35 million reduction in recoverable claims by
Workcover against third parties insured by HIH. When
she sums up I would like the Minister for Finance to
give the house guarantees as to where that money is
going to come from and whether the shortfall in
Workcover operations will be covered by Workcover
premiums or be funded by the government. It is only
fair that we know whether the Workcover exposure
here will be funded by the government or by the
premiums charged in the Workcover area; likewise
with the Transport Accident Commission and the
exposure in its areas.
It is interesting to note that the federal government has
by far the hardest area to address in the HIH problems.
It has run into the issues of public liability, which are
huge to people in the country. This bill will not assist
with public liability, particularly in the country, where
people are having difficulty getting public liability
coverage for public halls and what have you in small
communities. Insurance there is going up by a factor of
about 10 in some cases; it has been terrible this year,
although we have solved some of the problems. The
federal government is covering public liability, general
insurance, income protection and professional
indemnity cases. When one looks at HIH and the efforts
of governments to try to resolve the issues, the state
government in Victoria is probably in the best position
of all the states to come up with this package.
I was interested to hear the early comments of the
government blaming the federal government for
everything that happened and the world going wrong in
the federal area. As the shadow Treasurer said, it took a
while for this state government to get its mind on where
its responsibilities lay and what it should do to meet
them. Governments have stepped in to deal with
corporate failures in the past. The biggest one in
Victoria was the collapse of Pyramid, and now to a
lesser extent we in the Victorian Parliament have the
collapse of HIH. I do not have any problems with the
government’s taking the action it has; I welcome it
because our building industry has been in a state of
disarray since this happened.
Insurance throughout Australia seems to be in disarray
at the moment, and the price-cutting policies of this
company will probably lead to an increase in the cost of
insurance right across the board, which will have an
inflationary effect. However, having been involved in
cases from country areas I am very aware of instances
where prices are screwed down and dominant players
squeezed to the extent that it is difficult to achieve a
reasonable or properly expected service or quality of
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product, as in most of our cases. Here the insurance
industry has operated with a price-cutting company that
was probably operating below the level at which it
could reasonably be expected to operate, consequently
leaving quite a debacle behind itself.
As the minister said, there are three issues of concern in
the building areas: first, the difficulties faced by some
builders in obtaining ongoing cover for new building
work, which has been a problem; second, the problem
of delays in property sales where settlements were
unable to be achieved because of doubts over builders’
warranty insurances and section 32 certificates; and
third, the lack of adequate protection for home owners
with incomplete or defective houses or renovations
whose builders are unable or unwilling to complete or
remedy the building works or defects.
The bill seeks to cover a series of issues, including the
establishment of a state indemnity scheme to take over
the HIH claims. The Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd
(HGFL) will manage the scheme on the state’s behalf.
The fund will stand in the place of HIH in the insurance
of the builders guarantee. The bill allows for the
making of claims subject to the claimants’ right of
recovery against other parties being assigned to the
state. There is not much mention of the fact that the
scheme will be voluntary — home owners will not need
to be part of it if they do not wish to travel on that path.
They may take their chances in another forum if they
wish to do so.
The bill provides for the implementation of an
additional building permit levy to meet part of the costs
of the scheme; that refers to the $32 for every $100 000
of building works going on to the building permit levy
and the issues that revolve around that. It will enable
the HGFL to recover costs from builders to the same
extent that HIH could have done.
It will also enable the Building Practitioners Board not
to impose a mandatory suspension. We have had some
problems with that issue in some country areas. It
seems that in the last few weeks the pressure has eased.
I hope that insufficiency of time will not be an issue on
31 July, but if there were not sufficient time I would
expect the government to take the necessary steps to
overcome that situation.
The bill also sets out to protect home owners’ rights to
contest decisions made by HGFL in respect to claims
and overcome concerns about the validity of HIH
insurance cover in relation to property settlements.
I move briefly to the funding operation. The point was
made by the shadow Minister for Finance with regard
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to the transparency of the levy coming into play where
50 per cent of the cost involved is going to be raised
from general revenue. It will be done by a Treasurer’s
advance in this first year and a budget allocation in
subsequent years. The other 50 per cent will come from
the building industry in the form of the $32 surcharge
on levies. The transparency of that issue is something
that we will follow with great interest, particularly at
budget time. I hope and believe the government,
through the Auditor-General, will make sure that that
50 per cent is there and that the levy does not become a
milking cow for the government to move funds from
the levy to the share that the government has agreed to.
It is estimated that the levy will raise some $2 million a
year. The government is undertaking that the new fund
will be closely monitored. The National Party will be
looking for that to happen. The bill provides that the
levy will cease to operate on 30 June 2001. However,
provision is made for it to be discontinued at an earlier
date, and we hope that will occur. The issues that have
been raised here need to be covered and answered.
I reiterate the issue raised by the shadow Treasurer
about stamp duty. It seems that double dipping could
occur in areas where stamp duty has previously been
paid and where new insurance has been taken out. I
hope the government will look at that issue. It does not
need to be seen as greedy in the way it will carry out
this operation.
I am hopeful that we are going to see the seamless
transition that is sought by the legislation so that HGFL
will be able to stand in the place of HIH and that it will
kick into place next week. I also hope that the
government, through the assistance of the National and
Liberal parties, will be able to get this legislation
through and put in place the things that are promised.
I trust that the legislation will alleviate the concerns that
are paramount in many areas for the builders. I note that
the government has exposure through its public liability
with the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment and the Department of Human Services. I
ask the minister to clarify where the Transport Accident
Commission and Workcover moneys are going to come
from. I hope and trust they are not going to come from
premiums but from general revenue.
With those words, I wish the bill a speedy passage and
trust that by the end of this week or early next week it
will have passed successfully through the house.
Mr LENDERS (Dandenong North) — I support the
House Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Bill. Regulation of
the insurance industry has been the responsibility of the
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federal government for many years under the Insurance
Act 1973. Victoria is now in the sad situation of having
to pass, with bipartisan support, urgent legislation on
the issue.

Victorian government is limited to trying to speed up
the processing of applications by private sector insurers,
and in that area the minister has been on the case with
vigour.

As the Minister for Finance has already explained,
HIH — which might stand for Howard in hiding — is
an issue that the federal government has been trying to
buck-pass onto the states to avoid responsibility for it. It
is refreshing that things are now happening, and
happening fast. A lot of people are out their hurting.
The government responsible for regulating the industry
should take some responsibility for fixing it.
Nevertheless, a joint effort is now going on, and the
Victorian government is moving fast to assist.

The second set of issues concerns run-off liabilities.
These involve providing support for owners whose
builders have gone out of business or who identify a
building defect in the first six and a half years of
occupancy. Owners of completed houses with an HIH
builders warranty policy are exposed because they no
longer have effective cover. These owners fall into a
further two categories: those who have made claims
against an HIH policy for defects in their houses but
who have not yet had them repaired, such as the
Avonwood Homes group, as was mentioned by the
honourable member for Brighton; and those who do not
have current claims against HIH but who will lodge one
if defects become evident within six and a half years of
completion and first occupancy.

In Victoria two major areas are creating pressure for the
Victorian government. The first is the problems in the
building industry, particularly building warranty
insurance, affecting home owners and arising from the
HIH collapse. The second area is the hardship claims
arising from business and the community due to the
now worthless HIH policies for public liability, general
insurance, income protection, professional indemnity
and so on — that is, those insurance areas that are not
governed by Victorian law but are the focus of the
federal initiative. People from communities in my
electorate of Dandenong North, including Mulgrave
and north Noble Park — all over the place — are
concerned about the issue and are looking for
leadership.
Victorian legislation requires builders warranty
insurance to be in place before a new dwelling is
commenced. Private insurers currently write these
policies. This arrangement replaced the Housing
Guarantee Fund after 1995. Builders warranty
insurance protects home owners against the cost of
repairing defects for up to seven years after occupancy
and ensures that contracts will be honoured, even if the
builder goes out of business in the course of building a
home. The major industry groups — the Housing
Industry Association (HIA) and the Master Builders
Association (MBA) — are closely associated with the
sale of builders warranty insurance and receive
commissions from insurers.
There are three sets of issues to be considered with
respect to builders warranty insurance. First there is the
ongoing cover issue, which involves arranging
replacement insurance for builders and dwellings not
yet completed or commenced. The Building Control
Commission (BCC) will continue to coordinate HIH
insurance replacement and builders registration
programs, which means part-completed or new homes
will be able to get insurance cover. The role of the

The third set of issues concerns the selling of a home.
Home owners in Victoria are required to hold a valid
builders warranty insurance policy certificate when
selling a property within six and a half years of its
completion — the so-called section 32 certificate that
many of us who have purchased a home are familiar
with.
The rescue package deals with the second and third sets
of issues only. Legislation is proposed to allow the
Housing Guarantee Fund to process builders warranty
insurance claims that would otherwise have gone to
HIH. People who can establish they have a valid but
now defunct HIH policy will be entitled to have their
house defects repaired under the supervision of HGFL.
That can take one of several forms: HGFL can arrange
for the original builder to correct the fault; if the
original builder cannot or will not correct the fault for
whatever reason, the HGFL can manage the job and
pursue the builder for payment through legal process;
or, where the builder has gone out of business, HGFL
can arrange and pay for another builder to complete the
works.
A person who seeks HGFL assistance will assign his or
her rights to any payout from the HIH liquidator across
to HGFL or to the Victorian government. These
payouts, if any, will be less than the cost of the works
carried out. The state can then join any legal actions
against HIH, its directors, the Australian Prudential
Regulation Authority (APRA) and so on, to claim
compensation in addition to any distributions from the
liquidator. Claimants will be entitled to the same
benefits as though the original policy were in place. The
existing cap of $100 000 will remain.
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The act will be amended to allow the Building
Practitioners Board to cancel a builder’s licence if the
builder refuses to contribute to the correction of a defect
at the request of HGFL. Because claims can be made
up to six and a half years after the home is completed,
the package will have to run for up to eight years. The
law will be changed to validate HIH policies for the
purposes of selling a home. Of the cost, 50 per cent or a
bit over $17.6 million will be budget funded — that is,
funded from general state revenues — and the other
50 per cent will come from an increase in the levy,
which has already been addressed.
The process being undertaken by the state government
is transparent and speedy. The commonwealth is finally
setting up a royal commission to look at the matter,
including the roles of Mr Ray Williams and other
members of the board. One of the questions that needs
to be looked at — and one that I suspect explains why
the Prime Minister has been as tardy as he has —
concerns Mr Williams’ donation over three years of
$600 000 of HIH funds to the Liberal Party. It is an
issue that needs to be looked at, and I hope the royal
commission will get to the bottom of it. The public
funding of elections is always an issue. It is good when
jurisdictions have power over such things, because they
can then be addressed and political parties need not be
forever chasing the corporate dollar.
That the bill was conceived and brought to the
Parliament in near-record time is a tribute to the
commitment to certainty in the building industry of the
government, the minister, the real estate industry and
the community at large. During the development of the
proposals the government had access to the views and
advice of a large number of parties, all of which were
grappling with similar problems. One of the biggest
problems is how to assist builders who are having
trouble getting replacement insurance for their former
HIH cover. They are in a difficult position because they
cannot commence new works. To the government’s
knowledge no other state government has come up with
a solution to the problem, nor has the federal
government.
The Victorian government could have decided to
become a massive insurer and could have covered all
the risks associated with building in the coming
months. It is not the role of the state government.
Taxpayers would be correctly critical of a government
taking a risk with their money. The government has
taken seriously all the proposals that have been made to
overcome the problems. The preferred solution has
been and continues to be to maintain pressure on and
work in cooperation with the industry players and the
insurers to speed things up. For example, the Minister
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for Finance has been in frequent contact with the key
players and interrogated them on throughput rates. The
Building Control Commission (BCC) has met weekly
with the key players for a status report on and an
assessment of how logjams can be freed. The
government has arranged for funds to go to the Master
Builders Association (MBA) to engage accounting
expertise to help builders fill in the financial details
required by the insurers to process applications.
By any standard those actions have been prompt. They
are generous measures in an area where the government
has no legal obligation to assist. A crisis such as the
HIH collapse involves large numbers of transactions
and many people in heightened states of distress.
Members of Parliament will all know of builders or
consumers living with the uncertainty created by
HIH — and earlier I alluded to a number from the
Mulgrave part of my electorate. Rather than whip up
those anxieties, members of Parliament have a
responsibility to channel their efforts into assisting
builders.
For example, the combined effect of the GST and the
HIH collapse has put pressure on many small
businesses to maintain better financial records than ever
before. To many this is an aggravation when their real
business lies in earning income and doing jobs.
However, those requirements will not go away. They
are not new demands made by the state government but
demands made by a combination of federal and private
sector risk management operations. Members of
Parliament, industry associations and others would
therefore do builders and the community at large a
favour by thinking of ways to assist businesses,
especially small businesses and sole traders, to manage
their paperwork better.
The HIH collapse also says something about statutory
insurance schemes. These are set out in statutes by
which our community has agreed that special sorts of
product should operate. In some respects it is wrong to
call them insurance products. The Workcover and
Transport Accident Commission (TAC) schemes and
builders’ warranties have features additional to those
found in traditional insurance, and the first two have
much in common with social welfare schemes.
Victoria has weathered the HIH situation well, partly
because of the limited role private insurers have played
in Victorian statutory insurance schemes. That is to say
not that private sector involvement is inappropriate but
that the product set out in these schemes is generally
not well understood or well managed by private sector
insurers.
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The recent national competition review of Victoria’s
Workcover and TAC schemes conducted by Minter
Ellison and Pricewaterhousecoopers showed that
so-called long-tail insurance schemes are not attractive
to private insurers because of their inherent uncertainty.
Many benefits payable under such schemes can extend
out for decades, much longer than the time horizons of
most standard insurance products. In this respect they
have more in common with welfare schemes than
insurance products. From discussions about the
builders’ warranty cover taken on by the state
government after the collapse of HIH, it has become
clear that a product horizon of even seven years is
difficult for private insurers to price or to manage.
Victoria has faced up to its responsibility to provide
workers and accident victims with an enduring benefits
package that stretches into the future and accounts for
the changing circumstances of claimants as their
medical conditions fluctuate. In the area of builders
warranty insurance, consumers have similar long-tail
emerging needs. It would be unfair and unreasonable to
offer a benefit scheme of interest to private operators
that can be managed only along conventional short-tail
business lines.
For this reason the government is extremely sceptical
about the federal government’s talk of a national
insurance framework, which has come in the wake of
the HIH collapse. The federal government should put
its energy into analysing the reasons for the recent
spectacular private sector failures before it tries to
shoehorn Victoria’s successful statutory schemes into a
private sector model that is run on a national basis.
In conclusion, when the federal government settles its
terms of reference for the HIH royal commission it
would be useful if it allowed for some analysis of the
risks in long-tail insurance business and the special
prudential requirements that may be needed to monitor
them. In Victoria we have done this well, so perhaps
the federal inquiry could learn from our experience. I
wish the bill a speedy passage through this house and
the other place, and I commend the Minister for
Finance on her efforts in this area.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — Previous speakers have
covered most of the bill’s provisions, so I do not intend
to repeat what has been said. Instead I will focus on
some aspects of the legislation that relate to the building
industry. Action has been taken to help those
consumers who have been unable to complete their
homes or to rectify severe defects. Everybody
acknowledges the dreadful situation those consumers
are in and appreciates the steps that are being taken to
help them.
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However, the one thing the bill does not do is help
those builders who cannot start new work because they
have been unable to obtain replacement insurance cover
for their previous HIH insurance. I will refer to some
letters that have been sent to me by builders in recent
days. One builder has asked that his appeal be raised in
Parliament, so I will mention him by name. Others have
not, so I will outline their concerns without naming
them.
Mr Paul Mottram, of MBS Mottram Building Services
of West Melton, wrote in a letter faxed to me on
31 May:
I am appalled at the lack of concern for the 3000 builders
struggling to get insurance to keep their businesses alive. I
personally have been waiting since 16 March for insurance,
but still have no idea when I will be getting it. I have had a
letter saying that I now have to provide a bank guarantee of
$35 000 to obtain my insurance. This has been done and still I
cannot be given any indication of when I will receive
insurance.
I have been lucky to have works in progress for this period of
time, but this [is] now finished and I am certain if it goes on
much longer my business will not survive …
The other two within two weeks, it is becoming impossible to
carry out your work not knowing when I will get my
insurance.
It is beyond comprehension why this government has allowed
a moratorium to all builders to proceed with new works while
their insurances are being processed …
It appears … two organisations say different things. For
example the HIH say everything is okay as their builders are
covered and that they can give cover notes to other builders
within 48 hours. Rubbish. I have tried this and find that
because I have been trading less than two years I have to do a
full application, which I have done, still no reply. It is
apparent that they are having problems processing applicants.
The MBAV of which I am a member are also having
problems processing applicants, as Dexta cannot handle the
influx of builders trying to register.

A builder from Tyrendarra faxed me on 31 May saying:
We are small builders who can’t work because we cannot get
building permits. We have done all the small no-permit work
we had. We need to get permits to be able to work now. I
have been told of some losing work to others because of
insurance.

Another builder from Stawell wrote to me and stated in
part:
I am a small country builder struggling to keep my head
above water due to the HIH collapse fiasco.
I don’t appreciate having all the appropriate insurances and
registrations in place and then being placed in financial
difficulties through no fault of my own.
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I cannot start any work because my insurance proposal has
not been processed yet …
Do all the builders in a similar position to me a favour, and
tell the government to wake up to themselves, pull their finger
out and help the industry which is crippled.

Finally, I received a letter from a couple seeking to
build a home, who wrote:
My wife and I want to build a house —

and they give the address at Inverloch.
We have last week demolished our weatherboard house there.
We have a contract to build our new residence at a cost of
$330 000 with the local builders —

and they then name and cite that builder’s HIH
membership number. They continue:
This builder is regarded as the best in the area. He has been
building for 27 years. He cannot get insurance cover so is not
allowed to build anything above $126 000 value. Our
would-be builder has been put out of business because of this
ruling.

They are some real life examples of builders and clients
of builders who are struggling as a result of nothing
being done to help builders get the insurance they need
to obtain permits for new work. This is something that
the government could have tackled. The opposition
called for such action as far back as 21 April, when it
called on the government to help the building industry
obtain temporary global insurance cover for all builders
working in Victoria who previously had coverage with
the HIH group so that they could keep working while
the paperwork for their new individual insurance cover
was processed. We made the point that that did not
need to be a burden on taxpayers. We said the cost
could be recovered through a levy on those building
projects that had the benefit of the cover, or in some
other way through a fee collected through the building
industry association. From the evidence available to
me, it appears that approach was viable then and
remains viable now.
I know that the argument has been put that HIH
Insurance ended up taking on a number of risks that
other insurers would not take on and that in providing
temporary cover it therefore created some exposure.
That may be correct in part, but it should be
remembered that in taking on a bundle of risks you are
taking on the entire spectrum. You are not focused on
difficult risks but on providing global cover for the
lot — for the good and the not so good. It has to be
remembered that thousands of reputable builders have
been in business for many years, and to impugn all of
them on the basis that a handful might be struggling to
obtain insurance from other companies is unfair, just as
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it is unfair to do nothing to help those builders on the
basis that there may be a small tail of greater risks.
As I say, this is something that need only have been
applied in the short term to overcome what in large
measure is a paperwork bottleneck. Various building
associations and insurers have made varying reports on
how great the bottleneck is, but it is clear that the
remaining insurers are struggling to cope with the flood
of paperwork they are facing. Even when companies
have initially processed the paperwork, it has been sent
back to the applicants with further requirements. The
applicants have to meet the requirements, get the
applications back into the system and then wait again
for the insurance.
Nothing in the bill or in anything else the government
has done tackles the problem. Nor has anything been
done to recognise that it is a completely different thing
to say as a general proposition that standards in the
industry must rise and that the standards being applied
by the remaining insurance companies are no different
now to what they were before the HIH collapse, all of
which may be true.
It is one thing to talk about the industry gradually
moving to higher standards, with individual builders
being told when their policies come up for renewal that
they need to satisfy higher requirements and that they
have a month or six weeks advance notice to meet those
requirements — and we can have a debate about that,
which may well be a reasonable proposition. However,
it is another thing to have hundreds of builders across
the state, on virtually no notice, having to suddenly
meet a raft of new and higher credential
requirements — and further, having to satisfy those
higher requirements at a time when they cannot work
and their ability to satisfy those higher requirements is
therefore being undermined. Those builders do not have
cash flows; they do not have work; they may have had
to lay off their work forces or send them on leave; and
their businesses have been disrupted because they are
losing jobs to other builders. To pile on top of that the
requirement to meet higher credential standards may
be, in those circumstances, asking the near impossible.
For a number of these builders with no cash flow and
no work the situation becomes worse every day. For the
government to blithely say, ‘Everything is okay. Sooner
or later it will sort itself out, so we will not do anything
about it’, reflects a basic lack of understanding of the
way small business operates and of the needs of the
industry and other sectors of the economy.
The government does not appreciate the seriousness of
the problem. Initially, the Premier and the Minister for
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Finance suggested that the builders could get the cover
they needed within 72 hours and that they should not
have their work held up for an extended period because
of insurance problems. Then the Minister for Finance
said that the situation should be resolved by the end of
May. Now the bill makes provision for the possibility
that builders might not be able to sort out their
insurance situations until the end of July. This is not
just a matter of days or weeks — or a case of a few
days or weeks not being important. The government
does not appreciate that for many small builders it can
be the difference between survival and going out of
business.

I wonder whether the compassion of other opposition
members is limited. They show compassion for some,
but, sadly, they do not take into account the effects
these problems have on workers.

In its public statements the government has glossed
over the problem and created the impression that things
are being done to help builders. In fact, although the
provision deferring the suspension of registration is fine
as far as it goes, it does nothing to solve the problem
that builders cannot work if they cannot get building
permits because they cannot get insurance. That is the
glaring deficiency in the scheme, and it is something
the government should have acted on in the middle of
April. It is something the government has consistently
failed to act on.

The government notes with interest the involvement of
the federal government in this issue and sometimes
thinks the acronym HIH refers to Howard In Hiding!

I also flag the fact that in the course of a number of
discussions after the HIH collapse, various builders
made a number of suggestions for improving the
regulation of the building industry, such as changing
the role of the Building Control Commissioner. It is
greatly appreciated that builders are coming forward
with constructive suggestions on how industry
regulation can be improved. I assume the minister is in
contact with builders and getting similar feedback. I
certainly will look into some of the suggestions that
they have made, because when an issue such as this
arises all aspects of the situation must be looked at. If
there are opportunities to improve the regulation of the
building industry, they should be taken.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I support the House
Contracts Guarantee (HIH) Bill before the house today.
As a local member who is very active in my
community I have become acutely aware of the
difficulties the HIH collapse has caused my
constituents. Builders in particular have been seriously
affected, as have other members of the community. I
even had returned to me a dishonoured a cheque for a
burnt-out electric motor before a secondary cheque was
subsequently sent. The effects of this collapse have
been widespread. I listened with interest to the
honourable member for Box Hill while he was
speaking on the bill. When I consider that this is the
man who participated actively in the slashing of
workers’ entitlements through changes to Workcover,

This bill will help our community, our builders in
particular, and provide the support the Bracks
government is all about giving — that is, helping those
in our community who require assistance. Assistance to
builders will instil confidence in our community. I give
credit to those insurance companies who have come to
the fore and provided the extra cover that our builders
need.

This bill provides tremendous security to builders in our
community. Placing a levy on domestic building
permits is part of the overall package within this bill
which shares the financial burden of the collapse in a
way that helps provide support for our building
industry.
As an electrician, I am acutely aware of the impact this
collapse has had on the building industry. As a
tradesman I am proud to be in the house and to speak
on the bill that will help builders, the industry and this
state overcome a sad collapse.
Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) — As the honourable
member for one of the fastest growing regions in
Victoria, if not Australia, I feel a need to speak on this
bill. Cranbourne has a vibrant building industry and the
collapse of HIH has caused some concern in my
electorate to those people who want to see their houses
completed, and in particular to those who were trapped
by the Avonwood Homes collapse. It is good to see that
those people will now be protected. Obviously
Avonwood must have gone for budget-class insurance
because they went to HIH.
It is interesting to note the contributions of other
honourable members on the activities of insurance
companies and the manner in which such companies
underwrite risk. Speaking as someone who has been
involved in the insurance industry, for the last 10 or
15 years there has been a trend within the industry to
force prices down to gain market share. This has caused
them to underwrite business at unsustainable levels,
relying only on business percentage growth to maintain
cash flow. Their premium income has not been enough
to cover potential claims, and this has been the case
with HIH.
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It was interesting to see Mr Rodney Adler, the previous
owner of FAI Insurance and a director of HIH,
criticising the prudential surveillance of the regulating
body. It is strange for this man to be criticising the
watchdog, but, then again, the corporate watchdog
needs to look at Mr Adler. I saw with interest this week
that he is also a director of One.Tel, which has gone
down for millions of dollars as well. One would have to
question his ability to run and direct a business.
As I have said, the bill provides for insurance for
completion of houses under construction. This will
allow cash to continue to flow to builders who have
suffered because they were unable to get progress
payments. In addition, it will mean the completion of
those homes where people have had builders default
under the contract. As previous speakers have said, it
does not allow for those builders, who numbered 1300
last week, who have not been able to obtain insurance
to commence new contracts. I ask the minister to
consider seriously those suggestions that the scheme be
extended to new contracts because in my area a number
of builders and tradesmen are unable to commence
contracts because they cannot get insurance.
One initiative I called for early after the collapse was
for the government to do what the NSW government
did — that is, forgo stamp duty. As the Premier noted,
it is only a million dollars. That amount may not be
much to the Premier but it is a significant amount to
some in the building industry. There is also the
double-dip scenario — getting not only a second lot of
stamp duty but also a second lot of GST on the
insurance because the GST gets passed on to the states.
This state government saw fit to apply stamp duty to
the GST. This duty is a tax on a tax and has not been
adopted by any other state.
For the benefit of those people waiting for their houses
to be completed and those builders who have been out
of work and unable to complete contracts I wish this
bill a speedy passage. Again, I request the minister to
look at those 1300 builders who cannot get insurance.
These are people who have families, mortgages and
lease payments for equipment. The situation has a
multiplying effect on areas like Cranbourne and its
surroundings where many members of the community
are employed in the building industry. I wish the bill a
speedy passage.
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Finance) — In summing
up the debate, firstly I would like to address some of the
matters that have been raised, and then I will make
some concluding remarks. The honourable member for
Brighton raised a number of matters, the first of which
related to the transparency of the financial
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arrangements for the funding that has been provided for
this package.
The replacement for HIH arrangements within the
Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd (HGFL) will be separated
from the normal arrangements within the fund. They
will be reported on separately to the Parliament, and
audited separately by the Auditor-General. We are very
clear that we want a clear and transparent report to the
Parliament on that aspect of the fund. We will be
monitoring the levy that is in place over the next seven
years to ensure that if we can sunset it earlier, we will
move to do that prior to 2010.
The second matter the honourable member for Brighton
raised related to the flow of reinsurance. Within the last
week I have met with both Royal and Sun Alliance
Insurance and the Dexta insurance corporation. I have
been assured by them that they see no problems in
ensuring the flow-through of the claims that are eligible
for insurance by 31 July. They have also indicated to
me that they will keep me in touch on a weekly basis to
ensure that we can monitor that flow.
The companies have put on and trained additional staff,
and the government has provided further accounting
assistance to the Master Builders Association to ensure
that the applications are getting the due attention they
deserve and require to enable the insurance to flow. I
am assured by people from Royal and Sun Alliance that
they are providing 48-hour cover notes so long as the
financial information is provided by the individuals
seeking cover notes on individual building projects.
The third matter raised by the honourable member for
Brighton related to the Law Institute of Victoria. We
have not received that request from the law institute,
but I am informed that it is highly technical. It would be
difficult for me to comment now in relation to that
matter, but I undertake to the house that we will be
responding to the law institute on the matters it has
raised.
Finally, the honourable member for Brighton raised a
matter relating to the Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd
giving builders the opportunity to rectify faults
identified in properties they had constructed before
proceeding with legal or other action to have the builder
pay for another builder to complete the works. I assure
her we will do that, and that the current legislation
allows for that to happen. The insurance industry’s
current practice is first to ask the original builder to
undertake the works. If that is not possible because the
builder cannot be located or is reluctant to cooperate,
the insurer may fund the works and seek a contribution
from the original builder, sometimes through legal
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action. The Minister for Consumer Affairs will issue
guidelines for the management of HGFL claims that
make it plain that the first approach on claims is to seek
the cooperation of the original builder to make good
any faults.

a bill that can be debated in the house, but also that it
has very strong support from the opposition and the
government, as well as the different groups who have
been supportive of the bill and having it debated and
agreed to in a short space of time.

The honourable member for Swan Hill raised a matter
relating to the Workcover and TAC liabilities, asking
whether the premiums would be increased for
individuals within those schemes. The TAC has no
HIH financial exposure. The Victorian Workcover
Authority has two areas of exposure — the pre-1985
liabilities, which we estimate to be around $17 million,
and the section 138 recovery rights, which we estimate
at between $25 million and $35 million.

The bill that honourable members have debated and
will be voting on will benefit consumers over a
seven-year time frame. They are keen for the bill to
pass through both this house and the other house. I
thank honourable members for their response to the
collapse of HIH and the potential crisis that could have
occurred in the community had the government not
been prepared to work through the matter and expedite
it as quickly as possible. Thank you to all concerned.

However, the Workcover authority will simply absorb
these liabilities over the next 10 years so it will not
affect premiums, and given the billion-dollar-plus
revenue base of the authority, this amount is only a very
small liability that it has to add to its current liabilities.

Motion agreed to.

They were the matters on which I was asked to respond
directly and provide additional information. I thank
honourable members on both sides of the house for
their contributions and cooperation. I particularly thank
the honourable members for Brighton and Swan Hill.
They have provided their time for briefings, and have
been prepared to expedite passage of this bill so that the
people who have been affected — builders and
consumers affected by the HIH collapse — can get
access to the financial support provided in the bill as
soon as possible.
The bill has been conceived, developed and introduced
in near record time. I acknowledge that these are not
ideal conditions under which to formulate and execute
public policy, but the HIH situation is unique in the
experience of most of us, and I hope we will not have to
do this very often in this house.
There has been extensive consultation in compressed
time frames also with insurers, the provisional
liquidator, building associations, and the Housing
Guarantee Fund, and similarly that could have been
possible only with their cooperation and
professionalism.
I also thank the officers of a range of departments who
have put in many hours over the weekends and in the
evenings to ensure that this bill could be debated and
agreed to in the house in very short time. I particularly
acknowledge the work of Adrian Nye from the
Department of Treasury and Finance, and Tony Arnel,
from the Building Control Commission. They have
worked with all parties to ensure that we not only have

Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

DUTIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Ms ASHER (Brighton) — The opposition does not
oppose the Duties (Amendment) Bill. In the interest of
honourable members having an opportunity to debate
the budget, I will confine my comments to a couple of
brief observations.
The bill proposes a minor series of amendments, with
one exception. Given that the government took up the
previous government’s ambitious task to rewrite the
Stamps Act into the Duties Act — and the original bill
was a 222-page rewrite — it is no surprise that we are
back looking at amendments that have occurred
because of omissions, errors, additional discussion and
new ideas. That point was made during the
second-reading debate on the Duties Bill, and it will
probably not surprise anyone that we are now looking
at these sorts of amendments.
The Duties Act is scheduled to come into effect on
1 July, and when the bill was debated the government
indicated it would have a further period of consultation.
I clearly recall making some comments about the Law
Institute of Victoria being asked to provide comments
on a 222-page bill that was a major rewrite of
legislation with only about a week’s notice. At the time
the institute — and these are the people who are dealing
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with the legislation on behalf of their clients —
indicated its displeasure at the short amount of time
afforded to it to comment on a large piece of detailed
and complex tax legislation.
I will touch briefly on a couple of the issues. I
understand that a similar bill in New South Wales has
had over 100 amendments, and I suspect honourable
members will again be back in the chamber looking at
the Duties Act, in part because of the huge task
involved in rewriting an entire bill and trying to get
some consistency between the states, which is laudable,
but also to try to preserve uniquely Victorian aspects of
the stamp duties legislation and its application.
The most significant element of the bill is that
legislative clarity has been given to the issue of
aggregation of land titles for primary production. The
government had lost sight of this particularly unique
aspect of Victorian legislation and had overlooked
including the capacity for primary producers to
disaggregate their land titles. That got lost in the first
cut. Not surprisingly, after having it drawn to its
attention, the government has moved to restore the
provision under the old Stamps Act. The rectification is
to restore the current provisions in the Stamps Act in
the new Duties (Amendment) Bill.
The purchaser of any land is required to clearly indicate
that the land will be used for primary production and
will continue to be used for such. On that basis the land
will be able to be on separate titles for stamp duty
purposes. I note that the Victorian Farmers Federation
is satisfied with the bill; indeed, it has indicated it is
pleased that the government has agreed to amend
section 24 of the Duties Act to exempt primary
production land from the requirement to amalgamate
dutiable transactions. That is a rectification of worth.
The other interesting element of the bill is the
amendment to exempt industrial organisations from
duty if the transfer is made to another industrial
organisation as a consequence of the amalgamation of
two or more industrial organisations. Obviously it is
unions and employer organisations that are caught up
under the definition of ‘industrial organisations’, and I
am aware of one amalgamation of employer
organisations. It is something that will be of direct
benefit to the Labor Party’s union constituency. I note
that the New South Wales government has also moved
on this. Nevertheless a range of organisations registered
under the commonwealth Workplace Relations
Act 1996 would benefit from this type of duty
exemption, including a series of employer
organisations. Under the Stamps Act there are
concessions for businesses who reorganise themselves.
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While it would not occur in a great range of
circumstances, clearly this has been introduced,
following on from the action of the New South Wales
government, to advantage unions that wish to
amalgamate. That may show honourable members the
Australian Labor Party’s view on future union
amalgamations.
A whole range of clauses replicate omissions — for
example, provisions relating to the unencumbered value
of marketable securities replicate provisions in the
existing Stamps Act, which were an omission in the
original Duties Act. Some clauses ensure consistency
with other jurisdictions, while others simply reinstate
existing provisions in the Stamps Act. The clauses
relating to mortgage stamp duty to ensure consistency
across all jurisdictions prevent double duty being paid,
which was the original rationale for the rewrite of the
Duties Act, or the Stamps Act as it was then called.
There are changes to the procedures for paying stamp
duty on court fees. There are changes to a whole range
of areas, most of which are fairly minor in terms of
wording but all of which show a lack of rigour in the
drafting of the original bill. If one is doing a substantial
rewrite one would expect some errors and oversights to
occur, and I am sure honourable members will debate
the Duties Act again on another occasion as people
point out various things to the government.
I seek an assurance from the minister in relation to
proposed section 264C relating to the gazettal or service
of notices. The government wishes to amend the Duties
Act to have a written notice under this part given effect
to either by publishing it in the Government Gazette
or — and the word ‘or’ is used in the bill — serving it
on the person to whom it relates.
Although I fully understand the rationale for not having
a whole series of individual notices of gazettal, I think it
is important in terms of serving notices not to move
away from the original concept of gazettal. The
opposition has been advised that the aim is to register
people quickly by serving notices on them, and the
rationale for the change is to not have individual
gazettals on every single issue. The opposition has also
been advised that it is the intention of the government
to publish notices in blocks in the Government Gazette,
although that is not a requirement of the legislation. I
seek an assurance from the government that it will not
walk away from the issue of gazettals relating to the
servicing of notices.
I wish to comment on one final matter. The bill also
changes the City of Melbourne’s equalisation factor of
land tax to 1.06, because an error has been made. The
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equalisation factors for land tax probably do not excite
a great degree of attention in the community other than
among the people who pay the tax. I note the
government tabled in Parliament a document signed off
by the Treasurer setting out the equalisation factors.
They were put together by the Valuer-General, but they
vastly inflate land tax revenue to the government. The
opposition is receiving a range of complaints relating to
the equalisation factors. In this instance the City of
Melbourne’s equalisation factor was wrong, and via
legislation the government has amended the regulation,
which is the only way to change a wrong equalisation
factor. That will end up in businesses either being paid
refunds if they have paid land tax on an annual basis or
having their payments reduced if they have chosen to
pay by instalments.
Land tax equalisation factors are contentious. Ideally I
would have taken the opportunity to speak about them
to a greater extent, but I am conscious that a number of
my colleagues wish to participate in the debate on the
budget this week. This is a small bill, and the
opposition does not oppose it.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I am
pleased to join the debate on the Duties (Amendment)
Bill. The bill contains the almost inevitable
amendments to the legislation which was passed last
year and which is to take effect on 1 July. Before it has
even hit the deck we have these amendments — an
inevitable process with legislation of the complexity
contemplated by the rewrite of the act. I will refer to a
couple of matters specifically. Like the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition, I am conscious of the need to move
debates along so others who wish to contribute to the
debate on the budget have ample time to do so.
The bill contains a minor policy change relating to the
approval of the Bendigo Stock Exchange commencing
trading in securities. I mention in passing that for
Bendigo the establishment of the exchange and its
operating out of that fair city has been a remarkable
development in this day and age, and is a credit to all
the people involved in the process.
I note also the amendments relating to court fees. They
struck a chord with me and reminded me of days gone
by. I remember that when I was doing my articles in
law one of the great trials in passing was whether you
could make your way through the various machinations
of the prothonotary’s office. That invariably involved
going there in your new suit soon after being appointed
to your role as an articled clerk armed with various
documents that had to be filed. That was when the true
test applied: whether you had the right amount of duty
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stamps stuck on a document to pass muster and have it
filed.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr RYAN — It was. You had to get it right. The
worst conceivable outcome was when you were sent
there at 5 minutes to 3 o’clock, which was the deadline
for the day, to have a writ issued that required $55 in
stamp duty. Often in the furious search through the
stamp duty tin shortly before you left the office you
found that there were only 55 individual $1 stamps. As
a result of eventually getting the writ issued one
became tongue tied for about the next month, because
by the time you had stuck them on the document you
were just about worthless in the sense of having a
conversation thereafter.
Ms Campbell interjected.
Mr RYAN — I hear the interjection that perhaps the
same process should be reintroduced for my speeches
in this place, so I will move on. I note that the practice
of licking stamps and sticking them on documents is to
be abolished and that the payments will now be made
by cash, cheque, EFTPOS or other electronic means.
That is a marvellous advance. The bill also deals with
relatively minor amendments to different aspects of the
duties legislation.
I wish to spend some time during my brief contribution
on a matter that relates specifically to stamp duty
payable on transfers of property used for primary
production, which escaped the attention of the
Treasurer at the time of the passage of the original
legislation but which was subsequently brought to his
notice by a variety of means and is now being
addressed. I compliment the Treasurer on that. I have
before me a letter dated 10 May from the Treasurer to
the Honourable Roger Hallam in another place in
response to a letter Mr Hallam wrote to the Treasurer
on 18 April.
In the course of his letter Mr Hallam highlighted for the
Treasurer the inequity arising from transfers of parcels
of land which were contiguous and used for primary
production and which, under the provisions of the act
initially passed by this place, were intended to be
aggregated, so that the cost of that process would
inevitably mean a significantly greater impost upon the
transaction than would otherwise have occurred.
The issue was highlighted in an article written by Peter
Hunt in the Weekly Times of 28 March. It deals with
correspondence received by Mr Hunt from a St Arnaud
solicitor named Hugh Radford. Mr Radford had
brought the matter to the attention of his local branch of
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the Victorian Farmers Federation, from where it went
on to the Weekly Times. The way the issue has been
raised in the article reflects the basic problem.
Without reading the article to the house, it comes down
to the fact that if section 24 of the original legislation
were to take effect it would have a significant impact
upon the total cost of the transfer. The example given
refers to a farm with a total contract price of $300 000.
The stamp duty on the aggregated amount of the three
titles that comprised the property would, under the
legislation passed last year, amount to $13 660.
Contrast that with the stamp duty payable on the
individual titles, which amounts to $7060 less. One can
see that were it not for the changes in the bill, an
additional amount of $7060 would have been payable.
I congratulate the government on making those
changes. It could be said that the value of the property
to be transferred or subject to sale would have been
diminished by the additional sum of $7060. I am
delighted that the farming community will not be
disadvantaged to the extent it otherwise would have
been had this amendment not been proposed.
As I said at the start, I am conscious that other
honourable members wish to speak on the budget
debate. Having made those few salient points I wish the
bill a speedy passage. It is supported by the National
Party.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms ALLAN (Bendigo
East).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

STATE TAXATION ACTS (TAXATION
REFORM IMPLEMENTATION) BILL
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government was forced to announce in April prior to its
budget and which it is promoting heavily with
taxpayer-funded advertisements. If one looks at the bill
one sees that it is reminiscent of an ‘outstanding’ piece
of legislation introduced by former Prime Minister
Keating. It shows that the Labor Party does not have the
confidence to deliver its tax cuts in 2003 and 2004;
instead it wants to impose some rigour on itself by
putting its in-advance tax cuts into law. Doesn’t that
remind you of l-a-w law? That is what is in this bill,
which contains a series of tax changes. Although some
of the changes are immediate, the monetary value of the
majority relates to the years 2003 and 2004.
The opposition has a number of criticisms of this tax
component of the budget. I should have liked the
opportunity of speaking about that issue. What the
government should have done is deliver more business
tax cuts now. What it has done is deliver more business
tax cuts — but not yet! The government should have
addressed Victoria’s competitiveness.
For example, Queensland’s payroll tax rate is lower
than Victoria’s, and New South Wales has abolished
the bank accounts debits tax. What the government
needs to do to ensure Victoria remains competitive —
what it needs to do to keep businesses in Victoria — is
to look at a decent tax package. While honourable
members have heard the government’s rhetoric about
$774 million in tax cuts, that should be compared with
$6.2 billion in increased expenditure. If the government
wants to aggregate, it should aggregate the expenditure
as well. That is the Bracks government’s priority in the
same time frame: $6.2 billion in additional expenditure
compared with $774 million in tax cuts. It is no wonder
that business is leaving this state. It is no wonder that
business was calling for more tax cuts than the
$100 million it got in this budget, with absolutely
nothing scheduled for next year.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I am conscious that
honourable members wish to speak on the budget, so
with that in mind I will be brief. The changes in the
State Taxation Acts (Taxation Reform Implementation)
Bill relate to the budget. They give effect to the
government’s announced tax package, the so-called
Better Business Taxes package, which the government
was forced — —
A government member interjected.
Ms ASHER — There is no such thing as a better
tax. The bill gives effect to the package which the

I want to touch on a couple of taxes, although I am very
conscious of the fact that a number of honourable
members on this side want to make their own
contributions on tax and this budget. The bill introduces
a $1200 levy on every gaming machine, in addition to
the $333.33 levy previously applied by the government.
Instead of calling this a gaming machine levy the
government wants to call it the ‘health benefit levy’,
and intends to hypothecate the funding raised from this
levy for health. However, there are a number of key
concerns about this levy, and I have had the opportunity
to discuss them at length in the media and elsewhere.
Suffice it to say that what this government did,
particularly in terms of Tabcorp, is very dangerous,
because it raised the spectre of sovereign risk. This
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move generated some most adverse brokers reports, in
particular from Deutsche Bank, which clearly showed
that Australia’s investment reputation has been
tarnished, because what the government is doing is
tantamount to changing the licence conditions issued to
Tabcorp. Tattersalls and Crown have a view, but there
will be a real impact on the shareholders of Tabcorp —
for example, ordinary investors who have set funds
aside for their retirement will be impacted upon by this
change to the taxation regime for Tabcorp.
The government has also abolished stamp duty on
non-residential leases, backdated to 26 July 2001, with
transitional provisions regarding refunds with a
three-year limit. Clearly no refunds will be available if
a lease is terminated and the lessee or an associate then
occupies the relevant premises. That is a sensible
protection of state revenue. However, that is the only
stamp duty the government has abolished in this
budget. In the Harvey report the government raised a
grand expectation that it would abolish a lot of state
stamp duties. Indeed, the Harvey report raised the
expectation that the government could abolish
$1 billion worth of stamp duties, to be funded by an
unjust impost on land tax levied at a flat rate of 2.89 per
cent. However, instead of providing for a $1 billion
abolition of state stamp duties, the budget and the bill
before the house provide for the abolition of stamp
duties on non-residential leases. A very small monetary
impost is being removed by the government, although
obviously it is of benefit to individual businesses.
The government has said that it will abolish duty on
unquoted marketable securities from 1 July 2003 and
has put that in its l-a-w law bill, but we have all seen
what has happened before with the Labor Party and its
l-a-w law future legislated tax decreases. It has also said
it will abolish mortgage stamp duty from 1 July 2004. It
is interesting that of the three stamp duties the
government said it would abolish, the one of greatest
monetary value is the one furthest out in time from
now — that is, the abolition of mortgage duty from
1 July 2004.
The government has instituted some minor changes to
land tax. It is happy to collect increasing land tax
revenues, but it is going to give back only $5 million
per annum of land tax relief, which is very small in the
overall scale of land tax. The changes to the land tax
regime involve raising the threshold from $85 000 to
$125 000, but they also raise the minimum tax payable
from $85 to $125.
The changes to payroll tax are interesting to say the
least. Payroll tax has been increased in some
circumstances. The government will collect over
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$70 million extra in payroll tax as a direct consequence
of the fact that it has expanded the payroll tax base to
include eligible termination payments, fringe benefits
and accrued leave. In return for the government’s
collecting an additional $72 million from expanding the
payroll tax base, it will give a small payroll tax cut from
1 July 2001, from 5.75 per cent to 5.45 per cent. This is
the party that does not think it can deliver, so it will
impose a rigour on itself to legislate in advance, and it
has legislated that from 1 July 2003 it will further
reduce the payroll tax rate to 5.35 per cent. Honourable
members have heard a lot from the Treasurer about the
increase in the payroll tax threshold. He comes into the
Parliament from time to time and says, ‘This
government will increase the payroll tax threshold from
$515 000 to $550 000’, and it will — but not yet! If one
looks at the bill and reads the fine print, one finds that
that change will be made from 1 July 2003.
I particularly seek an assurance from the Treasurer on
an issue which he, I and many other honourable
members hold dear, and which I know the Government
Whip holds dear — that is, the impact of payroll tax
changes on football clubs. Honourable members would
be aware that Australian Football League (AFL) clubs,
in particular, have a high reliance on fringe benefits, yet
the bill and budget decision expand the payroll tax base
to include fringe benefits. The government has clearly
said that it is concerned about the impact of these
payroll tax changes on AFL clubs in particular. With
this in mind, according to the explanatory notes the bill
moves in clause 14 to ‘exempt’ — that is the word used
in the notes — prescribed sporting clubs from the
requirement to gross up fringe benefits. I am seeking an
assurance that the wording in the explanatory
memorandum will result in tax relief to AFL clubs.
A sporting club will be defined as a club that pays more
than 50 per cent of its total wages to those engaged in
competitive sporting activities. As I said, the opposition
has received verbal assurances that this will provide an
exemption, but I am seeking in the Parliament an
assurance from the Treasurer that the exact form of
wording that picks up references to the Fringe Benefits
Tax Assessment Act at the commonwealth level will
result in this relief. I have consulted with my football
club — the current premiers, Essendon — and I
imagine that other members will consult their clubs. I
know the Treasurer barracks for Collingwood.
Mr Ryan — We are a bit busy down at Melbourne.
Ms ASHER — I think Melbourne has additional
concerns to payroll tax. I am sure other honourable
members will want an assurance on that from the
Treasurer.
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There may well be other bodies that are significantly
affected by this desire by the government to expand the
payroll tax base. I also seek an assurance from the
Treasurer that if other groups emerge whose tax
treatment would be grossly inequitable, the government
will move to look at some form of assistance to them. I
would never argue that sporting clubs should have an
advantage over other areas of community endeavour,
and other special categories may be harshly impacted
on by this expansion of the payroll tax base, but the fact
that the opposition even had to raise these issues and
the fact that it is in the legislation indicates that the
government’s so-called taxation reform involves raising
additional payroll tax at the same time as it cuts the rate.
The government will receive vastly increased revenue
returns from payroll tax, notwithstanding this so-called
reform.
I could go on for some time regarding the inadequacy
of the tax package in this legislation. However, I have
already pointed out the major deficiencies in my budget
speech, and as I said, in the interests of allowing more
honourable members to speak on the budget I will
confine myself to these, by my standards, brief remarks.
The opposition does not oppose the bill.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — The
National Party does not oppose the State Taxation Acts
(Taxation Reform Implementation) Bill. I am conscious
of having already given the budget a fair sort of
towelling, so I will also keep my comments on the bill
relatively brief.
The provisions enact several of the promises made by
the government as part of its budget. Because the bill is
broken into various parts, it is probably easier to deal
with the mechanics of the proposals by having regard to
those parts.
The first of them, in part 2, deals with the health benefit
levy. Having already said in speaking on a previous bill
that I was grateful to the Treasurer for his assistance in
remedying a problem with the stamp duty payable on
the transfer of properties used for primary production, I
feel great sympathy for him so far as this aspect of the
bill is concerned. I am sure these frames of mind —
congratulatory and sympathetic — will pass.
Nevertheless I have great sympathy for the Treasurer,
because he was beaten up in various forums within his
party around the whole idea of imposing it via
electronic gaming machines (EGMs).
Honourable members will recall that in December, as a
first bite, the government snipped a quick $10 million
from the income from electronic gaming machines.
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A government member interjected.
Mr RYAN — I am reminded from the other side of
the house that it was an election promise. It does not
matter two darns whether it was or was not an election
promise. The government snipped out a quick
$10 million to add to its coffers, which represents
$333.33 per machine. Not to be outdone, and having
got the first one through, the government thought that it
would have another go, which led to its floating the
notion in the Harvey review of taking $4000 per
machine.
It was interesting to read again, as I did when I was
cleaning out the top drawer of my desk the other night,
the transcript of an interview that Mr Harvey gave on
3AW, in which he clearly indicated that by the time his
independent review was undertaken, which was
completely at arm’s length of government, the notion of
loading up the EGMs with another tax was well and
truly under way in the government’s mind.
The government started off with a figure of $4000.
Eventually, after the Treasurer in particular had been
beaten up, that was reduced to $1200 per machine.
However, the composite figure turned out to be
$1533.33 per machine — that is, the figure in the
calculations in part 2 of the bill.
The first snip at $333.33 per machine returned
$10 million; the second snip of $1200 per machine will
return about $35 million. With that $45 million in the
bag, one has to ask, rhetorically: how much next time?
Will it be three times lucky, or three strikes and you’re
out? I suppose it is a case of saying, ‘Let’s all wait and
see’. For the life of me I cannot believe that, having had
a crack at it on two occasions now, the government will
not be back.
The whole thing was a huge embarrassment to the
Treasurer, and I reiterate my comment about having
great sympathy for him. He understood that doing this
raised the issue of sovereign risk and that the markets
were concerned about it. While at first blush it has its
attractions, for Tabcorp and Crown the notion of taking
money from the gaming industry represented a
complete breach of their licences. The issue of
sovereign risk was there for all to see.
Nevertheless, the Treasurer did his best — and he was
rolled. He cannot complain about that, because he
regularly rolls the poor old agriculture minister on
various issues that would benefit agriculture in this
state. I suppose it is only fair, particularly in the
political sphere, that when you wield the sword with
gay abandon, as the Treasurer does every now and then,
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someone will come back and put one into you. So it
was that the Treasurer had to succumb and agree to the
levy of $1200 per machine, which will be hypothecated
to the health sector. The government will use it to top
up what it otherwise should be putting in from other
sources.
The other amendments deal with a variety of broadly
canvassed issues, including lease duty, the duty on
unquoted marketable securities, mortgage duty, land tax
and payroll tax. Without going through them in detail,
because the shadow Treasurer has already done so, the
real feature of each is the smoke and mirrors that I
spoke about during last week’s budget response. Some
of the initiatives, which total $774-odd million and are
said to constitute the tax package, do not cut in until
2004. We will see a few this year, a little more next
year, some more in 2003 and some more again finally
in 2004. It is part of the never-never schemes in which
this government has proven itself to be an absolute
specialist. Government members are running the spin
doctors’ lines on the basis of savings of $774 million.
Here we are faced with the fact that most of the
initiatives are not going to cut in until two, three and
four years from now. It will be interesting to see how
the public accommodates that as time progresses.
The next aspect of the same issue is that by the time
2004 comes around and the balance of tax cuts have
been implemented, the amount of money the
government will be receiving across those sectors will
have grown way beyond the $774 million. Indeed, on
current trends the amount of money it will be earning in
those composite areas will exceed the amount it is
looking to cut — supposedly — by a very healthy
margin. Is this the Labor Party equivalent of Fightback?
Is this what you call Clawback? The reduction in the
tax burden being claimed by the government will be
made up at a rate that far exceeds the purported
benefits.
For all of that, the National Party does not oppose the
bill, even though the party believes it is a bit unusual for
a government to encapsulate certain aspects of its
proposals in the form of legislation. Perhaps the
problem is that, like everyone else in the community, it
does not even trust itself, so this is one way to get
around that problem.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Dandenong North).
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RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motion of Mr BRACKS
(Premier).
Independent amendments circulated by Mr SAVAGE
(Mildura) and Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) pursuant
to sessional orders.

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I propose to table
amendments, but apparently they have not yet arrived
from the papers office. I ask that they be tabled in my
name and circulated once they arrive.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kilgour) — Order!
They will be circulated when they arrive. The
honourable member is foreshadowing amendments and
will move that they be circulated when they arrive in
the house.
Mrs SHARDEY — I am pleased to speak on the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill. Honourable
members will, as we all know, need to think back quite
a long way to remember the inception of the bill. The
process started for real in December of last year when
the government put out a discussion paper and a model
bill. The government then engaged in a process of
consultation to gauge community reaction to the model
bill and the discussion paper.
The responses of the community showed that people
did not support all elements of the model bill. Many
would now say, on reflection, that the consultation
process embarked upon by the government was not
ideal, because it did not educate the public to
understand what the government was trying to achieve.
In fact, many of the consultation meetings had a
negative effect on the model bill.
Some would say that may have had the unfortunate
result of turning people against the concept of a racial
and religious tolerance bill. From the beginning my
party said that it supported it in principle but that the
detail would be important. Therefore, it was important
that the government’s consultation process allowed
people to examine the detail. Unfortunately I received
reports that the government had not gone down that
road and that the consultation meetings did not do so.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.

Debate adjourned until later this day.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kilgour) — Order!
The honourable member for Footscray will have his
opportunity to speak on the bill at a later time.
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Mrs SHARDEY — Members of the opposition
undertook their own consultation process. We felt it
was important to gauge for ourselves the community’s
thoughts on the principle of a racial and religious
tolerance bill and about the detail that had been
included in it. We wrote to 1300 multicultural groups
and invited them to respond to a questionnaire. We
visited the regional and rural areas of Mildura,
Shepparton, Bendigo, Ballarat and Geelong. In our
travels we met with an extensive number of groups in
Victoria, including the Chinese business community,
Italian community groups, the Returned and Services
League, the Victorian Ethnic Community Council — I
am pleased to see they are represented here today —
the B’nai B’rith anti-defamation commission, the
Islamic Council of Victoria, the Australia Israel and
Jewish Affairs Council, Liberty Victoria, the Uniting
Church, the Catholic Church and the Anglican Church,
as well as many others.
I am sure honourable members will appreciate that as
the shadow Minister for Multicultural Affairs I make
my way around many multicultural communities many
times a week. In my discussions with people I was able
to gauge their views and their understanding of the
legislation. People had a number of concerns. They
were worried about the definition of ‘vilifying
behaviour’ because they felt it was too broad and
encompassed many areas that may put at risk their
freedom of speech. Secondly, they were concerned
about a perception that criminal sanctions applied to all
forms of vilifying behaviour and that there was no
separation of serious behaviour that attracted criminal
sanctions and not-so-serious behaviour.
I now ask that the amendments in my name be
circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mrs SHARDEY
(Caulfield) pursuant to sessional orders.

Mrs SHARDEY — Many people felt that if
criminal sanctions were to be applied, the principle of
intent should be taken into account. There was concern
that the legal jurisdiction was not clear — in other
words, that the process for hearing complaints, whether
they be civil or criminal, was not clear. The greatest
concern was expressed by church groups, particularly
Christian church groups, who felt that their ability to
evangelise would be put at risk.
The process undertaken by the opposition resulted in
the government being forced to listen to the
community.
Ms Campbell interjected.
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Mrs SHARDEY — You will have your chance!
The government finally realised that the bill would
have to be radically changed. While some on the
government side were looking for the opposition to lead
the way, we felt it was important to allow the
community to speak — and the community did speak.
The bill has been changed, and the opposition is now
happy to support it. The Liberal Party is also proposing
a number of amendments, which I hope will be
acceptable to the government. I believe at least one of
our amendments has also been proposed by the
honourable member for Gippsland West.
What are the changes that now allow the Liberal Party
to support the bill? They are changes that I hope will
lead to community support for the legislation and to an
understanding of the importance of the principle that
individuals have a right not to be vilified.
Firstly, the government has separated vilifying conduct
into two distinct areas, which makes good sense.
Clauses 7 and 8 provide for unlawful conduct, or
conduct that makes racial and religious vilification
unlawful but not criminal. Clauses 24 and 25, which
make it a criminal offence to commit serious racial
vilification, attract criminal sanctions. Unlawful
conduct will be dealt with through the civil process, and
serious racial vilification will be dealt with through the
court system and attract criminal sanctions.
The definition of ‘vilifying behaviour’ in this bill is
different from the definition in the model bill. The bill
relates only to conduct which for the purposes of civil
remedy:
… incites hatred against, serious contempt for, or revulsion or
severe ridicule of —

a person or class of persons. In other words, we are no
longer talking about loose comment but positive and
active conduct involving incitement, which is defined
as ‘to put in motion, to stir up, to animate, or to urge, to
stimulate or to provoke, a very proactive action’.
The clauses relating to portraying a person as not
deserving the right to participate fully in society, or to
offend, insult or humiliate a person on the ground of
race or religion, have been removed, as has the
reasonable observer test. Much of that behaviour in
terms of offending, insulting and humiliating is covered
under federal legislation. If it meant that the Victorian
community would be happier with the legislation, it
was thought reasonable to bring it back to something
serious in nature but narrow in definition — and
obviously something that we all should oppose.
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The provisions on criminal sanctions have changed a
lot from those in the model bill. They have become
more severe and onerous, in that the test required is to
intentionally engage in conduct that the offender knows
is likely to incite hatred, and to threaten or incite others
to threaten physical harm to that other person.
So here we have the introduction of intent, knowledge
and threatening behaviour.
The second part of clause 24 relates to the other
provision, and provides that the offender must not:
… intentionally engage in conduct that the offender knows is
likely to incite serious contempt for, or revulsion or severe
ridicule of, that other person or class of persons.

The two provisions under clause 24 apply to race and
the two provisions under clause 25 apply to religion.
Now we have intent, which attracts criminal sanctions,
and this has meant that this is a much more acceptable
aspect of the bill. It should be noted that while
exceptions are granted under clauses 7 and 8 — which
attract civil remedies — there are no exceptions to
clauses 24 and 25, which attract criminal sanctions,
because there is intent and there is knowledge and if a
person intentionally does something they cannot be
exempt from it.
The next area where helpful changes have been made is
legal jurisdiction. I mentioned this briefly before. Racial
and religious vilification is now split into two separate
legal jurisdictions as well as two separate areas of
conduct. The civil jurisdiction, which covers behaviour
described in clauses 7 and 8, is dealt with by the Equal
Opportunity Commission, and it concerns unlawful
conduct that is less serious conduct where motive is
irrelevant. Criminal jurisdiction is covered by the police
and courts and involves serious vilification offences
where there has to be intent and there are no exceptions.
These cases are covered by clauses 24 and 25.
It is also now clear that every complaint must be made
to the Equal Opportunity Commission and each
complaint must be processed as in part 7 of the Equal
Opportunity Act. Additionally we are told a protocol is
to be established to enable the Equal Opportunity
Commission to refer serious vilification offences to the
police and that a special unit will be set up within the
police force for the purposes of investigation. That
raised some eyebrows because the notion of a special
police unit to investigate racial vilification made some
people quite fearful. It is reasonable to understand that
we are now not relying on the local constable to make
decisions on investigation of racial vilification.
Therefore the establishment of a unit that will specialise
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in the area and understand its detail is probably
reasonably important.
I would like to mention briefly other elements that
address some major concerns. Firstly I refer to the
preamble to the bill. People were looking for direction
in understanding where the bill was leading and what it
was trying to achieve. Some have been critical of the
preamble, saying it was far too long and esoteric. It
states that the purpose of the bill is to promote racial
and religious tolerance and to protect freedom of
speech. This is the balance that the community and
many members of the Liberal Party were looking
for: they wanted to ensure a balance between freedom
of speech and racial and religious tolerance.
There is also an objects clause, which emphasises that
the bill aims to resolve serious disputes and tensions
through conciliation and that criminal sanctions are a
last resort. The implementation of the bill should
emphasise conciliation, and criminal sanctions should
be a last resort. The community needs to be educated
that criminal sanctions are a last resort ensuring that we
are seeking peaceful outcomes. I believe community
members are more ready to accept that if a person
mistakenly says something that can be regarded as
vilifying, that person should be given the opportunity to
apologise.
One area I am concerned about which has not been
spoken of enough is the process of education for the
community, particularly through the school system.
Some time ago I raised the issue of education about
racism in our schools. The point I made at the time was
that often children form their views on race at an early
age. If we want to minimise racism and instances of
racial vilification we should focus on the education of
children and should introduce programs at an early age
so they gain an understanding of community values.
Parents have a strong role to play in helping form their
children’s values so they have healthy views towards
people of other religions and races and a firm
understanding of the community and its diversity. The
area of consultation with the community needed more
focus, and the government was remiss in not explaining
this part as clearly as it should have.
One of the areas I mentioned earlier where there was
great community concern was the effect the bill might
have on religious groups, particularly those that are
more evangelical in their teaching than others. The
exception that has now been offered — genuine
religious purpose — will go some way to alleviate the
concerns of religious organisations.
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The opposition also notes that unincorporated
associations are to be excluded from criminal liability,
and that makes perfect sense. However, another area
that will be a big challenge in the future is the
vilification that occurs on the Internet. There is some
attempt, by the government at least, to acknowledge
that this is a problem and that conduct occurring within
or outside Victoria will constitute vilification, and it is
aimed at Internet hate mail in particular. That is an area
in which there has been enormous concern and which
continues to be of concern because people have set up
Internet sites that focus hate towards particular races
and religions, which all of us find obnoxious. None of
us would like to believe that we are going to be the
recipients of such hate and not ever be able to take
some action.
It is important for us to understand that racial and
religious vilification legislation is not new to this
country. We are all aware of this: racial vilification
legislation exists in most parts of Australia and at a
commonwealth level. Although the fact that it exists
elsewhere is not necessarily a reason for us to have such
legislation in Victoria, honourable members are
cognisant of the fact that by having legislation in
Victoria an area of need is now covered.
At a commonwealth level racial vilification legislation
does not contain criminal sanctions as in many other
parts of the country. Today I did a small analysis of the
sort of legislation that exists around Australia. Racial
vilification legislation is in place in the commonwealth,
South Australia, Western Australia, New South Wales,
Queensland, Tasmania and the Australian Capital
Territory. Criminal sanctions apply in New South
Wales, the ACT, Western Australia and South
Australia. In New South Wales, the ACT and Western
Australia, intent is an essential element. Consent of an
attorney-general or a director of public prosecutions is
required in South Australia, New South Wales and the
ACT. Exceptions to unlawful conduct apply at a
commonwealth level and in New South Wales, the
ACT and South Australia.
The Victorian provisions on prohibited conduct are
similar to legislation in New South Wales, the ACT and
South Australia, particularly where criminal sanctions
apply. Commonwealth provisions, which are only civil,
relate to any act that is likely to offend, insult, humiliate
or intimidate. The publication, possession or display of
vilifying material applies in Tasmania and Western
Australia. Some have felt that is an area in which this
legislation is somewhat lacking. Similar religious
vilification legislation exists in only one other state —
Tasmania.
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The Liberal Party is proposing amendments that will go
to the heart of some concerns. I will talk about them in
general because they will be talked about in particular
later on. The first of two important amendments the
Liberal Party is proposing relates to the involvement of
the Director of Public Prosecutions. The Liberal Party
believes that a prosecution should not proceed unless
the Director of Public Prosecutions gives his consent. I
believe the honourable member for Gippsland West has
introduced a similar amendment.
A second important amendment to be proposed by the
Liberal Party relates to vicarious liability. Clause 18 of
the bill provides that an employer is not liable for a
contravention of a provision by an employee if on the
balance of probabilities the employer has taken
reasonable precautions to prevent the employee
contravening that part. In other words, this part of the
legislation requires employers, if they wish not to be
responsible or liable, to have introduced or put in place
programs that educate their employees on the
provisions of this bill.
The opposition believes that small business may find
this section of the bill a little onerous. It has therefore
introduced an amendment which means that, in the first
instance, an employee would not be liable — there
would have had to be a previous complaint lodged
under section 7 or section 8 for them to be liable. This
would mean they would have some knowledge that a
complaint had been made, that there was a problem in
their workplace and that they should put in place
programs and policies so that employees would know
and understand what is expected of them in the course
of their daily work.
In making some general comments on the bill, I refer to
the Liberal Party’s record on multicultural affairs,
including its support for multiculturalism. As I make
my way around Victoria as the shadow Minister for
Multicultural Affairs, I realise the extent of the previous
government’s proud record in its relationships with
multicultural communities. The previous government
went out strongly in support of our multicultural
communities, developing warm relationships with a
large number of groups in our society. That is
something we should all recognise.
When faced with the threat posed by One Nation, the
previous Premier spoke strongly against its divisive
policies. At one stage he said he would chase the One
Nation leader down every burrow to make sure that he
rid Victoria of her views and the divisiveness she was
trying to introduce into our community. We should all
be proud of what he did on that issue, because he set a
standard of support for multiculturalism in Victoria that
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I believe is unparalleled. In all it has done since it has
been in opposition, my party has sought to build on that
wonderful relationship.
I have been delighted with the many times people have
talked to me about the importance of feeling that the
Liberal Party knows, recognises and understands the
valuable contribution our multicultural communities
make to our society. Members of the Liberal Party
believe that not for any cynical reason but because we
realise that our multicultural communities are an
enormous asset, that they are important to who we are
as Victorians, that our diversity sets us apart from
others, and that the tolerance we offer our communities
is something we should be enormously proud of.
Some people have asked, ‘If we are such a tolerant
society, why do we need this legislation?’. The truth is
that we probably do not need it, but it nevertheless
sends a message. It says that we are a tolerant society
and that we wish to preserve it. That is what is
important about not opposing or rejecting the bill.
When we have legislation before us we need to think
carefully about where we are going and what we want
to achieve. Perhaps we do not need the legislation, but
if it sends a message to our community that says, ‘We
embrace multiculturalism and our multicultural
communities because we want people to feel proud of
their heritage as well as being part of our society as
Victorians and Australians’, we will have achieved a
great deal.
The Liberal Party not only developed a strong
relationship with our multicultural communities, it also
did other very important things. Although I did not
bring a copy with me to read to the house, one of the
things the previous government did that I am very
proud of was the introduction of our pledge to
multicultural communities and to multiculturalism in
Victoria. We pledged that we would live by the
principles of what multicultural communities represent.
Because we thought it was important to offer those
communities support so they could operate on a daily
basis, we provided small grants. It was not the amount
of money that was important; it was the principle of
saying to those communities, ‘We want you to be able
to operate like the many other groups in our community
that have support. We want to offer your members the
possibility of having your own clubs so you can come
together and enjoy one another’s company and
celebrate what you represent — that is, your heritage’.
The message was, ‘We are not saying that to become
good Australians you have to put your heritage behind
you. We are encouraging you to celebrate your cultural
heritage and be part of our Australian and Victorian
community’. That is very important.
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The previous government set up the office of business
skills migration, which I consider to be one of its great
achievements. That office recognised the fact that
people who come to Australia from other countries
bring with them great skills. Apart from their career
skills and training, they also offer people in this country
the opportunity to use their cultural skills and their
understanding of language and cultural traditions as a
link to the rest of the world.
The previous government also encouraged people from
other countries to come and live in Victoria. The office
of business skills migration targeted and set up
relationships with countries such as South Africa. A
group of people in my electorate put together an
organisation to form a network of South Africans who
wanted to participate in the process. They wanted to put
out the welcome mat, if you like, for those who had
come here under the business migration program. We
worked with that group to encourage South Africans to
come to Victoria. Those people have added a great deal
to our community. Many South Africans have come to
live in my electorate as a result of the network that was
set up. The network offers enormous assistance to those
people in setting up businesses, buying houses, putting
their kids into school, and so forth. That initiative of the
previous government is something members of the
Liberal Party should be proud of. It was another
indication that we were not on about rhetoric but about
doing something to support multicultural communities.
The bill addresses a highly sensitive area. I understand
the depth of feeling of those who want to feel secure
and protected against vilification, particularly racial
vilification. As honourable members know, in many
parts of the world vilification has sown the seeds of
persecution. My electorate of Caulfield has the highest
proportion of Holocaust survivors per head of
population anywhere in the world. Thirty per cent of
the people in my electorate have a Jewish background. I
also have a lot of people from Greece, Italy and many
other countries. I am a fortunate member of Parliament
in that my electorate is one of the most diverse, and I
always celebrate that diversity. I mentioned the
Holocaust survivors, who are just one group of people
who have experienced vilification and persecution,
because they look upon the legislation as giving them
some security.
On our side of Parliament we have a number of people
who themselves — or whose family members — have
experienced vilification and persecution in other parts
of the world. My own family has had such an
experience, and so I am acutely aware of the impact of
persecution on families not just when it happens but for
many years and many generations after it has occurred.
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I recently attended a celebration for the Jewish festival
of Purim which was held at the South Melbourne
Elderly Citizens Club for the elderly Russian
community who live in the public housing high-rise
apartments just over the road from the club. This group
of elderly Russian Jewish people, who come from the
former Soviet Union, have had the support of the
National Council of Jewish Women in helping them
find their religion, their heritage and their background
in a way that they were not able to in their previous life
in the former Soviet Union.

security blanket. I do not want to demean it, but it offers
the sort of security that they feel is appropriate.

The day I went to help celebrate the festival of Purim a
lady gave a speech, first of all in Russian — and of
course I did not understand anything she was saying —
but then in English. I must admit it was one of the most
moving speeches I have heard in a very long time.

Therefore we have been looking for a balance. There
are those among us who are still not really happy and
hold some concerns in this regard. On balance I do not
hold such concerns but I recognise that others do. I
believe that most of us understand that freedom of
speech does not mean freedom to do everything.
Freedom of speech does not mean we are free to
defame others or to sexually harass others. Freedom of
speech does not mean we are free to speak in an
obscene way, and now we are accepting that freedom
of speech does not mean that we can invite hatred on
the basis of someone’s religion or race.

She was talking about what it was like to live in a
country where you cannot legally practise your religion,
where you have to hide your race and religion. Of
course, not everybody agrees on whether Judaism is a
race or a religion; I do not think it really matters, but
this lady was telling the story of how, throughout her
life, she had had to hide her Jewishness. She also
explained that many people from the former Soviet
Union whose passports indicated that they were Jewish
in fact did not know anything about their religion.
The lady explained that she had secretly been married
under a chuppot — a canopy under which Jewish
marriages are performed. When her first son was born,
she secretly had him circumcised in order to keep the
covenant with God, as she put it, but she said they were
the only ways in which she could practise her religion.
She then talked about what it is like living here in
Victoria and Australia. She said, ‘I do not believe
anybody can understand how wonderful the freedom
is — the freedom of religion and the freedom of
speech. Our life in general here in this country is one
that we all are enjoying enormously’.
These people are not wealthy — they live on very
limited incomes — but they still celebrate being part of
this country. This lady said, ‘I am learning so much
about a religion I knew very little about. I am learning
about Hanukkah, Pesach, about the Festival of Purim,
Succoth, and Shavuot’, and these are things I also have
learnt since becoming the member for Caulfield.
We need to recognise that there are those in our
community who have come from pasts that have been
difficult. They have suffered vilification and
persecution. For those people, while the legislation may
not change anything dramatically, it is a little like a

As parliamentarians we had a very important role to
play in assessing the appropriateness of this proposed
legislation. It needs to be recognised that probably on
all sides of the house there are those who have had very
deep concerns about whether the bill infringes on
freedom of speech. For our party in reaching this
position on the bill it was most important that we
recognise that people have such concerns.

But if we look at the application of legislation like this,
we see it needs to be acknowledged that while it does
exist all around Australia, there have been few
prosecutions as a result. Certainly under the New South
Wales version of this bill, which is the one ours most
closely replicates, there have been no prosecutions
since it was introduced in 1989 by Liberal Premier Nick
Greiner.
However, even though there have been few
prosecutions at a criminal level and even though few
cases have been brought before the Equal Opportunity
Commission or its equivalent, the bill, more
importantly, sends a message to the community.
Therefore, if it is to be successful, the focus really needs
to be on educating our community.
I do not believe the government has as yet detailed
nearly enough what the educative process will be. I
encourage the government to introduce programs that
start at primary school level, particularly, because that
is where children’s ideas are formed in relation to how
they regard others of a different race and religion. That
is most important and that is where the focus should be.
I had conversations with Liberty Victoria. Its public
stance is, by and large, that it does not think the bill is
necessary. It particularly does not believe that criminal
sanctions are necessary. What its representatives said to
me in conversation was, ‘Now the bill is here, it
probably should proceed’, but it would like to see the
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focus on conciliation and mediation, which it thinks is
highly appropriate, and particularly on education, and
that is where I believe the focus should be. I hope the
government, in gaining the support of the Liberal Party
for the legislation, takes that quite seriously and
embarks on an appropriate program.
While I cannot and would not discuss what goes on in
our party room, I believe the Liberal Party has had a
very full and healthy debate on this issue. I was proud
of my party today. People felt free to stand and give
their views on such a topic. It is a topic that arouses
great emotion, and for some it is a difficult topic, but
we have come to terms with it and are offering a vote to
people who still have concerns, which is appropriate.
I was particularly proud of Denis Napthine, who has
shown great leadership on this issue, and I have proudly
supported him. I would like to thank a couple of people
in regard to the way we have dealt with this process,
which started back at the end of last year, and we have
come a long way since then.
An honourable member for Templestowe Province in
another place has worked diligently as the shadow
parliamentary secretary for multicultural affairs. He
joined with me and the honourable member for Bulleen
in touring Victoria and speaking to communities about
the bill. He also did a lot of analysis in relation to the
legal aspects of the bill — work that was important in
understanding the implications of the model bill and of
this bill. I am pleased that I can support the bill and I
look forward to its passing.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — The
National Party abhors racial and religious vilification.
The National Party abhors people who are the cause of
that sort of conduct and who are prepared to victimise
in circumstances where they see an advantage to be had
by addressing commentary critical of those who simply
seek to redress a wrong where it is apparent.
The National Party believes those sorts of expressions
have absolutely no part in our society, and it also
believes that Victoria has a deserved reputation for the
fact that it, as a society, is accepting of the many people
who have come to this state from many other parts of
the world and who have contributed in so many ways
as they have done.
For my own part, I live in Sale, Gippsland. There is a
RAAF base in Sale, which at any point in time has
about 750 people working at it. On that base are many
people who come from various nations around the
world. The oil industry is based in Sale where I live,
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and by its very nature it attracts people of all
persuasions from around the globe.
As I travel around country Victoria I find many of the
seats represented by the National Party contain
representatives of the vast array of cultures that go to
make up this great state of ours. In Shepparton, for
example, there is a substantial representation of the
Iraqi community. I know you, Mr Acting Speaker,
together with the Honourable Jeanette Powell in
another place, have done a lot of work in those
communities. The honourable member for Swan Hill
has joined the debate. Only last week I was in his
electorate, where many communities comprising people
from various countries around the world are doing what
Victorians are famous for — that is, making a great
contribution to the state.
Given that background it may seem strange in the first
instance for me to say that the National Party is
opposed to the legislation. National Party members will
vote against it and divide on it, and in all the prevailing
circumstances I want say why that is so. In so doing I
do not want to detract from the basic beliefs the party
holds strongly, and I will discuss those in the course of
my contribution.
The first rhetorical question I ask is, ‘Why do we need
this legislation?’. Victoria is to be commended on being
the only jurisdiction in Australia that does not have
legislation of this ilk. It is a commentary on Victorians
that they are able to live and work in a fashion that
enables people of all persuasions to have their place in
the state. The passage of this sort of legislation, and this
legislation in particular, sends a completely
contradictory signal to that basic notion. For example, I
refer to the terms of the government’s discussion paper,
which was issued when this all commenced some
months ago. At page 6 it refers to the fact that Victoria
comprises people from more than 208 countries, and
that Victorians speak over 150 languages and follow
more than 100 faiths, making Victoria the most
culturally diverse state in Australia. It states that:
Whilst there are no large-scale community relations conflicts
research suggests that elements of racism remain endemic in
our society.

I concur with those sentiments entirely. However, by
enacting legislation of this nature we are sending a
completely contradictory message to the world at large
and flying in the face of the sentiments that are
expressed in the government’s own discussion paper. It
sends the message that Victoria has a problem with
racism, religious vilification and victimisation. The
legislation is all the more contradictory when one has
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regard to the content of the second-reading speech. It
states:
The people of Victoria come from many different ethnic
backgrounds and indigenous cultures and observe many
different religious faiths.
Victorians take considerable pride in the fact that people from
these diverse backgrounds live together harmoniously in our
community.
This diversity has enriched Victoria.

Again I strongly agree with these sentiments. It is not
sufficient to say, with the greatest respect to those who
are in support of the legislation, that the bill ought be
passed because there is no problem at the moment of a
dimension that would justify it but it is a comfort to
those who have a concern about the prospect of any
such problem developing. That is not enough. The
legislation is so fundamental to who and what we are
that the bill should not be introduced or passed unless
there is a demonstrated need for it.
I accept that this is not a perfect world and there are
people who are misguided enough to make the sort of
comment to which this legislation is devoted. I accept
that implicitly and understand the mood of some that
has moved them to bring in the legislation to
accommodate those people. However, without wanting
for one moment to cheapen or detract from the
importance of the issue to those for whom it is an
imperative, I believe we are using a sledgehammer to
crack a nut. I believe the problems that underpin the
views of those who make the comments to which this
legislation is intended to be devoted, to the extent that
they are made in Victoria, can be dealt with in other
ways.
I again refer to the government’s second-reading
speech. It states:
While the rule of law can influence behaviour, I want to
emphasise that the government sees legislation as only one
plank of the strategy in dealing with racial and religious
vilification.
Most importantly we will focus on a range of non-legislative
measures designed to promote tolerance and mutual respect,
and to deal with conduct that vilifies.
The major means by which we will combat prejudice will be
through education.

The National Party is in absolute accord with that
approach. The National Party thinks the best way to
deal with the problem, to the extent that it exists in
Victoria, is to go through the process of education in all
its forms and spheres to enable people to have a better
understanding of the matters that concern the people
who feel threatened by the sort of commentary to which
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this legislation is devoted. The National Party believes
we have made inroads in the drug debate, for example,
and that that approach can be used as a model of the
way educational programs can be undertaken in this
area. We think it is important for the great benefits
Victoria has gleaned from its wonderful multicultural
structure — the fantastic contributions made by the
people who have come to our country — to be
demonstrated to children at a young age in our schools.
One of the great ironies is that so many children in
schools these days come from families who have made
that contribution.
The National Party believes there is extremely fertile
ground to be able to lift the level of education to ensure
that the sort of dreadful conduct that is the subject of
this bill does not eventuate in our society. That is only
one small aspect of the education process that could be
undertaken. We think the education process should be
undertaken broadly throughout the community to
ensure that the position in Victoria, which is generally a
fantastic acceptance of the people who have contributed
much to our society and made us who we are, can
continue. The National Party thinks the education
programs flagged by the government are absolutely to
be commended, and I commit the National Party’s
support of them.
I wish to say in this most public of forums that I was
involved in the law for 16 years; I practised litigation in
a country location acting for plaintiffs only — for
people making claims because they felt they had been
wronged; I have been involved in politics for almost
nine years; and I have already said that I live in Sale. I
can say to the house and others in this place this
evening that never once in that total of 25 years has
anyone come to me in either of the guises I have
described to complain about the conduct underpinning
the basis of this legislation. Some may say I am
fortunate, naive, sheltered or whatever, but in
questioning the need for this legislation I say that the
people in this place, including me, are products of our
backgrounds to a greater or lesser degree, and that that
has been my experience of these issues from my own
perspective.
Ironically, there is the risk that the bill may create the
problems it seeks to avoid. The notion of freedom of
speech is important for us all, and I will return to that
point later. There is the risk that in enforcing the
legislation it will only encourage those people who
have it in their minds and hearts to do ill to undertake
the sort of conduct that the legislation is designed to
overcome. There is the risk of a person who may
unkindly be described as a religious zealot being
inspired to take the action referred to in clause 8 if he or
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she feels the obligation to do so. On the other hand,
there is the risk of an individual whom I would describe
for these purposes as an artistic agnostic being tempted
to undertake a course of conduct that draws the defence
provided by the exceptions in clause 11. I genuinely
fear that the bill may engender the sort of activity it is
seeking to avoid, which we all abhor.
The same sort of commentary applies to clause 7,
which deals with racial vilification, and the exceptions
that appear in clause 11. I refer to correspondence that
has been distributed around the Parliament. It is a copy
of a letter sent to the Premier, which I think is dated
3 July — the date is slightly obscured on my copy —
from the Most Reverend D. J. Hart, diocesan
administrator of the Catholic archdiocese of Melbourne.
The letter consists of three pages, but on this point I
refer specifically to only two parts of it. It states in part:
On a personal note, I share Archbishop Pell’s scepticism
about the desirability of this legislation.

It goes on to discuss the basis of that comment and
concludes:
Legislation such as this was proposed in 1992. Archbishop
Little was very critical of it. He said that it would have the
tendency to drive the issue of racial and religious vilification
underground. There is racial and religious hatred in our
society, but not in such proportions as to justify this type of
legislation.
For these reasons, I am fearful that this legislation may end up
being used to attack the religious freedom it seeks to protect.

That encapsulates the concern the National Party has
about the situation.
The experience of other jurisdictions is instructive. The
position in New South Wales has already been
described by the shadow minister, and I do not intend to
analyse it in detail. Suffice it to say the occasions on
which the legislation has been used in those other
jurisdictions have been few and far between over the
years.
On the one hand it might be said that that goes to
demonstrate that it is by some measure a deterrent.
However, I believe it establishes that in practical terms
the legislation is unnecessary and shows why Victoria
does not need it.
Victoria is subject to the commonwealth legislation that
provides options on this issue. I appreciate that those
who favour the legislation regard those options as
deficient. It would be interesting — and I have not done
it — to see how many people have sought to access the
rights available to them under the commonwealth
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legislation. They are the general bases upon which the
National Party is concerned about the bill.
I turn now to a consideration of the legislation itself,
which creates both civil and criminal liabilities. The
civil liabilities are to be pursued through equal
opportunity legislation, and at the moment the criminal
liabilities are to be pursued by summons. However, I
understand that the amendments proposed by the
Liberal Party and the honourable member for
Gippsland West would mean that the Director of Public
Prosecutions would need to authorise those forms of
prosecution.
In either event the punishment applied will be the same,
the penalty being six months imprisonment or a
maximum fine of $6000. In those circumstances, the
clarity of the legislation becomes imperative. If people
in the community at large are to be subject to the civil
liabilities contemplated in the Equal Opportunity Act or
the criminal liabilities contemplated in the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill, they must be certain of their
place in the scheme of things so that there are no
unintended consequences.
The National Party has grave concerns about the
content of the legislation, some clauses of which I will
refer to. Clause 7 uses several terms that will inevitably
be the subject of a vast array of litigation — for
example, the term ‘conduct’. The notes to clauses 7(2)
and 8(1) say:
… ‘engage in conduct’ includes use of the internet or email to
publish or transmit statements or other material.

In passing, as a matter of drafting I do not understand
why that provision appears where it does in clause 7 as
opposed to where it appears in clause 8, but that is by
the bye.
Although that is one definition of the term ‘conduct’,
there are a vast array of others that can be applied.
From that definition we know that it applies to the
written word, but presumably it also applies to the
spoken word. Does it apply to things that are acted out?
Because there is reference to performance, exhibition or
artistic work in other places, presumably it does. Does it
apply to what might be termed rude signs made across
the street or across a room from one individual to
another?
There was a pertinent example of that during a recent
soccer game in Melbourne. During the course of the
game a player made what to me as an outsider was a
completely innocent sign on his guernsey, yet it
resulted in a riot. He placed three fingers across his
chest in such a manner as to incite absolute uproar in
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the crowd. That is an example of where this definition
of conduct will go in time to come.

offensive to the Aboriginal race, to our indigenous
people.

Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

For my part, I had absolutely no idea that that was the
case. The player to whom reference was made is bald.
In my obvious ignorance as an observer I
misunderstood the use of the term and considered that it
was intended to be a description, albeit not the most
glamorous, of the player and that it was specifically
directed to the fact that he does not have any hair. As it
turned out, I read subsequently in the media that that
was not the meaning of the word at all as interpreted by
our indigenous people. In fact, it had a much more
malicious interpretation, and the use of that expression
was the subject of consideration by the AFL for the
purpose of mediating an outcome between the two
players. That is an instance that comes to mind where
the question of motive is irrelevant under the terms of
this legislation and yet the person concerned could quite
innocently use that expression or any one of a thousand
others not understanding that that usage could
constitute something dreadfully hurtful.

Mr RYAN — Before the break I was exploring the
difficulties that arise from the use throughout the
legislation of terminology that is not defined by the
legislation. I was making the point that, this being the
case, there is a certainty that in time to come when this
legislation is sought to be enforced we will necessarily
have a raft of litigious activity about what these various
expressions mean. I was talking about the use of the
expression ‘conduct’. It is defined to a limited degree
within clauses 7 and 8, but for the reasons I
demonstrated the definition is only partial. Experience
of the litigious process will provide the rest of the
definition unless the government further defines it. I
will come back to this point about the use of words in a
moment.
Clause 8(2) refers to the conduct about which a
complaint can be lodged and says it:
(a) may be constituted by a single occasion or by a number
of occasions over a period of time; and
(b) may occur in or outside Victoria.

For the life of me I cannot find the relevant provision
within the Equal Opportunity Act — on which a lot of
this legislation is modelled — that provides the time
limits. There is discussion about expedited complaints
and the like and the time limits applicable to that, but
nothing in relation to an actual complaint. The question
I raise for the consideration of the government is: over
what period of time can a series of events be considered
for the purpose of constituting a complaint? Does the
Limitation of Actions Act apply to the provisions of
this legislation and, if so, in what way? Is there a
one-year limit? Do the actions that are said to constitute
the grounds for a complaint have to occur over a period
of 12 months or 3 years or 6 years? What is the
limitation period if one does apply?
Clause 9 refers to an area that has been the subject of a
fair deal of community concern — that is, the issue of
motive and the dominant ground being irrelevant when
considering the comment made by a person whose
conduct is the subject of a complaint. In essence it says
that the motive of any such individual is irrelevant. I
believe most people would find that provision very
troublesome. Take, for example, what turned out to be
an unfortunate incident that occurred on the Australian
Football League (AFL) scene recently. A player made a
comment about another player, using the expression
‘coconut’. As it transpired, that term is particularly

I return to the point about freedom of speech. Given the
terms of this legislation people will be concerned about
the use of expressions generally for fear of being
subject to its provisions. Clause 10 recites that even if
an incorrect assumption is made as to race or religious
belief that is a matter of irrelevance for the purposes of
applications under this legislation.
Clause 11 deals with the exceptions. I have dealt with
that issue in the generalist sense, but I return to it to this
limited extent: again we run into this problem of what
constitutes the definitions of the various terms used. I
will read through them quickly. What is the definition
upon which this legislation will be enforced with regard
to ‘engaged in reasonably and in good faith’? What
does that expression mean? What does the expression
‘performance, exhibition or distribution of an artistic
work’ mean? The interpretation of all these things will
be subject to plenty of litigation.
For example, what is to be made of a street
performer — a busker — who is doing nothing more
than plying his or her trade? Is that person — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
There is too much audible conversation in the house.
Honourable members should leave the chamber if they
wish to continue their conversations.
Mr RYAN — Is a person busking outside Myers
department store regarded as being involved in a
performance, an exhibition or the distribution of an
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artistic work? How will that be interpreted? A question
arises about the use of the terms ‘statement’,
‘publication’, ‘discussion’ or ‘debate’. Again, all of
those could be the subject of that sort of consideration.

act and clause 17 is very much akin to it. The wording
is almost identical. They have no place in this
legislation because I do not believe the principle of
vicarious liability has any application here.

Clause 11(b)(i) refers to:

Vicarious liability certainly has a place in common law.
The notion has grown that if you are an employer, you
are ultimately responsible for the system you adopt for
the purpose of having employees work for you. For
example, if you are running a timber mill you need to
train your employees to make sure the guard is over the
saw. If someone is injured because the guard is not on
the saw — and that has happened because an employee
has not done their job properly — you as the employer
are vicariously liable for that negligence. It is a
well-established principle of law. It has a place in the
workplace to the extent that it relates to the nexus
between employer and employee based around the way
a job is done.

… any genuine academic, artistic, religious or scientific
purpose.

Each of those expressions will invariably be the subject
of debate. What about an outrageous group that might
have a point of view to put that is patently defamatory
of an established religious group? It might argue that it
is participating in a genuine academic, artistic, religious
or scientific debate. These sorts of issues will come
up — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Again, I ask honourable members to leave the chamber
if they wish to continue their conversations. It is rude
and disrespectful to the honourable member on his feet.
I ask honourable members to respect the wishes of the
Chair and vacate the chamber if they want to continue
to talk. I ask the Leader of the National Party to pause
until the house settles down.
Mr RYAN — The term ‘public interest’ will be
open to debate without a shadow of doubt, as will the
term ‘fair and accurate report’. Either of those will keep
the system running for days on end. I come back to the
point that with legislation of this nature clarity is
imperative. However, this is not about clarity, it is
about confusion. The legislation will create enormous
confusion in the community.
Clause 12 deals with exceptions relating to private
conduct. Again, you could have a discussion forever as
to what constitutes private conduct. The bill deals with
other unlawful conduct, including victimisation. I do
not intend to go through each of the provisions, but
suffice it to say that the same uncertainty surrounds all
of them to a greater or lesser degree. I will refer to
clauses 17 and 18. Clause 17 deals with the vicarious
liability of employers and principals, and clause 18
deals with the exception to vicarious liability. These
two provisions are patently unfair and should be deleted
from the legislation. Were it not for the fact that, for the
reasons I have put to the house, members of the
National Party have taken a view against the legislation
generally, we would seek to move the amendments to
that effect.
Although I do not have the Equal Opportunity Act with
me, I understand that clause 18 is a direct lift from the

The situation also applies under the Equal Opportunity
Act, where an employer could be held vicariously liable
for the actions of an employee who victimises others. If
the employer knows it is happening and lets it go, you
could see how the employee’s conduct could draw an
accusation of vicarious liability. It is a pretty long bow,
but you could feasibly see how it could be done.
However, I do not believe vicarious liability has any
place in this bill, because no employer can be held
responsible for an employee’s background, what may
have constituted their upbringing or the cultural
differences between people. No employer can be held
responsible for the fact that an employee from another
part of the world might bring with them standards that
are entirely different from those that apply in Victoria.
Those standards might have no application to us and,
indeed, might be regarded as completely inappropriate.
Language difficulties might also cause problems.
I have already spoken about Sale, where the oil industry
and Royal Australian Air Force base attract workers
from up to 40 different nationalities. I was in Swan Hill
last week, where I understand about 120 people from
the Tongan community work. As an employer what are
you supposed to do to adapt to the situation these
provisions impose upon you?
Further, the structure of the provision is absolutely
unfair, because it states:
… the employer or principal must be taken to have
contravened the provision …

That applies in the event that a breach is said to have
occurred against the individual who committed it. It is
not a question of ‘may’. Clause 17 says that if an
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employee or an agent — and I will come back to that in
a moment — commits this breach, it ‘must’ be regarded
as constituting vicarious liability on the part of the
employer or principal.
I believe that is wrong and should not be there. What
happens is that, as things stand, the employer or
principal is guilty of the offence there and then —
subject at least to the civil provisions of the legislation
and those contemplated by the Equal Opportunity Act.
That is not to say that the other provisions involving
criminal charges cannot be brought to bear.
The employer or principal must go to the tribunal and
prove his, her or its innocence. The onus of proof lies
with the employer to prove innocence. I say again that
that is absolutely unfair. It should not happen,
particularly in the context of this legislation. It is tough
enough that it should apply in the Equal Opportunity
Act, but it is terrible that it should apply in this
legislation.
The terms used throughout those two provisions
include ‘reasonable precautions’. The employer will not
be guilty if reasonable precautions have been taken.
What in heaven’s name does that mean? Are signs to be
put up? If people from various backgrounds are
working in one work environment should signs be
written in the languages of each of the people hired?
When a new employee is engaged who has a different
background, how long does the employer have to erect
a sign in the new language? Where should signs be
displayed? How big should they be? Should
multilingual information be handed out to all employers
in the form of a dodger? Should the employer be
required to run classes or to call employees together as
a matter of course on a regular basis to instruct them;
and if so, how regularly? I believe the provision is just
not fair.
Who constitutes an employee? Presumably the general
definition will apply, but the question can be the subject
of much discussion. Similarly, who is an agent? What if
a subcontractor is engaged to go down to the railway
station and pick up a package on behalf of the employer
or principal, and while there engages in conduct that is
said to breach the legislation? Is that person an agent
for the purposes of that provision?
Who is a principal? Is it the person whose name
appears on the letterhead of the firm? Is it one of the
partners of the firm? Is it a director? Is it the managing
director? Who is it? Do we need to have regard for the
structure of the company? Might it be the secretary?
How are we going to determine who is a principal?
Those are but some of the issues that come to mind that
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render those two provisions patently unfair, and they
should be deleted from the bill.
Part 3 deals with complaints and conciliation, and has
been substantially lifted from section 104 onwards of
the Equal Opportunity Act. That explains why
provisions relating to a child suddenly appear in
clause 19(1)(c). A child is defined in the bill as a person
under the age of 18 years — that is, 17 years of age or
less. That provision is a direct lift from the main part of
the Equal Opportunity Act, where it is explained who
may complain. I think I am right in saying that the
original draft of the bill contained no reference to a
child and that it materialised later on, for some reason
or other. I cannot but wonder why.
I move straight on to clause 21, because the intervening
clauses are all based on the Equal Opportunity Act and
are there to be read. Clause 21 provides that the
commission must assist the complainant in formulating
the complaint. That again is a direct lift from the Equal
Opportunity Act, but I mention it because it carries the
implication that the commission is not impartial in its
conduct of the application. People can reasonably read
from the wording of the clause that it implies, if it does
not directly state, that a person appearing before the
commission will be assisted by the commission to the
point where the independence of the commission can
be justifiably said to be lost. That will be a cause for
concern in the community.
Clause 22 concerns unincorporated associations and
proceedings against them. I refer in particular to
clause 22(2), which deals with the death, resignation or
removal of the person named in a complaint, in any of
which events the complaint can be continued against
the association in the name of that person’s
replacement. That is going to be a lovely state of
affairs! In every unincorporated association that has the
misfortune to be involved in such a proceeding there
will be a fight at the annual general meeting to take
over the role of replacement for the person named in
the complaint. There will be a real battling for position
in such organisations! That seems unfair to me.
Clause 23 deals with the adaptation of the bill to the
provisions of the Equal Opportunity Act, and for some
reason clause 23(3)(b) refers to periods of time being
doubled. Time limitations and time periods in their
various forms that apply in the Equal Opportunity Act
do not apply here but are doubled. I have to ask why
that is so.
Part 4 deals in clause 24 with serious racial vilification
and in clause 25 with serious religious vilification. Both
involve significant charges, each prospectively
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involving criminal charges that can be laid against the
persons referred to. The charges carry fines of $6000 or
six months jail or both, and a body corporate could face
a $30 000 fine. By any measure they are substantial
offences that carry a heavy punitive cost.

many of those people have made contributions to the
point where they can justifiably lay claim to having an
ownership of the rich history of country Victoria. We
pride ourselves, as I said, on being able to interact with
them.

I note the proposed amendments of both the Liberal
Party and the honourable member for Gippsland West
that insist on the involvement of the Director of Public
Prosecutions (DPP) for the purposes of those charges
being laid. We have just had formal notice of that. It
had been talked of but we have not considered it and
will have to consider it before the matter comes to a
head.

I do not believe the legislation serves the purpose of its
stated intent. Rather it has the prospect of being
divisive. It is not necessary because, for all the reasons
that are outlined in the second-reading speech and the
discussion paper and those that I have canvassed here
this evening, Victorians should take pride in the fact
that the sort of conduct contemplated by the legislation
simply is not part of the way we are and who we are. It
just is not us.

On the one hand, that the DPP should have to be
involved highlights the seriousness of any such offence.
On the other hand, I wonder about the actual
application of the legislation in the everyday sense in
which it is supposed to operate if the police officer who
has been at the scene and conducted interviews and the
like is not able to conduct this process by way of an
ordinary summons. In any event, we will consider that
matter over the course of the next little while.
The penalties apply not only to a body corporate or a
legal entity but also to individuals. That is a heavy and
onerous price for people to pay in the event that they
are subjected to this sort of application.
Clause 27 is headed ‘Liability of a body corporate’.
Subsection (4) states:
If an employee, agent or officer of a body corporate engages
in conduct on behalf of the body corporate within the scope of
his or her actual authority, the body corporate must be taken,
for the purposes of a prosecution for an offence against this
Part, also to have engaged in the conduct unless the body
corporate establishes that it took reasonable precautions to
avoid the conduct.

Again, there is the notion of vicarious liability.
I do not intend to dwell on the bill further and wish to
make some closing comments about it. In so doing, I
reiterate the points that I made at the outset. The
National Party can rightly claim to be a very egalitarian
group. It represents country Victorians. All sides of
politics would accept the fact that in country Victoria,
by definition, there is a mix and match of people who
differ enormously having regard to where you may find
them and from whence they may have come. National
Party members pride ourselves on having an
association across all manner and means of people and
on the fact that we can have conversations — indeed
we do — with people from all backgrounds. We work
closely with many of them because they are integral to
our fortunes in country Victoria at large. Over time

This sort of legislation cannot be brought before the
house on the basis of looking to accommodate or
mitigate a risk which might arise at some time in the
future and in relation to which some elements and
aspects of our community feel a degree of exposure.
That is not the way to approach it. Rather, if we bring
legislation into the Parliament we do so on the basis
that the message can be well spread to the community
that we not only perceive that there is a problem but
deem it necessary to bring in legislation to deal with an
identified problem encountered by members of the
community. It can be said fairly on behalf of Victorians
that that simply is not the case.
National Party members concern themselves about
those issues. We believe that the instances where
people conduct themselves in ways that would attract
the terms of this legislation are highly infrequent. We
do not believe as a matter of course that Victorians have
the malice or viciousness about them that would give
rise to the sort of complaint that is described or
contemplated by the legislation.
We share strongly the notion that is felt around this
chamber about the entitlement of Victorians to freedom
of speech. We are concerned that if the legislation
passes there will be an impingement on that right that
separates us from many other communities, not only in
this state but in this nation and around the world. We
believe that in all the prevailing circumstances the
legislation is inappropriate, and that is why we oppose
it and will vote against it.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — I am pleased to
be in the fortunate position of being the first speaker for
the government to contribute to the debate on the Racial
and Religious Tolerance Bill, which rectifies an historic
anomaly. A national shortcoming on Victoria’s part is
being overcome, and we, as a Parliament, representing
the wider Victorian community, have the opportunity of
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stamping our set of Australian values into the Victorian
statute book and putting on the record our commitment
to a fair go, to egalitarianism and equity in this
community. It is an attempt to put our arm around our
neighbours and fellow community members and say,
‘We value you, we will protect you from those who
would do you harm’. It is an honour to be present for
the introduction of this legislation, which is being
supported by most members of this Parliament.
It was gratifying to hear that the main opposition party,
the Liberal Party, will support the bill, in the words of
the shadow minister. Of course, it was a little sad to
hear of the obvious ambivalence, equivocation and
trauma that the Liberal Party has gone through to arrive
at that decision. The trauma and the difficulty, and one
could say reluctant support, was written all over the
contribution from the honourable member for
Caulfield. However, I will not decry the generosity of at
least some of the sentiment. Liberal Party members had
obviously been through a divisive, emotional and
heated argument in the time leading up to the debate.
I would be interested to hear about the peace and
harmony, which is the theme of the debate, that was
evident in the opposition rooms. It must have been
fascinating to have been a fly on the wall during the
extraordinarily extended and heated debate today!
On the other hand, I was sad to hear the contribution
from the Leader of the National Party. For him to argue
that the legislation is not needed, that by implication the
other states have got it wrong and that racist activity
and racial vilification does not occur in this community
is not only short-sighted but an extremely blinkered
view of the community in contemporary times.
I ask members of the National Party to reflect on a letter
recently circulated to state members of Parliament from
the Reverend David Pargeter, the director of the justice
and world mission unit of the Uniting Church in
Australia. He provides some case studies of vilification
from a range of different communities and
organisations that are in contact with the Uniting
Church: the ecumenical migration centre of the
Brotherhood of St Laurence, the Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Commission, the Australian Arabic
Council, the Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria
and B’nai B’rith, the anti-defamation group. There are
some hair-raising stories in there and I ask members of
the National Party to consider them. They are studies of
contemporary behaviour that has occurred in this day
and age in our community. They are deeply troubling
and I ask members of the National Party to recognise
the sincerity with which they are offered to assist in our
deliberations.
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The Leader of the National Party had a great deal of
trouble with the bill. He went to great lengths to find its
vulnerabilities in structure and expression, like an
exercise you do when you are looking for ways to
criticise a piece of legislation. In that respect his
contribution went overboard. As members of a
community and as members of Parliament we are under
an obligation to support measures that bring the
community together to prevent and discourage hatred
that would tear our community apart.
The community forum that was held in my community
in Footscray was well attended. A couple of hundred
people showed almost unanimous support for the bill.
One or two people came down from the mountains, a
long way from Footscray, to say, ‘This is a public
meeting; I have a right to have a say, and I vehemently
oppose it’. However, the vibrant, caring multicultural
community in Footscray sent a clear message to the
Parliament, ‘We have experienced racism, we have
experienced racial vilification’. Vietnamese people told
me of fronting up to a job at a local venue to be told,
‘No, we don’t employ yellow monkeys here’. I ask
honourable members to consider what sort of impact
that would have on each of us if we were labelled in
that way.
As the second-reading speech and much of the material
we have seen suggests, racist behaviour and vilification
causes an enormous sense of insecurity, particularly
among the vulnerable in the community. When you
read some of those case studies you see examples of
that. It also causes a sense of exclusion and
disconnectedness from the community and the land,
while in speeches at citizenship and other ceremonies
all honourable members invite people to fully
participate in the community and make it a better place.
To be vilified or labelled on the basis of race is an
extremely damaging and nasty experience which
divides communities and causes people to hide and to
fear.
Even if Victoria does not have a prosecution for
10 years, as has been the case in New South Wales, the
fact that the legislation is on the statute book, that it is
available and that it provides a reference point to say,
‘These are the standards we aspire to, these are
remedies that are available if this sort of behaviour gets
out of hand’, is extremely important. It is a measure that
other states and many other countries with far greater
problems than Victoria have obviously seen the value
of.
What is sad about the debate is the number of
extremists who have come into the public arena. Like
many in this place, I have been inundated with some
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extraordinary claims. One of the first I received was
that it was obvious that the intent of the legislation was
to ban Carols by Candlelight. Some of the material that
has appeared in the context of the debate has saddened
me as a member of the Parliament. A lot of what has
been said about the definitions in and the intent and
scope of the legislation, and about the balance of rights,
was precise and worthy of the debate, because they are
the things that have rightly concerned us. However,
extraordinary fears have been aroused that somehow
the Parliament would contemplate banning Carols by
Candlelight or free speech, or constraining reasonable
public debate, artistic pursuits or religious behaviour.

arrived and the more vulnerable are protected and feel
safe.

One reaction I had was to wonder what sort of
assumptions and views people had about the
honourable members who make up this Parliament that
we would contemplate doing absolutely unreasonable
and extreme things. The bill is quite a fine product and
the result of a lengthy consultation process.

Australia, and especially Victoria, has a strong and
racially tolerant history. I have not seen significant
examples of racial and religious vilification anywhere.
The anecdotal evidence that supports this legislation
suggests that such examples are few and far between.
Nevertheless, either the bill will seriously inhibit free
speech or there will be a significant fear of crossing that
boundary and avoiding the potentially controversial
outcomes. This fear will inhibit free speech and perhaps
the obvious outcome would be the referral of matters to
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal.

I reject absolutely the Liberal Party’s comment that the
government did not consult in detail and did not put up
detail for examination. The sincere and committed
approach by the honourable member for Dandenong,
the Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural
Affairs, in putting out a model bill set the standard in
this state in terms of consultation and public debate. He
did this by putting out a model bill and saying, ‘This is
the manifestation of what we would like to do.
Comment on it and tell us what you think of it’.
Predictably, that created an enormous amount of
debate, and out of it we have probably come as close to
consensus as we are going to come in this chamber.
There are many amendments to consider, but I am sure
that in the end the wash-up will be a product that will
satisfy 75 per cent or more of the honourable members
in this house. Given the contentious nature of the
subject matter, that is a fine achievement for this
Parliament and all those who have participated in the
debate.
I wish both the bill and the intent behind it well. I want
to see our community grow together and for us to have
the highest aspirations. I want to see people participate
in the community — particularly those in my
multicultural electorate — without fear and with a
sense that the community is behind them and will
protect them not only from racism via other legislation,
but also from the vilification that sometimes occasions
unfortunate comments the like of which we have heard
in the examples presented by the Uniting Church. I
hope, as a result of this legislation, we will see not only
a fairer community but also one in which the recently

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — Unlike the honourable
member for Footscray, I vigorously oppose this bill,
which I believe is unnecessary. At the same time, I do
not question the motives of the government. From the
outset I want to make it quite clear that, like all
honourable members in this place, I do not support any
form of racial or religious vilification under any
circumstances. The failure to support this bill does not
mean that any of us are in any way condoning hate
speech or similar abhorrent behaviour.

One of the things that we should remind ourselves of
occasionally is what free speech is. In the British House
of Commons during May of 1797 Charles Fox stated:
Opinions become dangerous to a state only when persecution
makes it necessary for the people to communicate their ideas
under the bond of secrecy.

Another quote from Woodrow Wilson states:
The wisest thing to do with a fool is to encourage him to hire
a hall and discourse to his fellow citizens. Nothing chills
nonsense like exposure to the air.

Among other things, this bill would take away the right
of a parent to have full decision-making control over a
child. According to the bill, a five-year-old could be
making a decision contrary to the wishes of the parent.
Employers could become vicariously liable for the
unreasonable actions of their employees. On the basis
that most employees are adults, there should be some
form of self-discipline exercised so that people will not
have to place the responsibility on others.
It has been put to me that this is consistent with other
forms of equal opportunity legislation, but it is my view
that this is becoming quite a different issue. Employers
are under enough pressure already and to make them
liable in a vague sort of a way would make it more
difficult for them to survive in business than it already
is if they are to be faced with this particular problem.
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I find the artistic and religious exemptions somewhat
puzzling because, by having those exemptions, the
standard of proof is raised much higher than for the
ordinary citizen. You could look back and see some
artistic or theatrical outcomes that have been most
offensive to thousands of Christians in this state. Both
the Serrano exhibition and the play Corpus Christi, in
which Jesus Christ is portrayed as a homosexual, are
offensive to many people, yet they are exempted from
this legislation by the mere fact that it contains a
number of exemptions.
Before addressing the content of the bill it is
appropriate for me to indicate that there are a number of
influential groups in this state that are seriously
opposed to this legislation. In an article in today’s Age,
Liberty Victoria president Chris Maxwell states:
The Bracks government’s Racial and Religious Tolerance
Bill is neither necessary nor appropriate.
Existing law already provides a range of criminal sanctions
for racially or religiously inspired speech.
…
Merely ‘giving out pieces of paper’ should not be a criminal
offence.
…
The only effective way to tackle racial and religious
intolerance is through intensive, long-term educational
programs, with an emphasis on prevention rather than cure.

Free Speech Victoria president Terry Lane wrote to me
on 29 May stating:
We do not believe that the few small changes made in the bill
deal with the fundamental objections to it. It remains a piece
of legislation that can, and almost certainly will, be used to
restrict freedom of speech in the future.
We are sure that you share with us an abhorrence of cruel and
hateful speech, racial slurs and religious intolerance — but
these are issues of the mind and spirit that cannot be dealt
with with the blunt instrument of the law. There is no
alternative to the slow, but in the end effective, process of
education, example and reason.

The former Catholic Archbishop of Melbourne, George
Pell, said:
I remain to be persuaded of the necessity of legislation such
as the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill.
…
Any such legislation should apply equally to all and, thus,
there should be no exemptions.

The current diocesan administrator, Bishop Denis Hart,
said:
On a personal note, I share Archbishop Pell’s scepticism
about the desirability of this legislation. The legislation does
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not define what it means by ‘religion’ or ‘religious belief or
activity’. In another context, the High Court has given a very
broad interpretation to those words. The free discussion of
religion is one of the most important freedoms in our society.
The importance of religious belief to most people inevitably
means that different people are likely to find some part of it
hurtful.

The Presbyterian Church of Victoria said:
The government has not to date demonstrated that Victorians
either want or need this bill … Clearly from the level of
submissions made and their reported content a large number
of Victorians do not want the bill and see it as a dangerous
infringement on their rights as citizens of this state.
…
Nor is there any indication within the bill as to how
complaints against children (defined as under 18) will be dealt
with …
This bill is anti-small business, placing an unfair burden on
employers, particularly by including areas of an employee’s
behaviour at work …

The Australian Christian Churches have issued a media
release, taking very strong exception to the bill. In
addition, the Victoria Police put in a submission on the
previous model bill. The question was asked:
If a criminal offence is created to cover vilification, should the
legislation provide that a person may go to prison?

The answer was:
Victoria Police maintains there should not be a criminal
offence of racial vilification.

I want to include on the opposition list the
Australia-India Society.
Members would have received hundreds of letters on
this issue; I understand the government has received
more than 5000 letters and submissions on it.
The experiences in the other states are worthy of
mention. Queensland has had one complaint and no
prosecutions since 1991. New South Wales had 26
complaints in 1998–99 and 38 in 1997–98, and no
prosecutions for serious vilification, even though
attorneys have had several recommendations to do so.
Tasmania has no criminal provisions and there have
been few complaints since proclamation in December
1999. The Australian Capital Territory has had a small
number of complaints because the threshold is high.
South Australia has no provisions for conciliation; the
commonwealth has no criminal provisions, and the
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission
cannot enforce decisions. There is no report from
Western Australia.
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The race watch committee established before the 1998
federal election failed to uncover any serious instances
of racism, despite having 1000 volunteers on the alert.
A legal opinion has been provided to me on some
aspects of the bill and I will detail some of that material
during the committee stage, but one aspect that has
probably been overlooked by many honourable
members is that this legislation will give significant
protection to what can be described only as a very
dangerous cult, and that is the Church of Scientology.
This group of individuals who call themselves a church
has been described as a ‘school for psychopaths’.
Terry Lane on the ABC on 17 March 1996 interviewed
Nick Herd, the Australian Broadcasting Authority
director, over the threat to remove 3RRR’s licence over
a segment on what was called the Liars Club. He
described the Church of Scientology, and justifiably so,
as:
… an organisation which has been subject to investigation
and report and, at one time, banning in three states in
Australia, its leaders have been imprisoned in a number of
different places in the world, the American Internal Revenue
Service has accused the church, or the so-called church, of tax
fraud, in Spain it’s been investigated and it has been denied
status as a religion, in Germany they’ve been investigated and
accused of infiltrating political parties, in Canada nine of its
members were prosecuted for stealing government
documents …

Is that an outcome that we as a Parliament wish to have
on our conscience? I am unconvinced that Victoria
needs this bill. We already have the Crimes Act and the
Summary Offences Act, which are very effective tools,
and I do not understand why they have not been used
more widely. As the honourable member for Footscray
indicated, where people have been seriously insulted
they could also have used the equal opportunity
legislation, at the very least.
Free speech is a very important thing, and that is not to
condone the use of hate-filled language or vilification,
but it is a fundamental principle of our society. I believe
that the very ethnic groups who are purported to be
protected by this bill will invariably be the ones that
suffer and potentially will be disadvantaged.
The bill has received widespread opposition. I do not
believe it has the majority support of all Victorians, and
I have some serious misgivings as to how the powers of
search warrants will be issued.
I also feel it is most inappropriate for a child of any age
to be able to make a complaint without reference to
their parents.
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I know other members wish to speak on the bill and I
will conclude with a quote from Lord Byron’s play Don
Juan:
I may stand alone,
But would not change my free thoughts for a throne.

Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — In preparing
for tonight’s debate I looked back to the motion that
was passed unanimously in this chamber at the time of
the Pauline Hanson so-called ascendancy back in 1996.
At that time in my capacity as Minister assisting the
Premier in Multicultural Affairs I quoted from the
words of a truly international song, and those words
are:
You’ve got to be taught to hate and to fear
You’ve got to be taught before it’s too late
Before you are six or seven or eight
To hate all the people your relatives hate
You’ve got to be carefully taught.

It may surprise honourable members to know that those
words are from the Rodgers and Hammerstein musical
South Pacific. Both in 1996 and now, to me those
words contain the message that racism is something
learnt rather than something that comes from an
internal process or the genes. I guess back in 1996 I had
high hopes that we would not need this legislation, that
Victoria was somehow better than certain other parts of
this wonderful nation when it came to tolerance,
acceptance, and inclusion.
However, I would like to mention to honourable
members an incident that happened to my family and
me on the front steps of this very building only a few
months ago. We pulled up on a Sunday outside the
front steps on a beautiful day. My wife, my two
children and I were going to the movies. Coming
towards us were three young Anglo-Celtic Australians
in their late teens, and on the front steps of this
wonderful building was a busload of Asian tourists.
Suddenly, before you could blink or do anything, the
tallest and roughest of these three young Australians
started screaming out, ‘F—— ing slant-eyed Asians,
why don’t you go back to Tokyo?’. He did it not once,
not twice but three times. My gut reaction was to go
over and do something physical, which I probably
would have regretted afterwards. My 12-year-old, my
10-year-old and my wife had reactions that were totally
similar in their own way. They said, ‘Dad, can’t you do
something? You have got to do something. You can’t
allow that’. Unlike me they did not live in Japan for two
years and share accommodation with Japanese families.
They had not had the experience of living in another
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culture, which fortunately I did as a young man, but
their reaction was innate. They felt that this type of
behaviour being projected by young Australians had to
be stopped.
I went over to the protective services officer on the
front steps and said, ‘Can you stop these three young
hoods from ruining Australia’s reputation?’. The officer
replied, ‘I’m sorry, Mr Honeywood, but I have no
power or jurisdiction in this area. The most I can
request them to do is move on’. We have not come very
far since the debate in this chamber in 1996, when all
honourable members unanimously supported a motion
that highlighted that there is no place for Hansonism,
and that racism is repugnant, morally wrong and should
be condemned. We in this country, and particularly we
in Victoria, should do all we can to lead the way. Given
that the honourable member for Mildura argues there is
no need for this legislation, he might like to reflect on
what happens on the front steps of Parliament House
when you park your car of a Sunday morning.
Another point that is pivotal to the debate is balancing
out both sides of the argument. To those colleagues
who have argued or who will argue this evening that
church groups have the right to speak out and argue
whatever they want in the public arena, I say yes, many
church groups do have a right because in many
communist and totalitarian countries if it were not for
those groups speaking out not only would religion die
but so would the human spirit. The difficulty for church
groups and religions is that having the right to speak out
is both a right and a responsibility.
In recent years Australia has had an influx of new
religions, some of which have not been experienced
here before, and unfortunately in many cases they have
radical religious perspectives, as is seen through some
of their more firebrand preachers. I will not name any
particular religion or refugee or migrant group that
might unfortunately have had one or two of these
individuals within it. There is the odd bad egg in every
community, whether it be the Anglo-Saxon community
or any other.
I worry about untempered religious perspectives and
the right of new religions to incite hatred of others. In a
culture of tolerance and inclusion such as Australia’s it
is right and proper that we try to temper some of the
more radical elements when it comes to what is
preached from the pulpit, although only to a limited
degree — I would not want to see that taken too far. In
trying to come to terms with which church groups and
religions you might temper the pulpit-bashing of, how
do you pick winners? How do you pick which church
should be exempted over another religion from this
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legislation? The answer is that you cannot and you do
not. Therefore you stand by this legislation as being
reflective of the morals and values we want all
Australians to espouse and aspire to, whether they are
recently arrived or have been here for a very long time.
To those who argue, ‘My home is my castle, my home
is my refuge, my home is sacred’, I say it is interesting
to look at where the Ku Klux Klan in the United States
of America holds its regular meetings. They are not
held in public halls or in the spotlight of the public
arena. Ku Klux Klan meetings are held in private
homes, up long driveways and under cover of darkness
in the hope that young people can be incited to commit
acts and atrocities that further the goals and aspirations
of their elders in that unfortunate organisation that has
been allowed to exist for too long. To those who argue,
‘My home is my castle’, I say in nearly every situation,
‘So it should be, but not if it is used for the wrong
purpose; not if it is used as a forum in which to
propagate propaganda’. That is untenable in any
free-thinking society based on inclusion rather than
exclusion. On that basis I do not support excluding the
family home. I would rather have it out in the open,
where at least it can be seen for what it is.
To those colleagues who say that this does not happen
in Australia, to those sceptics who say there is no need
for this legislation, I urge them to get out and see what
is going on around them. I urge them to do what I did
for nine years, what on this side of the Parliament the
honourable member for Forest Hill did before me and
what the honourable member for Caulfield is now
effectively doing, and what on the other side of the
house the Minister assisting the Premier on
Multicultural Affairs and other honourable members
are also doing — getting out into the communities
where these issues prevail.
That is not to say that our rural colleagues from the
other parties and political persuasions are not doing the
same in their areas. But based on my experience, I
believe people from the many different
non-English-speaking backgrounds who have chosen
rural communities to be their home tend to assimilate
much more quickly and become, shall we say, more
Australianised — that is probably not the right
expression — more reflective of the rural community in
which they are living and often leave behind the
multicultural connections of their past. I do not want to
create a rural-versus-city argument, but the honourable
members nodding their heads in agreement realise I
have a point.
Come with me on a tour of Jewish synagogues to
witness rabbis in St Kilda, Caulfield or Doncaster with
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tears in their eyes as they escort you around the
premises to look at the graffiti that is constantly carved
and painted on their walls, such as ‘Jewish scum’,
‘Jewish pigs’ and Nazi slogans.
Come with me to a Muslim community that
experienced the Gulf War being used as an excuse for
certain Australians in schoolyards and places of work to
vehemently attack Muslim families because of their
religion rather than appreciating the fact that they have
left behind another country to embrace Australia. The
Gulf War caused some major issues, about which some
people in certain quarters of this country should be
ashamed.
Come with me to the homes of Chinese-Australian and
Indian-Australian families who had lived in Australia
for generations before Pauline Hanson hit her straps,
became the flavour of the year in certain quarters, and
for the first time caused junior members of those
families to be bullied in the street by being called ‘black
bastards’ and told they should go back home. That sort
of abuse happens daily. As I said at the start of my
contribution this evening, you have only to park your
car on the front steps of Parliament House on Sunday
mornings to witness it happening against tourists.
Our society is better than that. If we say it is interesting
that Victoria is the last state in Australia to have this
legislation, we have to ask why. I genuinely believe
Victoria is the last state in Australia to have this
legislation because it is has been the example to the
others. Victoria has been able to educate young people
to believe racism is repugnant and that religious
perspectives should not only be tolerated but accepted
and open for debate.
Unfortunately, we cannot rely on all the young
generation to lead the way. We cannot rely on every
Australian to do the right thing by the people who have
embraced this country as their new home. We cannot
rely on all Australians not to poke fun at someone
because they wear a shawl over their head because of
their religious beliefs rather than wearing it around their
neck for beautification.
On that basis, if this legislation serves any purpose at all
I hope it will be an educative one. I hope it will provide
for those people who have experienced acts of racism,
which I hope are repugnant to all Australians, some sort
of safeguard when they leave their front doors in the
morning or evening to go for a walk in their local
neighbourhood. I hope they know this Parliament, this
legislature, has moved to provide them with a shield,
some form of protection, as small as it may be — some
legal protection rather than bodyguards — so they can
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walk the streets without fear of retribution by virtue of
the fact that they have adopted this country as their
homeland.
This legislation should not be a cause for division. It
upsets me greatly that despite the fact that this
Parliament unanimously passed a motion against
racism in 1996, when I woke up one morning recently
and listened to the radio I heard you, Mr Acting
Speaker, attacking one political party, the Liberal Party,
for losing touch with its roots in supporting this
legislation. I noted in your contribution tonight that you
supported the Labor Party, as you always do, and
attacked the conservative parties only publicly for
whatever particular motive you may have. I say to you,
Sir, that you of all people should be tolerant of other
perspectives and realise that the Liberal Party has
always been a broad church and a party of inclusion
and that it has always believed in supporting minorities.
That is the history of the Liberal Party, which I am very
proud to represent, and it would bode well for the
people who, like yourself, constantly criticise this party
to understand its history and evolution. That is why we
can have a debate like the one we had this morning — a
debate that came from many different perspectives but
ended in friendship rather than rancour. We were able
to have that debate because the Liberal Party accepts
the views of others. That to me is what being a Liberal
is all about.
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) — I support the
Leader of the National Party in opposing the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill. Interestingly, the Premier in
his second-reading speech stated:
Victorians take considerable pride in the fact that people from
these diverse backgrounds live together harmoniously in our
community.

I inform everyone in this house that I live in a
community in which more than 40 per cent of the
people come from non-English-speaking backgrounds,
and they are now living harmoniously in the Goulburn
Valley. I feel terrible that the honourable member for
Warrandyte had to put up with the sort of behaviour we
saw on the steps of Parliament House, but if he thinks
this legislation will stop that sort of thing from
happening again he has another think coming. Those
idiots are the same sorts of people who scream out
racist remarks at an Aboriginal person playing football
or at the soccer.
We have had them for years. Legislation such as the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill will not stop that
sort of thing. People in the Goulburn Valley are proud
of the way the Greeks, Albanians, and Italians who
came to the valley in the 1940s and 1950s live

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE BILL
1618

ASSEMBLY

Tuesday, 5 June 2001

harmoniously in one of the richest communities in
Victoria. The people from those European countries
who came to Shepparton to grow fruit and tomatoes
became involved in business and the community and
have made a worthwhile contribution to both.

correspondence on this issue than I did when guns were
taken away from people — and coming from country
Victoria, that is saying something! I have never people
so up in arms about a bill since the gun legislation,
particularly in its original form.

After a discussion paper was put out the Labor Party
wheeled in the spin doctor. In came the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs, who
spoke to a group of people in Shepparton. About a
week later I was asked to speak to them. I asked them
what they thought about the minister’s remarks, and
many of them said, ‘We don’t know why he was here.
He said the legislation is needed and that every day
people are vilified over race and religion, but that does
not happen in our community’.

It is said that members of Parliament should listen to
the people. I have listened. I have sat with members of
the ethnic council who represent all the groups with
whom I work closely. Most of those people said, ‘We
do not live like that in the Goulburn Valley’. I am not
saying that vilification and intolerance does not occur. I
am not saying that a certain corner of the high school is
not referred to as Wog Corner, or that you do not hear
slurs, one nation against the other, when the Greeks
play the Italians at soccer. It happens, it has always
happened, and it always will happen, despite legislation
that stops people from barracking in that way at the
soccer or loudly talking to people in that way in the
schoolyard. I do not believe that is needed in our
society, and I do not support the bill.

These were people from the ethnic council, and they
asked me what the legislation was all about. We went
through it together, and I read some of the letters I had
received from the local Catholic monsignor and others.
At the end of the night those people, who came from
Greece, Holland, Italy, Albania, the Philippines, Tonga,
India, Iraq and China — there was also a man from the
Ukraine, who has been a great member of the ethnic
council — all said they did not believe the legislation
was necessary.
That ethnic council was brilliantly headed by
Vicki Mitzos, who is a multicultural commissioner and
who leads the Shepparton ethnic community like no
other ethnic community in Victoria. Vicki Mitzos has
done a magnificent job in bringing people from many
ethnic groups together to stop the hatred — and she has
not needed legislation to do it.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr KILGOUR — You may have talked to Vicki
Mitzos when you were there, but have a talk to her now
and see what she says! I talked to members of the
ethnic council, who agreed with me that, yes, we live in
harmony in the Goulburn Valley and, no, we do not
need this sort of legislation. People who vilify others on
the ground of race or religion are not the sort of people
who would take notice of legislation. They would not
even know it exists! It will not matter whether Victoria
has the legislation or not: what the honourable member
for Warrandyte said will happen on the front steps will
happen.
The correspondence that came to my office, which is in
an electorate where 46 per cent of the constituents are
from non-English-speaking backgrounds, is interesting.
Ninety-five percent of the correspondence I received
was not in favour of the legislation. I received more

It was interesting to read what the people who wrote to
me thought about the legislation. One person said:
This outrageously intolerant bill while seeking to limit the
freedom of speech of the majority of people, gives through its
exemptions for groups such as the arts, the media, science and
academia the right to vilify with impunity the rest of the
community. The community is already upset by the abuse of
privilege enjoyed by the arts …

It goes on:
This bill would uphold the accusations made by children, and
the accusations of any other person who would seek to label
another person or group as intolerant.
This bill is more draconian than any other state’s or federal
legislation, and cannot be equated with the NSW
legislation …

That was an interesting comment. Another person said:
The revised racial and religious tolerance legislation —

that is, the revised bill, not the original bill —
is still an unwarranted intrusion into the private lives of
ordinary people and restricts freedom of speech.
The problems currently affecting Oldham in Britain are a
result of many years of this type of law, which leaves people
little room to properly debate the issues affecting them for
fear of being called racist.

Another person asks that I urge the government:
… to abandon the Racial and Religious Vilification Bill. I am
Indian by birth — and in skin colour and appearance — and I
can affirm that Australia is the least racist country in the
world. I have lived and worked on all five continents, and
have found Australia to be the most tolerant.
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…
Please do not proceed with this legislation as it will destroy
the harmony which has prevailed in Victoria — use the
money instead to improve English language skills.

An interesting comment from the Australian Christian
Churches that:
… the Victorian government had incorrectly publicly stated
that the Australian Christian Churches supported the
legislation.

It goes on:
The Australian Christian Churches opposes the proposed
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill because it poses a serious
threat to freedom of speech …
…
The Australian Christian Churches aims to protect its
members right to preach and to defend the right of Christians
to express their views …

Another person says:
We are shocked and disappointed that despite the fact that the
overwhelming number of submissions opposed the racial and
religious vilification paper …

Was the information paper put out by the government a
sham? Was it a case of the government asking people to
let it know what they felt about the legislation and then
taking no notice of the opinions people submitted? It
continues:
… a bill has been drafted and is to be presented in Parliament.
We are appalled that after publicising a discussion paper and
calling for comment, the government has claimed that
opposition to the bill is an ‘organised campaign’.

The Presbyterian Church in Western Victoria said:
We do, however, have grave reservations with respect to the
proposed legislation as it impinges upon the constitutional
rights of all Australians …

The final submission said:
Whilst I feel the intention of this bill … appears to be to
protect every Victorian from the possible abuse that could
[be] levelled at them — by other individuals or groups within
our society — due to their own personal views. I believe this
comes down to each individual’s point of view, moral
conscience and perspective of their own freedom of speech
and beliefs. Each of us has to make a choice — to live
together in peace and harmony or discord.
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have learned to live here in a harmonious way. Not one
of them has said that at some time they have not been
embarrassed by what has been said. The sort of
information honourable members have been given
tonight by the honourable member for Warrandyte
probably happens regularly in many parts of Victoria.
However, in my 10 years as a member of Parliament I
have not received any information about this from my
area, which has a large population of people who came
to Australia from other countries. We do not seem to
have the problem in Shepparton and they do not see the
need to bring in this legislation. We in Shepparton have
had some problems with soccer. The Macedonians
wanted to come up and fix up the local Italian soccer
team. We contacted them and told them not to come to
the Goulburn Valley to spread their racial hatred but to
keep their racial problems in Melbourne. We were
living well together and believe we can continue to do
so.
In the limited time I have available I say only that I
believe I should not support the legislation, particularly
for the reasons covered by the Leader of the National
Party — the issues of liability of employers, et cetera. I
do not have any problem in opposing the legislation. I
invite anybody to come to the Goulburn Valley and see
how we live together harmoniously and have done for
many years, without the need for this sort of legislation.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — This is an historic
day in the Parliament, and I want to thank the Liberal
Party for the way it has approached the bill. Although
the government cannot support all of the opposition’s
amendments, this is a very different debate from where
we started last December. It is good to see that after
careful consideration at least the vast majority of
honourable members will be able to broadly support
this legislation.
The Labor Party came into government with a clear
election commitment on this matter, and it was
discussed during the election campaign. In a lot of the
consultations on the bill people told government
members that Labor had not told them about this, but
the fact is it was clear in our policy and was raised
during the election campaign — and we are on about
delivering our election commitments.

…
… this bill is designed to create division, suspicion and will
only encourage misrepresentation and a further breakdown
and disintegration of our society.

A lot of the information I received came from people
who have come to this country from other countries and

Why did the government say it wanted to do this? It
was not because of all the conspiracy groups out there.
Many of the submissions against this legislation said,
with their world conspiracy theories, that particular
lobby groups and powerful world interest groups
supported this legislation. The government wanted to
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do this because it is a logical debate to have. This has
been Labor’s policy as a political party for a long time.
The Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria is the
peak ethnic community organisation in this state and
this has been its policy for a long time; it has reaffirmed
that time and again. In fact, it is a policy that has been
supported by political parties across the board in all
jurisdictions around Australia.
As has been said by some honourable members on the
other side of the house, this is predominantly legislation
which occurs everywhere else, and some of it started
more than 10 years ago. Victoria is the last state to act.
Why? Maybe we do see ourselves as the most tolerant,
but that does not necessarily mean that all Victorians
have the same opportunities as those of us who are not
vilified. The reality is that this is as much needed in
Victoria as it is in any other state. This has been
reconfirmed by the process we have gone through in
the past seven months. I am a stronger supporter of the
need for this type of legislation after what I have seen in
the past seven months. It has reaffirmed to me why we
need it.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — I will go through
some of those. Most honourable members spend time
with people from many diverse religious and ethnic
backgrounds and see the value of the contribution they
make to our society — we appreciate, harness and
encourage it — but not all Victorians have that
opportunity because they do not mix in the same
circles. Some people particularly oppose this view and
others very actively oppose this view. A lot of people
out there do not support multiculturalism, yet it has
been supported across all political parties for many
years. We still see in mainstream newspapers letters to
the editor speaking against fundamental principles like
multiculturalism. If there are people out there who are
against multiculturalism they will predominantly be
from the more extreme groups and will generally be
against this bill.
Labor came to government to do this as an important
part of strengthening multicultural communities. The
bill is a stand-alone piece of legislation. It makes
amendments to the Equal Opportunity Act 1995 and
utilises the complaints handling and conciliation
mechanisms provided under that act. The government
deliberately did not do anything in the draft or final bill
that is drastically different to what already exists in
equal opportunity laws in Victoria, which have been
around for a long time — they have been tried and
tested.
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The government received 5500 submissions on the bill,
the majority of which were actually submissions against
existing racial and religious discrimination laws. There
was a high level of confusion in the community about
the difference between discrimination and vilification.
The submissions argued not so much against
vilification as against having the discrimination laws,
which have been longstanding laws in this Parliament
and other jurisdictions. They have stood the test of
time, as have vilification laws in other jurisdictions —
laws of Labor governments, Liberal governments, and
even National Party governments in Queensland. I am
disappointed that the National Party in Victoria has not
been able to do what its sister parties have done in other
states and support this legislation — or at least when
those parties were in government they did not change or
water down the legislation.
The purpose of the legislation is to prohibit vilification
of people on the grounds of race or religion and to offer
a means of redress for victims of racial or religious
vilification. It provides an avenue for victims of such
vilification to obtain inexpensive and accessible civil
redress. This process is the equal opportunity process,
which has been tried and tested for so long in Victoria
and other states. This is not a process about
encouraging division or giving favouritism to some
sectors of the community; it is about giving some
members of the community rights that they have not
had before, rights which other states provide to their
citizens but which Victoria does not. It is about
ensuring there is a process, although not a legalistic
one, to resolve these issues in a non-threatening way.
That is exactly what the Equal Opportunity
Commission does now, and is exactly what it will do if
cases of racial and religious vilification come before it.
The bill promotes conciliation, and that is exactly the
way it has been designed. The associated education
campaign is a fundamental part of that. The
government will educate our community about the
importance and value of diversity. I know the Premier
will talk a bit more about that when he sums up the
second-reading debate.
A lot of submissions said the government was
breaching the Australian constitution. If that were the
case it would have been tested in jurisdictions like New
South Wales and Queensland, which introduced their
legislation in 1991. This is not a breach of the
constitution, it is about complying with Australia’s
international obligations and agreements. All the
jurisdictions that have enacted similar types of
legislation have done so because as a country we are
signatories to the International Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and
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the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
1966. This bill will mean Victoria will have done what
all other states have done — that is, contributed to
meeting Australia’s international obligations and
commitments.
However, the bill prohibits extreme behaviour that
denies the rights of Victorians of all racial backgrounds
and religious beliefs to participate as equals in the
community, and strikes a balance by ensuring that
freedom of expression can be exercised.
The government is proposing the sort of legislation that
exists in other states, with improvements based on the
experiences of and advice from those states. Some
people who have opposed the bill have said that ours is
very different to the legislation in other jurisdictions.
However, being the last state to do this we have had
opportunity to learn from their experiences.
In drafting the bill the government sought advice from
other jurisdictions and asked, ‘How has your legislation
worked in the last decade?’, or in the last five years, as
is the case in some states. We asked, ‘What
improvements would you see? Have there been reviews
of your legislation by parliamentary committees or law
reform committees?’. This bill is consistent with what
exists in other states, but includes improvements based
on their advice, to make sure it works in a more
meaningful and effective way to provide the
safeguards, checks and balances that have been a
logical and not unreasonable part of the debate around
freedom of speech. The government has gone through
this process for seven months, and I have no doubt it
has struck the right balance. It is protecting freedom of
speech and providing protection against vilification,
which has not been available to others.
Some say that the views of government members are
draconian. The honourable member for Shepparton
touched on that, based on some of the submissions that
he had received. How can our views be draconian when
they are consistent with what applies in other states and
the government has acted on their advice to improve the
situation? Many people who say that our views are
draconian want to oppose our views in any case.
I turn to the consultation process, because the
honourable member for Caulfield said the government
did not consult properly. Government members started
the process seven months ago, in early December. We
travelled around the state and conducted various
forums. Consultations took place with metropolitan,
regional, ethnospecific, religious and indigenous
communities. We deliberately set out to get out there, to
be up front and to make ourselves available — not in
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the normal way that legislation is handled, certainly not
in the usual way most governments deal with
legislation — because we knew there would be issues
with this legislation. Although we were confident
because of the pre-existing laws in other states we still
had to be out there, up front and able to talk directly to
people about their issues of concern face to face, even
though it might have meant challenging each other. It
was a great environment. The forums provided an
opportunity to meet both people who supported the
legislation and those who opposed it, or who were
confused and wanted to see what it was all about.
At a lot of those forums people of various persuasions
sat together and listened to each other’s points of view
for the first time. In the end they may not have
necessarily all agreed, but it was an important exercise.
I saw some of the same people come to the meetings
time and again — they were clearly people who were
opposed to the proposal, but they nonetheless had a
good opportunity to put forward their views, and I got
to know quite a few of them. I saw some of those
people in the Parliament earlier today — for example,
supporters of One Nation, members of the Citizens
Electoral Council and members of some religious
groups. It was good that we could sit down, talk with
and engage each other.
The government’s strategy was deliberately designed to
have us challenge ourselves as a community and force
discussions about uncomfortable issues. It was also part
of an education process. The government could have
merely sought amendments to the Equal Opportunity
Act and dressed it up as that. It could have spoken to
the Liberal Party, who it suspected in the end would be
supportive of this type of legislation, and tried to have
the parties work it out among themselves. However, in
the end there would still have been issues in the
community, so it was important to be up front.
Consequently the government received a much larger
number of submissions than would otherwise have been
the case, and there was no problem with that.
In these processes, as the opposition parties would
recall from when they were in government, often you
get more submissions from people who oppose rather
than support issues. It is not uncommon at all. There
have been arguments that the majority of the
5500 submissions were opposed to the bill. The people
who support the bill say, ‘We support it’. People end up
doing their lobbying and making phone calls once they
see where the political parties are going to end up on a
given issue. About 1500 people attended the public
consultations. Even though they were challenging to
me, and I had all sorts of interesting experiences with
people being aggressive toward me, some having a
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personal go at me, I believe you should be able to talk
to people about what you want to achieve. The result of
that was a better outcome in what the government is
presenting to the house.

Recently a late letter of support was received from the
Catholic Church. The government encouraged formal
submissions as part of the formal consultation process,
but there was further informal correspondence.

Although I and the Labor Party were comfortable with
the draft bill, we were prepared to make changes to
allay genuine community concerns, and that is the type
of bill the house has before it. Government members
went out into the community, listened and said,
‘Despite our pre-existing views, we are prepared to
make those sorts of adjustments’. Two big changes
were made. The first was to include exceptions for
religious communities that had fears about their ability
to evangelise. According to our legal advice there were
no real issues in the draft bill, but they had issues and
the government was prepared to look at those concerns.
In consultations, religious communities of all
persuasions indicated a preference that the government
address those issues.

The Australian Greek Welfare Society, the
Australian-Israeli Jewish Affairs Council, the
Australian Muslim Public Affairs Commission and the
B’nai B’rith Anti-Defamation Commission were all in
support, and qualified support was received from the
Baptist Union of Victoria. The City of Greater Bendigo,
the City of Kingston, the Ethnic Communities Council,
the Ecumenical Migration Centre, the Greek Orthodox
Community of Melbourne and Victoria, the
Inner-Western Region Migrant Resource Centre, the
Islamic Council of Victoria, Moreland City Council, the
North-Western Region Migrant Resource Centre,
Southern Grampians Shire Council, the Anglican
Diocese of Melbourne, the Catholic Education
Office — which totally supported the original draft of
the bill — the Law Institute of Victoria, the Uniting
Church in Australia, the United Kingdom Settlers
Association, the United Nations Association of
Australia (Victorian Division), Victoria Legal Aid,
Victoria University — Equity and Social Justice
Branch, the Victorian Community Council against
Violence, the Victorian Equal Opportunity
Commission, the Victorian Trades Hall Council,
Warrnambool City Council, the Western Young
People’s Independent Network, Yarra City Council and
the Youth Affairs Council of Victoria — to name but a
few — all supported the legislation. Each of those
groups speaks for many voices. Let not their voices be
undermined and not heard because they did not get
every single one of their members to write about
something that is already supported and exists in other
jurisdictions.

The government also made changes to the definition of
criminal intent. The original draft was based on the
New South Wales Law Reform Commission model,
which has had criminal provisions for a long period.
Because there was disquiet about it the government was
prepared to concede the point, and in effect the bill has
the same definition of criminal intent as has existed in
New South Wales for over 10 years.
The government also accepted that the community
wanted to see a clearer distinction between the civil
process of the Equal Opportunity Commission and the
criminal process, even though we were confident that
what we had done initially was absolutely right.
I have written explaining the changes in the bill now
before Parliament to all the 5500 people who wrote
submissions to us, and we have received many positive
responses, not only from the many groups that were
supportive of the draft legislation, and let us not forget
about them. Many of them are umbrella groups, groups
that speak for many voices. On the other hand, the
majority of submissions were from individuals. It is
important, therefore, to give due weight to letters of
unqualified or qualified support to the government’s
proposals from organisations such as the Australian
Baha’i Community. The Adult Multicultural Education
Service and the Australian Catholic University also sent
submissions in support of the original draft. I will say
this about a late letter received from the Catholic
Church: the government encouraged formal
submissions as part of the process. Even though we had
discussions, no formal submissions were made but the
late correspondence is part of that.

Many of the submissions received included copies of
hate mail and hate literature. Members of the
government considered what to do with such
submissions. Should we, in order to help the
community and the media understand where we are
coming from, make available some statements of hate
against indigenous communities, Muslim or Jewish
communities and other groups for distribution in the
mainstream press? The government considered it
should not do that. The government sees the full range
of submissions made to it. As the honourable member
for Warrandyte recalled from his time as a minister in a
similar capacity, governments have the opportunity to
see evidence of people’s experience of vilification and
understand the need for legislation of this kind.
Governments understand why they have to stand up for
some people.
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The bill sends a message to those who think it is okay
to vilify people because of who they are and what they
believe in in terms of race or religion. This house must
say, ‘That is not appropriate’ and send a message of
support to people who are vilified, because they are the
people who need recourse and government support.
Governments need to be able to support those people,
because it is members of government who see evidence
of their experience.
Many honourable members have received a great many
submissions of all sorts, many from interstate and
overseas, from organisations such as Care Outreach in
Queensland and the Christian Outreach Centre, also in
Queensland. Other states already have such laws, yet
they are telling us in Victoria what to do!
Of the 5500 submissions the government sent back,
some produced letters of thanks. One, for example, was
a letter of thanks to me saying that the paragraphs in my
letter ‘… answered fully any possible query or concern
which I had on first hearing of this bill’. Government
members have received many letters like that. Once
people were engaged in the debate, had thought the
issues through and had things explained to them, even
if they had previously sent submissions against the bill
many subsequently came to support it.
The education process, however, does not end there.
When the bill is passed the government will still have
more work to do. Shortly the Premier will outline the
education campaign, which does not start until
1 January, before which time it will all be rolled out.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Wimmera) — I rise to join the
debate on the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill and
say strongly at the outset that I believe there is no place
in a healthy society for vilification of any class of
people. I put that right up front in my presentation
tonight.
The proposed legislation has three main purposes: to
promote racial and religious tolerance; to provide a
means of redress; and to make consequential
amendments to the Equal Opportunity Act of 1995.
During the consultation process that all honourable
members have been through, we have spoken to many
people, received many emails and letters and been
involved in many discussions.
On 28 May, along with the Honourable Jeanette
Powell, the National Party spokesperson on
multicultural affairs in another place, I attended a
briefing organised by the Department of Premier and
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Cabinet. We thank the department and officers in the
area of multicultural affairs under the Minister assisting
the Premier on Multicultural Affairs for the advice they
gave us on that day.
I, like the Leader of the National Party and the
honourable member for Shepparton, will oppose the
bill, and I will now give some reasons for that. Most of
the correspondence I have received on the matter —
and I will touch on some of it later — encouraged me to
oppose the bill. Secondly, the National Party believes
the proposed legislation is very much open to
interpretation and will therefore cause major
implementation problems.
In addition, the National Party believes that people
came to Australia from other cultures to escape
draconian laws and lack of freedom of speech in their
own countries. As outlined in the discussion paper,
there are now people from over 200 different countries
living in Australia. Another reason I am against the bill
is that I do not believe this type of bill is proven to
promote tolerance — and tolerance is, after all, what
the government is trying to achieve.
The Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural
Affairs has stated tonight that all other states and
territories of Australia already have racial and religious
vilification laws. That may be true; each state or
territory seems to have at least some small, relevant
parts of equal opportunities acts and the like. The
proposed Victorian legislation, however, will be much
tougher and will go much further than legislation
enacted in any other state. For that reason, I do not
think the bill will have the effect the government
intends.
I listened to the honourable member for Footscray’s
contribution to the debate. I think I am right in quoting
him as saying that any person or group that is against
this bill is a radical. I refer to some of the letters I have
received from churches, whose members would not be
considered radicals. The first is a three-page letter from
the Horsham Church of Christ, which states:
We wish to express our concern regarding a number of the
proposals raised as a part of this bill and the changes to our
social environment that will eventuate if the bill, in its current
form, is enacted.

Its concerns about the bill include:
It severely limits the individual’s sense of freedom of speech,
even within the confines of one’s own home …
It does not differentiate between deliberate acts of vilification
and unintended offences caused through ignorance …
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It prohibits religious groups from the honest expressions of
their beliefs, when these are contrary to the beliefs of
others …
It has the potential to be misused to harass and persecute
people.

That is important.
It would foster an atmosphere in which people were
frightened to express their views for fear of being
misunderstood, misheard or misquoted …
It exempts the most public expressions of racial and religious
vilification as these are presented in the arts, by intellectuals
and in the media, so discriminating against the ordinary
citizen …
It gives no clear definition of vilification.

I received another letter from the Presbyterian Church
of Victoria. The Reverend Barry Oakes wrote a
three-page letter on behalf of the parishes of
Warrnambool, Hamilton, Portland, Koroit–Port Fairy,
Camperdown–Terang and Noorat, saying:
We believe that the Victorian government’s genuine concern
over racial and religious intolerance is laudable, and we also
oppose vilification upon biblical ethical grounds …
We do, however, have grave reservations with respect to the
proposed legislation as it impinges upon the constitutional
rights of all Australians, and indeed question the need to
legislate in the first instance. We therefore write to bring our
strong concerns over this proposal to your attention.

Honourable members would have read the article in
today’s Herald Sun that included a reference to a letter
from Bishop Denis Hart — I think my leader read from
a letter from the bishop — which said:
… the law was not justified.
‘I am fearful that this legislation may end up being used to
attack the religious freedom it seeks to protect’.

The article also reported Bishop Hart as hinting that:
… the bill could be used against priests who refused
communion to groups such as the pro-gay Rainbow Sash
Movement.

Are representatives of the Catholic Church radicals?
Far from it. Finally, I quote from a letter from the
Presbyterian Church of Benalla:
The presbytery of Benalla agrees that there is no place at all in
a healthy society for the vilification of any class of people.
However, it believes that the proposed bill is not the means of
addressing expressions of social intolerance and abuse.
Specifically we oppose the ratification of this bill because …

Many reasons are given, and I will refer to a couple:
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There is a better way to address alleged intolerance. Social
prejudice and abuse is a matter of the heart …
This bill attacks the principle of freedom of speech and
freedom of religion.

Again, the church letters I have referred to show that
those people are far from radicals but are concerned
citizens of their communities.
Honourable members are well aware of the draft bill
put out for community consultation. Today
37 amendments have been proposed to the bill that was
brought into the Parliament. After two goes there are
still 37 amendments, from three different sources. How
are we, as parliamentarians who work with our
communities, expected to debate the bill when there are
so many amendments to the second draft? That is all
the more reason for the bill to be rejected at this stage.
The bill contains some contentious clauses. Clause 17
refers to the vicarious liability of employers and
principals. That is a major source of contention in the
community, especially among small businesses.
Clause 19 includes a child as a complainant, and even a
representative body on a child’s behalf. Clause 21
provides that the commission must assist complainants.
How can the commission be impartial when it has to
assist complainants prior to their coming before it? The
bill contains many contentious issues.
I know many honourable members who wish to speak
on the bill have read the preamble, to which I will refer
later. However, proposed section 11, which is headed
‘Exceptions — public conduct’, states that a person is
exempt:
(a) in the performance, exhibition or distribution of an
artistic work; or
(b) in the course of any statement, publication, discussion or
debate made or held for —
(i)

any genuine academic, artistic, religious or
scientific purpose; or

(ii) any purpose that is in the public interest.

One question asked of me is: what if a person goes to a
concert where an artist tells a joke that vilifies someone
and he repeats it outside; will that person be charged
where others are not? That is a major concern, and
maybe the minister might take that on board when
summing up.
I have referred to the fact that employers and principals
can be vicariously liable. We do not believe that is fair
to employers, who are under enough pressure as it is
from Workcover premiums and other costs increased
by this government. It will create another minefield for
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employers. We are worried about small business
people, for whom this is a major concern.
Proposed section 19(1)(c)(iii) states that if that person is
a child, and at the briefing given by the minister’s staff
we were told that a child can be someone as young as
eight:
if the Commission is satisfied that the child or a parent of the
child consents, any other person on the child’s behalf —

may complain to the commission. The situation may
arise where a child, without the approval of a parent but
with the assistance of the commission or someone else,
could make a complaint under this process. That is
wrong, wrong, wrong! There are many aspects of the
bill that are of concern.
I thank the honourable member for Mildura for making
available the legal opinion he obtained. I will not go
through the points it contains, but I found it interesting
to read.
I will finish my contribution by reading from some of
the other letters I have received. I have received letters
from the Returned and Services League, but I will not
refer to them. Berlinda Clarke from Balmoral wrote to
say:
I am appalled by racism, discrimination and hatred, and I
believe this legislation, if passed, will enshrine these very
things.

So she is against the bill. I received a letter from Prue
Clark of Horsham, who stated:
If passed the bill would make people with a strong belief in
any one religion vulnerable to large fines and jail terms.
…
Our society is so free of political unrest. Please do not allow
our state to be one of fear.

There is also a letter from Leeann Barber of Horsham:
I do not see the need for more laws in our state to bring about
tolerance for racial or religious reasons as I believe another
law will not stop, hinder or reduce vilification as the heart of
the individual or group has not changed and the law will
actually escalate disturbances. People will not change their
mouth, thought or actions by introducing more laws.
…
Why should the arts, theatre and science be exempt when
they can and do offend individuals and groups who see their
belief violate, blasphemed and ridiculed. Is this not a bias for
an elite group?

There are many more. During my time with the
Horsham City Council, Robert Atkins was a councillor
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for whom I had a lot of time. I point out that he is
studying Japanese. I quote from his letter:
The community that I live in —

that is, the Horsham–Wimmera community:
has built up over time a religious and racially tolerant
community without the need for these new criminal
intrusions. After the Second World War many immigrants
from all over the world settled here and work, run businesses
and pray in the various churches provided. Never in my
experience has there been any need for such an act because of
the respect and tolerance shown to all who wish to live here.

I compliment the people of the Wimmera on their
tolerance in working together.
I read newspapers every day and also watch television news
and I cannot recollect any outcry for these sorts of legislation,
so why codify something in law that nobody needs or wants?

We received many such letters.
Last week I spoke at a Federation activity at Murtoa
College, where I highlighted the fact that we are a
multicultural society, which I think has made this a
great country in which to live. As I said before, people
from more than 200 nationalities live in Australia, and
more than 160 languages are spoken here.
I want to refer to the influence of the multicultural
society on the clothes we wear and particularly the food
we eat, whether it be Chinese, Indian, Italian, Japanese
or at Moe’s restaurant in Horsham. I refer to the
second-reading speech, in which the Premier states:
Honourable members will be aware that Victoria is the most
culturally diverse state in Australia.
The people of Victoria come from many different ethnic
backgrounds and indigenous cultures and observe many
different religious faiths.
Victorians take considerable pride in the fact people from
these diverse backgrounds live together harmoniously in our
community.
This diversity has enriched Victoria.

I could not have said it better myself and the reality is
that we have done that without this law. I have major
concerns with the ramifications for the AFL code of
vilification and the flow-on effect to those people who
have been offended by this.
I do not believe the legislation is needed. There is no
demonstrated need for it and it sends the wrong
message. It does not serve its intended purpose,
therefore, I oppose the bill.
Debate interrupted.
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DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the next
speaker it gives me great pleasure to welcome to the
gallery this evening the Honourable Fred Riebeling, the
Speaker of the Western Australian Parliament, who is
accompanied by Mr Peter McHugh, the Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly. They are both visiting the
eastern seaboard states looking at parliamentary
administration. Welcome gentlemen.

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.

Mr LIM (Clayton) — In making my contribution to
the debate I would like to say at the outset that I have
been very concerned that the bill might not get up
without the support of the opposition. The opposition
has now come out publicly to support the bill and I am
delighted to be taking part in the discussion. The most
eloquent contribution was from the honourable member
for Warrandyte, which was most touching. It was his
personal experience of racism right in front of our
Parliament. By the same token, I express my great
disappointment with the objections and lack of support
from the National Party members. While some
members of the house — —
The SPEAKER — Order! It is with reluctance that
I interrupt the honourable member. The time being
10 o’clock I am required by sessional orders to interrupt
the business of the house.
Sitting continued on motion of Mr PANDAZOPOULOS
(Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs).

Mr LIM (Clayton) — As I was saying, while some
members of this house have demonstrated recalcitrance
as far as the bill is concerned, I can assure them that
racial and religious vilification is alive and well and that
it hurts the community. It is intimidating; it is
degrading; it is belittling; and it creates a sense of
helplessness on the part of the victim. As someone from
a non-Anglo background I have lived it during the last
31 years of my life in this country. As someone from a
refugee community I know how it affects members of
that community, especially those who have fallen
victim to such a disgraceful monstrosity.
I cannot go through the long list of examples;
honourable members have heard many examples
already. One that I can never get over and that I shared
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with the house on the occasion of the rise of Hansonism
in Canberra is the story of the Cambodian lady who
once a week went to her temple. She was waiting in
front of her house where there happened to be a bus
stop when an Anglo person came out to spray his
garden. Instead he sprayed her and shooed her away,
telling her to go away and to take her religion back to
where she had come from. That was so traumatic for
her that she hid in the house for months before she
dared go out again, because she did not know what to
expect next.
It is important for all members to realise that what the
government is trying to do with the bill is to see the end
of such disgraceful behaviour. Imagine what would
happen if something like that happened to an elderly
Catholic or a member of the Anglican Church. The
outrage would be unprecedented. It is important for the
house to remember that.
The bill is significant in the sense that Victoria is
playing catch-up. As the Premier mentioned in the
second-reading speech, we are something like 10 years
behind other states. As Victorians we should be
hanging our heads in shame because we are supposed
to be part of the most enlightened community in the
whole of Australia. We are supposed to be at the
forefront of compassion, tolerance, multiculturalism
and race relations, yet we are just catching up. It has
amazed and astounded me that members are reluctant
to support such a progressive move on the part of the
Bracks Labor government.
What is significant about the bill is that it is a much
watered-down version of the original. It is substantially
modified compared to the one that was put out for
discussion and was subject to exhaustive and vigorous
consultation. It was the subject of criticism by some
vocal religious and community groups that believed it
would impact on their so-called freedom of speech and
religion and objected to its treatment of the issue of
intent. The changed version that we see at the moment
is the result of the government’s positive response to
the demand for change, indeed, the clamour for change.
The numerous changes that have been made to the bill
should make it more attractive to all concerned.
For example, the bill now includes an exception that
previously limited it only to academic, scientific or
artistic expression, as well as including religious and
public matters.
Significantly, the amended version provides for proof
of intent to vilify before criminal prosecution can
proceed. This is important and addresses in a significant
way the concerns expressed throughout the period of
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consultation by those who object to the bill. More
importantly, we should never overlook the fact that so
far as community relationships are concerned the bill is
about a power relationship between the abused and the
abuser. It also empowers victims so they have
something to protect themselves with and ensures that
they will be treated with dignity. I commend the bill to
the house and wish it a speedy passage.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — I join this
fascinating debate, during which most honourable
members have been moving in a common direction.
However, there are those of us who do not share that
feeling of agreement and who look at this legislation
through different eyes. I listened to the honourable
member for Clayton talking about our playing catch-up.
I wonder what we are catching up to, or to whom. Is it
to other states with bits of paper that they have not
utilised? Why are we doing this?
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — The minister in all his
goodness has told us about how much he has learnt in
the past seven months, yet when he was asked to
produce evidence of that he dived off into other areas.
Those of us who see this as more of a feel-good
exercise have difficulties with the real meaning of the
legislation.
An Honourable Member — The National Party
doesn’t agree with it.
Mr STEGGALL — You are not wrong. The
honourable member for Footscray summed it up when
he spoke about his Footscray meeting, where only some
people who came from a long way away opposed it.
From a long way away — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — I do not think Melton is a long
way away. It is interesting to see what we are trying to
do. Some people will see this bill as a threat, and others
will see it as an opportunity. I appreciate that, and I
would have hoped the government may have made its
first attack on the subject through education and the
work it is talking about doing.
According to the government, this is the first plank in
its attack on racial and religious vilification. I am sorry
the government had to lead off with legislation, because
in many of our areas it will not achieve what the
government wants. It may achieve it in Melbourne, and
I hope for the government’s sake it does. However,
there are other areas where this will not be successful or
popular and where it is not wanted. In the country we
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rely on immigration because we cannot get people to
come from Melbourne to take up the workload and fill
the jobs that are available. Looking at a couple of my
communities, the best example would be
Robinvale — —
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — The Treasurer is right. I would
get to Robinvale! It is an interesting and exciting place
that in the past five years has had a huge influx of
people from Tonga and Vietnam. In addition, it has
large Italian and Aboriginal communities. To say it is
not a vigorous community would be to understate it a
bit. It is a vigorous community that has to find its own
way through — and it does so. There are lots of
pressures on racial and religious areas, and they are
being resolved — slowly. This legislation will not be at
all helpful.
As employers attract more people to country areas,
where they are needed to fill jobs and learn skills they
need, many will come from Melbourne’s ethnic
communities, because no-one else will come. As I said,
the arguments are vigorous and strong, but the
communities are working together. I do not like the
concept of having a piece of legislation that will enable
people to put up barriers in front of others, particularly
as they are employed and introduced into communities
in rural areas.
Why do we need this legislation? There has not been
any real argument for it. I heard an interesting
contribution from the honourable member for
Warrandyte, who to support his argument used the
abuse thrown at some Japanese tourists on the front
steps of the Parliament.
I have been on the front steps of Parliament quite often,
and I can assure honourable members it does not
happen often, but he was there when it did.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — I have been abused! I came
from the shearing sheds of Australia — I thought that
was the way we lived!
To use the argument of the honourable member for
Warrandyte for introducing the proposed law is a little
bit steep. I would have thought that the actions of those
people on that day towards those tourist groups was
against the laws of this nation as they stand today.
Many of the other examples that have been raised
tonight are against the laws that we already have.
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As parliamentarians we need to be very careful that we
do not create legislation that will sit on the books or
threaten people and not achieve the aims we want. I do
not believe we will achieve by legislation what has
been talked about in the debate. I do not believe that a
society will do it by legislation. I believe we will do it
in this country as we have over the past 50 years. Since
immigrants came here at the end of the Second World
War, we have worked through our communities and
our society to create the Australia that today attracts
people from every nook and cranny of the world. You
cannot tell me this is not a good place to live or that
people are not very keen to get here and enjoy the
quality of life and standard of living we have. They are
coming here in droves and are very keen to do so.
Please do not take the vigour away from our nation. We
are told that we have people here from 208 countries. I
imagine that is a pretty good indication of what we
have.
The proposed legislation is based on the Equal
Opportunity Act, which is not used much in country
areas. Now Parliament is going to introduce the concept
of vilification on religious and racial grounds and use
that to try to impose its will on people. As the minister
will be aware, the big test is how penalties are
handled — that is, how will society accept the penalties
that the bill provides can be imposed on employers and
individuals? Do honourable members really think that
by imposing such penalties the problem will be solved?
The government is on the right track when it talks about
the bill being the first plank of many other things and
says that education will be paramount. I am told that
sometime tonight the Premier will tell us about the
education plans of the government. I will be very
pleased to hear them, because I would have thought that
was probably a very good starting point for our society.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — So is the minister saying we
are using penalties to drive education home? Is that
how his mind works?
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — The minister did not come near
my electorate in the seven months of discussion! I think
he would find that an education program would be a lot
better and far more acceptable to people in attempting
to achieve exactly what is aimed at.
The churches all have different opinions. They are not
always the best people to seek opinions from on such
matters and it is interesting to see what a confused
range of opinions are coming from them.
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Our society is basically very tolerant and good. This is
not a bad country! We are not bad people! We do have
a few pressures on us from time to time, but I ask
honourable members not to think we must run away
and use penalties, jail sentences and all the rest of the
things that are provided for in the bill to impose its
objectives.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — No, the Garden of Eden was
actually at Lake Boga!
Different people and different communities see the bill
in different ways. The legislation is not sought or
wanted in the Swan Hill electorate, where there has
been a lot of discussion. As the honourable member for
Shepparton mentioned earlier, honourable members
have probably had more correspondence on the bill
than on any other legislation of recent times. I am sorry
it has been introduced. I believe the threat the
legislation will represent to those in a lot of areas will
act against the outcome we are trying to achieve as a
society.
The National Party is not supporting the bill. I trust that
as the Parliament discusses the bill people will accept
that some of us are from places other than just
Melbourne and do not share the sentiments expressed in
the bill.
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill.
Today I am very proud to be a member of the Liberal
Party because we have freedom of choice and freedom
of speech, unlike those on the other side, who are
gagged and have to follow the minister.
I also put on record the good work done by the
honourable member for Caulfield, who is the shadow
Minister for Multicultural Affairs, and an honourable
member for Templestowe Province. Due to their hard
work I have decided to support the bill and the
amendments that will be moved by the honourable
member for Caulfield.
When I attended secondary school in the northern
suburbs I, too, was abused, vilified, threatened and at
times bashed. I suppose some members on the other
side and some public servants might think I deserved it,
but although it was difficult I considered freedom of
speech to be very important. It is something that we
strive for and I would hate to see something that would
hinder it.
The bill does not inhibit freedom of speech. Its
purposes include:
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… to promote racial and religious tolerance by prohibiting the
vilification of persons on the ground of race or religious belief
or activity …

The purposes of the bill are good and I commend them,
but the government has failed. It has handled the bill
appallingly. It has divided and caused fear in the
community. It shows that the Premier, who is also the
Minister for Multicultural Affairs, is not up to that job,
and I suggest that the minister who assists him on
multicultural affairs should perhaps take it over.
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Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs
asking him for a briefing, but what did the minister say?
He said the following:
Thank you for your letter of 10 April 2001, in which you
requested a meeting between yourself, Mrs Helen Shardey
MP and Mr Nicholas Kotsiras MP, with the newly appointed
Director of the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs …
I am pleased to advise you that the courtesy of a briefing is
extended to Mrs Helen Shardey, shadow Minister for
Multicultural Affairs, to meet with Ms Jensen … adviser will
also be present.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KOTSIRAS — The Premier is very
uncomfortable with the portfolio and he should pass it
over to the minister assisting him on multicultural
affairs.
Back in 1990, the Kirner government set up a
committee to consider the subject of such a bill. The
chairman of that committee was Demetri Dollis, the
then member for Richmond. It came up with four
recommendations. As a result of those four
recommendations the government at the time brought
in a bill, the purpose of which was to render unlawful
certain acts or statements that vilified or threatened
people on the grounds of race or religion, to empower
the Magistrates Court to make an order prohibiting a
person from harassing another person on the grounds of
that other person’s race or religion, and to empower
municipal councils to remove certain material from
public display.
Unfortunately the Labor government at the time did not
have the courage to go through with its bill. It
introduced it in the upper house, but because the state
election was coming up decided not to go through with
it, and it remained on the table.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KOTSIRAS — Yes, we were in government
for seven years, but the big difference is that we had a
strong Premier, unlike this weak and incompetent
Premier.
The former Premier was tolerant and powerful. He was
proactive. He chased Pauline Hanson and was a
supporter of multiculturalism, whereas this Premier is
very uncomfortable with it. I always hear the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs talking
about the fact that in Victoria there is a bipartisan
approach in this area, but it is only when it suits the
government. When there is a test, it fails.
The Honourable Carlo Furletti, a member for
Templestowe Province in the other place, wrote to the

In other words, the government rejected both
Mr Furletti and me — and government members talk
about bipartisanship and being open and accountable!
What are they afraid of?
The Labor Party went to the election promising the
introduction of legislation with education strategies to
combat racial vilification. There was no mention of
religious vilification, so the minister is misleading
many people. When Labor came into government it
decided to introduce this bill during the spring session
of 2000. That session has come and gone, so either the
Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs (VOMA) was
incompetent or the minister was incompetent, because
you cannot promise something and not deliver it.
As if that were not bad enough, because the
government could not cope with the work it employed a
consultant and paid him $35 200 for one month, which
is almost $1700 a day of taxpayers’ money, to tell it
what to include in the bill — that is, $1700 a day to do
the work that VOMA is meant to do. What did
Sweeney Research find? First of all, the research was
conducted in Ballarat and Colac and the results are very
interesting. On page 5 the report states:
In the city there was no reluctance whatsoever to accept
governmental proactivity in introducing some form of
legislation … but most believed that down the track this
might become a minefield … Most anticipate huge
difficulties based on the variables outlined above; not the least
of which being the circumstances and the intent.
…
… If this goes some of the way towards eradicating
intolerance, bigotry, discrimination, then they are all for it.
However at the same time they are united in the belief that the
problem has to be tackled within the breeding grounds: in the
home; in schools. And that, and ultimately the battle has to be
fought aggressively within the workplace ‘Because that is
where most people spend the majority of their waking hours’.

The government then decided it would have a
consultation process. Wasn’t that an absolute farce! It
organised meetings in different parts of Victoria, and
the feedback I have received shows that the minister
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was not prepared to listen. A letter to the editor in the
Bendigo Advertiser states:
Sir, the so-called consultation regarding the racial and
religious tolerance legislation hosted by the Honourable
J. Pandazopoulos held in Bendigo recently had the
appearance of a total farce.

Another article under the heading ‘Racial bill has set
alarm bells ringing’, this time in the Ballarat Courier,
states:
More information please! The wider community has every
right to seek answers on just what the likely scope and impact
of the controversial racial and religious vilification bill will
be.

A letter to the editor in the same paper states:
… the overwhelming majority of the 130 or so people there
were vehemently opposed to the legislation. When asked
whether he would therefore be advising the government that
the legislation be dropped, Mr Geoffrey Howard, MLA
responded that he could not do so as he was not certain that
the meeting was representative of Ballarat opinion as a whole.
Why bother to arrange the meeting in the first place?

The honourable member was obviously gagged. I sent
in a freedom of information request asking for all
documents relating to this bill. I received a response
saying:
Access was denied to 7 documents in full and 15 documents
in part.

Again I ask the minister what he has to hide. If he is so
confident about this, why can’t he be open and
accountable as Labor promised? I asked the Premier a
question on notice:
(a) What was the total number of submissions, letters and
emails received? (b) What proportion supported the model
bill? (c) What proportion opposed the bill, and (d) what
proportion sought amendment of the bill in order to give it
support?

The answer was:
The Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs received in
excess of 5000 written submissions.
To provide an answer as to what proportion supported the
model bill, what proportion opposed the bill and what
proportion indicated support only if the proposed bill was
amended would require an inordinate amount of time and
resources that are not available.

You cannot tell me the Premier has not received a brief
from VOMA advising him how many submissions
were in support of the bill! I hope the Premier is not
misleading the house with his answer.
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I now turn to the bill. I need to ask the minister what he
means by the words ‘lawful religious’. In addition,
clause 4(c) states that an object of the bill is:
To promote conciliation and resolve tensions between
persons who (as a result of their ignorance of the attributes of
others and the effect their conduct might have on others) …

Does that mean that if you are not ignorant in what you
do, you will not be held liable?
What is the definition of ‘incite’? At the briefing it was
explained that ‘incite’ requires the words or acts to
affect Y’s feelings about the person or group referred to
by X. It was said that as an evidential matter it would be
of assistance to demonstrate that Y had acted on his
aroused hatred — for example, Y might state his
feelings are, ‘I hate B’, and an act of violence is not
required to establish that. That means that you do not
have to go out and do something so long as someone
can prove that you were incited to do some violence or
to threaten an individual.
Clause 12 covers exceptions for private conduct.
Subclause (2) says subclause (1) does not apply, so I
cannot understand why it has been introduced. In other
words, if you are in your own home, the window is
open and someone walks past, you are liable for what
you say.
I ask the minister to look carefully at the amendments
to be moved by the honourable member for Caulfield,
because they make sense.
I support the bill. However, the government has failed
the Victorian community. It has divided the community
because it has shown to be incompetent in introducing
this bill. I am disappointed in this Labor government.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I oppose the bill. The
Leader of the National Party has spelled out why, but I
will make a few brief comments on why I am opposed
to it.
I start by saying that Australia is a very tolerant society.
About one-third of Australians are foreign born, and
something like 50 per cent of all the people in Australia
have one or more foreign-born parents or come from
overseas. The honourable member for Shepparton in
his contribution spelt out what a wonderful
multicultural society we have, and certainly that applies
in the Goulburn Valley. This country is home to people
of all colours, creeds, races and religions. It does not
have the problems seen in other parts of the world,
particularly the Middle East, Ireland, Yugoslavia,
Africa and other trouble spots.
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I acknowledge that our Aboriginal people have been
badly treated in the past and I believe that as a
community we are determined to make amends. The
disadvantage is being addressed and we are doing
something to help the Aboriginal people with their
problems. It is important that all people, whatever their
class, creed and background, are treated as equals.
Some would say that we have gone too far in that
endeavour. Some would say it is a two-way street. I
acknowledge that some people are racist, but this
legislation is not going to do one thing to overcome that
racism.
The honourable member for Caulfield in her
contribution spelt out the solution to the problem,
which is more education and understanding. The bill is
far more likely to create division. It is unnecessary; it is
loosely drafted, vague and imprecise, and it will create
far more problems than it aims to resolve. It is not
called for, it is not needed and it should be thrown out.
All honourable members would agree that racial and
religious intolerance or any form of intolerance should
not be condoned, encouraged or tolerated. It certainly
should not be supported, and wherever it exists it
should be overcome by education in the home, in
schools, in the community and by example rather than
by legislation. The honourable member for Caulfield
spelt out the way that could be done.
It has already been pointed out that the legislation is far
more draconian than that in any other state: it has been
rarely used in other states. I concede it has been used in
some cases, but rarely. It goes much further in terms of
penalties and so on than the legislation in other states.
There are already means to deal with discrimination
and vilification. This is an unnecessary duplication that
will create more divisions than it heals.
There is no widespread support for the bill. My office
has been inundated with letters, emails and phone calls
in opposition to it. I have had some letters supporting it,
but there have been very few. I would suggest that of all
the mail, emails and telephone calls that I have
received, much less than 10 per cent show any support
for the legislation. People in my electorate are strongly
against the proposed legislation being debated tonight.
There is no widespread support because there are
already means to deal with discrimination and
vilification, including the Crimes Act, the Summary
Offences Act and the equal opportunity legislation.
Australia prides itself on its support and encouragement
of the principle of free speech. People come from other
parts of the world to enjoy the privileges that we take
for granted. We are known around the world as a
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country that encourages free speech, and vilification
and intolerance are not tolerated by the community. I
acknowledge it exists in a small number of cases, just
the same as a whole range of other things that we do
not approve of, but it cannot be made to disappear by
this draconian legislation.
In his contribution the Leader of the National Party
outlined very clearly why the National Party opposes
the bill. The honourable member for Footscray said the
Leader of the National Party was nitpicking. It is a lot
of rubbish to talk about nitpicking. The Leader of the
National Party referred to some of the definitions in the
bill, and you could drive a truck through some of them
because they are so loose and imprecise. They are not at
all clear. It is a lawyers picnic.
Clause 7 states that a person must not:
… engage in conduct that incites hatred against, serious
contempt for, or revulsion or severe ridicule of …

What does ‘severe ridicule’ mean? How precise is that?
Lawyers would have a wonderful time with that phrase.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — I agree. If someone is
ridiculing you, you would be hurt, and I acknowledge
that, but trying to define what severe ridicule is will be
a lawyers picnic. The same applies to clause 8.
Clause 11 states:
A person does not contravene section 7 or 8 if the person
establishes that the person’s conduct was engaged in
reasonably and in good faith —
(a) in the performance, exhibition or distribution of an
artistic work; or
(b) in the course of any statement, publication, discussion or
debate made or held for —
(i)

any genuine academic, artistic, religious or
scientific purpose;…

That part of the legislation is intolerable. Artists,
academics, and a selected group in the community are
being given carte blanche to say and do whatever they
want. They are exempted, yet the ordinary person in the
street cannot make those comments without being in
danger of being charged under this legislation.
I turn to clause 21, which states that the commission
must assist complainants. How independent is a
commission that before adjudicating on whether there is
a case to be heard must assist in formulating the
complainant’s case? If that is not discrimination against
the person who is the subject of the complaint, I do not
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know what is. Clause 24 refers to a penalty of six
months imprisonment or a fine of $6000, which is way
beyond what is reasonable. As was said earlier in the
debate, it is using a sledgehammer to crack a nut.
People such as those in the Uniting Church are arguing
in support of this legislation. I agree with the general
principles put forward by the church, including the need
to recognise that vilification exists. The church says
vilification attacks one’s psychological wellbeing, sense
of belonging and sense of security, and I agree with
that, but I differ with it on how we should go about
resolving the problem. I repeat that the problem can be
resolved by setting good examples and by education
rather than by legislation.
In the interests of time I will not speak for much longer,
except to refer to a few quotes. Dr I. C. F. Spry, QC,
says this about the definitions:
It is extraordinarily unclear and uncertain in its operation, and
often no-one will know whether it applies or not.
For example, if an individual (or his employee) refers to the
religion or race of a particular person or class of persons and
‘a reasonable person would believe’ the reference is ‘likely’
to ‘seriously offend’, that particular person or class of
persons —

can suffer the penalties. He goes on to talk about the
definitions of the terms ‘likely’, ‘seriously offended’,
‘reasonable person’ and so on. As I said earlier, the
definitions are so vague you could drive a truck through
them.
A letter from Mr Peter Condos states:
I was born in Egypt of Greek parents. I have seen this country
mature in a positive manner over 40 years without undue
recourse to legislation. But it is still maturing; we should be
fostering the free expression of opinion and belief and the
tolerance that goes with it …

One of my constituents, Mr Bruce Mitchell of
Kyabram, refers in a rather lengthy letter to the
exclusion from the bill of artistic works like Piss Christ
and Corpus Christi, which for many people in the
Christian church are offensive — yet they are allowed
under the bill. As he says:
To exempt the abovementioned activities, paintings, plays,
writings, etc. from the legislation is grossly unjust and is a
display of double standards. This is discrimination.

It is reverse discrimination. The Clerk of the Presbytery
of Benalla states:
The Presbytery of Benalla agrees that there is no place at all
in a healthy society for the vilification of any class of people.
However, it believes that the proposed bill is not the means of
addressing expressions of social intolerance and abuse.
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The Australian Christian Churches, a coalition of
Pentecostal churches with attendances second only to
the Roman Catholic Church, states:
The Australian Christian Churches opposes the proposed
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill because it poses a serious
threat to freedom of speech …

An overwhelming number of individuals and
organisations are opposed to the bill, including Liberty
Victoria, Free Speech Victoria, Archbishop George
Pell, Bishop Denis Hart, the Presbyterian Church of
Victoria, the Victoria Police and so on.
The National Party is also opposed to the bill, because
there is no demonstrated need or widespread demand
for it. The bill will restrict rather than enhance
freedoms — and it is not possible for legislation to
make people good, moral, ethical or tolerant. We
should not restrict or inhibit free speech. People should
be free to proclaim their faiths, beliefs and principles
without fear of retribution or criminal penalties.
Ms Davies interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — A little premature! Racial and
religious intolerance can be overcome only by better
understanding, education and providing good examples
in schools, in homes and in the community.
Mr SMITH (Glen Waverley) — If a government
were setting out to try to divide the community, it could
not do better than this government in introducing the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill. Everyone in this
house — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr SMITH — Everyone in this house, including
that clown on the other side, is against intolerance, and
everyone agrees with the principles contained in the
bill. However, no-one could possibly imagine a
government could address the problem so badly. This
government has not brought the community along with
it. Instead it has tried to create division — whether in
ethnic communities or among the churches.
The bill was brought into the house in its current form
two weeks ago. Bishop Hart is quoted in an article in
today’s Herald Sun as saying he told the Premier in a
letter that he was disappointed the church was not given
more time to comment on the revised bill that was
introduced into Parliament.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr SMITH — This minister is like a parrot, trying
to be divisive. He interrupts on the valid point that
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Bishop Hart has publicly said to the Premier that not
enough time has been given, which is typical of the
remarks coming in to electorate offices. Earlier
speakers have referred to the amount of correspondence
they have received. I have never seen as many
comments, particularly by email. All the
correspondence and comments have gone 5 to 1 against
the legislation. The government has brought
divisiveness to the community. Everyone wants a
tolerant community, and in the main we have one. The
government must reassure the community by every
means possible that the bill will not lead to the
draconian measures that so many people predict.
I wish that legislation could be drafted to sensibly stop
racial vilification and intolerance. I wish it were
possible to draft legislation to stop actions such as those
we saw on television some months ago when
Palestinians marched through the streets burning the
Jewish flag, but it is not. It is up to politicians and
church and community leaders to set examples that
imbue the community with the Australianism we have
always enjoyed. I hope we can maintain the tolerant
situation we have always known of the freedom of
speech fought for by the diggers and which made
Australia the attractive country to which people came to
settle from all parts of the world. If that were the aim of
the government we may get somewhere.
The divisiveness the government has imbued in the
community as a result of this badly handled legislation
is why there are divisions in this place tonight and why
people feel so strongly about the issue. The bill is
ineffective legislation. Perhaps at the end of the day it
will be a beacon for society to say that at least we are
trying to do something. If this incompetent minister had
done his job properly in the first place rather than being
the parrot that he is we may have had something
worthwhile. With bad mannered parrots such as the
minister it is no wonder there is the divisiveness we
have seen throughout the debate tonight.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Phillips) — Order!
Before I call the next speaker, who will be the
honourable member for Gippsland West, I will explain
that there is some confusion about the call because
there is a mixture of arguments both for and against
coming from opposition benches. That makes it
difficult for the Chair to acknowledge the protocol of
the order of speakers being from one side or the other.
To save any further confusion and heartache I quote
standing order 89, which states:
When two or more members rise to speak, the Chair calls
upon the member who first rose in his or her place.
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One must then go to page 373 of May, which states:
When two or more members rise to speak the Speaker has
complete discretion over whom to call, though he will
generally call alternately backbench members from either side
of the house (or, when the subject of debate is not a matter of
party politics, from those he adjudges to be supporters or
opponents of the question).

To assist the Chair, may I suggest that honourable
members acknowledge when rising to their feet
whether they are speaking for or against the bill. That
will create less heartache for the Chair in trying to
acknowledge people speaking for or against.
Another option the Chair may take is to ask honourable
members whether they are speaking for or against the
question before acknowledging the member. If they
receive the call, I suggest that all honourable members
assist the Chair by acknowledging whether they are
speaking for or against the motion. In the event of the
Chair being in doubt, May refers to him calling
members from those whom he adjudges to be
supporters or opponents of the motion.
Mrs Shardey — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I wish to ensure that, regardless of whether
they speak for or against the bill, honourable members
do not feel constrained in their presentation and if they
are speaking for the bill that they still be allowed to
express their concerns. That is important because not all
honourable members who are expressing concerns
about the bill will speak against it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Phillips) — Order!
There is no point of order. However, in acknowledging
the point of clarification, the Chair has already
indicated that honourable members should know
themselves whether they will speak for or against the
motion. In the event of the Chair not being able to
immediately determine a member’s position regardless
of party politics, the question can be asked by the Chair
whether the member is speaking for or against the
motion. In the event that the call is then out of order the
Chair does not have to acknowledge the member on his
or her feet.
Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — I support the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill. I will be asking
honourable members to support the amendments I have
tabled, which are aimed at reducing some of the fears
expressed about the bill, particularly the potential for
prosecution when serious criminal intent or offences are
allegedly committed.
Later I will discuss the amendments tabled by the
honourable member for Mildura and the opposition. I
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feel able to support some of those amendments but not
others.
Firstly, I commend the government on the process it
followed in bringing the legislation forward. There was
a clear understanding that legislation of this type would
arouse considerable passion and interest and a range of
opinions in the community.
Instead of the very first view of the nitty-gritty of this
legislation being when it was tabled in the house, which
is what normally happens, the government first put out
a discussion paper. That discussion paper contained the
draft legislation, questions, comments and invitations to
members of the public and interested groups to
comment on that draft legislation and comment they
did, in depth and at some length. As a consequence of
that input from members of the public, the
Independents, the opposition and, one would assume,
members of the government, amendments were made
to the draft legislation. Many of those amendments
addressed the concerns raised during that
consultation/discussion period. The aims of the
legislation were clarified and the intent and practice of
it were tightened up quite considerably.
I regard that as a very valuable model for introducing
significant and potentially controversial legislation to
people in the community. It allowed for very real
community input, and I commend the government for
that. A point should be noted by some of those who
took the opportunity to comment on the draft bill: some
of the communication I received, as did most other
members, could only be termed vicious and derogatory.
Much of it included comments that the government was
being undemocratic. I repeat, the manner in which the
government chose to introduce this legislation to the
Victorian people in their Parliament was highly
democratic and made a demonstrable effort to meet the
concerns expressed by some groups in the community.
Some of the particularly vicious submissions I received
would have to be regarded as counterproductive.
The objectives of the legislation state that:
The Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill aims to prevent
racial and religious vilification damaging the cohesion and
harmony of Victoria’s culturally diverse community. In
common with the laws of all the other Australian states, the
Australian Capital Territory and the commonwealth, the bill
will prohibit racial vilification. Religious vilification will also
be prohibited.

The preamble to the bill gives more detail about the
intent of the legislation and says:
The Parliament recognises that freedom of expression is an
essential component of a democratic society and that this
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freedom should be limited only to the extent that can be
justified by an open and democratic society. The right of all
citizens to participate equally in society is also an important
value of a democratic society.

I accept that as a state Victoria by and large has a
commendable record of harmonious community
relations, but to me that does not mean that there is no
problem. I have absolutely no doubt that there are
people in our community who at times are made to feel
rejected, unwanted and even hated by often unthinking
acts of verbal cruelty by others. Sometimes this abusive
behaviour is expressed in racial or religious terms.
Sometimes it is systemic and ongoing and even
institutionalised. Sometimes it is random and sporadic,
and perhaps this can be regarded as even more
damaging to people because it can jump up and hit you
when you are least prepared and least expect it.
Just as I have no doubt that some people experience
that vilification, I have no doubt that we should do
everything possible to minimise, reduce and, I hope,
eliminate it. This legislation will not be the whole of
that ‘everything possible’ but it can be, and I hope it
will be, a very useful tool in that direction.
I was very pleased that changes were made between the
stage of the discussion paper and the legislation we are
debating in the house. One change that I see as very
positive is that we have two very clear levels of
responses to racial vilification. At the first level, the
civil offence, the focus is very much on not
criminalising that behaviour but conciliating, arbitrating
and negotiating agreeable outcomes through the Equal
Opportunity Commission. It is a similar process to the
one we follow now when those who wish to make
complaints on the basis of gender, disability or age
discrimination are able to do so and have those
complaints assessed and dealt with through a fairly
simple and easy-to-manage process. Victorians are used
to this process in the Equal Opportunity Commission,
and I think they will find it relatively easy to adapt to it
taking on this extra dimension of dealing with racial
and religious vilification.
The second level of offence is for much more serious
events, and there is an allowance in this bill for criminal
prosecution in the most serious and damaging cases of
racial vilification. I have asked the house to raise the
bar quite high before this kind of prosecution takes
place. The amendments I have circulated are to
clauses 24 and 25 in part 4 of the bill, which describes
serious vilification offences. Clause 24 deals with the
offence of serious racial vilification. Clause 25 deals
with the offence of serious religious vilification. The
amendments seek to insert an additional subclause into
each of these clauses which would require that:

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE BILL
Tuesday, 5 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

A prosecution for an offence against subsection (1) or (2) —

subsections (1) and (2) describe the offences of racial
and religious vilification —
must not be commenced without the written consent of the
Director of Public Prosecutions.

I do not ever want to see prosecution for the criminal
offence of racial vilification take place without very
high-level consideration of the need for it. I very much
wish to see that the main emphasis in the way in which
people deal with this legislation is through the Equal
Opportunity Commission, conciliation and negotiation.
That is why I believe we need to ensure that
prosecution happens only with the written consent of
someone in such a high-level position as that of the
Director of Public Prosecutions.
I have received letters that have been very fearful of the
possibility of prosecution under this legislation. I will
quote from one of them:
To vote for this bill is to take away our fundamental rights. It
will actively set races and religions against each other. If a
person does not like what another person is saying he may
then freely report him in to the authorities and he will be fined
and sent to prison.

That is an overexaggerated suggestion of the
possibilities available under this legislation, but I hope
the amendment I have proposed will help ease some of
the fears that have been expressed.
Other changes made between the discussion-paper
stage and the introduction of the legislation include the
clarification of the issue of intent. The discussion paper
talked about the concept of a reasonable observer
finding that communication incited vilification. The
legislation now states that before criminal prosecution
can take place an intent to vilify must be established. I
see that as a positive change. Before any criminal
prosecution takes place in our society intent and motive
must be a part of the case.
The bill refers to unlawful racial and religious
vilification. Again, I quote from clause 7(1), which
states:
A person must not, on the ground of the race of another
person or …

I now quote from clause 8(1):
… on the ground of the religious belief or activity of another
person or class of persons, engage in conduct that incites
hatred against, serious contempt for, or revulsion or severe
ridicule of, that other person or class of persons.

I do not find those terms ambiguous at all. Most of us
know when somebody is inciting hatred, revulsion,
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contempt or severe ridicule. Most of us have a clear
understanding of when somebody is intending to make
somebody else feel bad or when they are intending to
hurt somebody else.
The exceptions to public conduct being regarded as
unlawful vilification are provided in clause 11:
A person does not contravene section 7 or 8 if the person
establishes that the person’s conduct was engaged in
reasonably and in good faith —
(a) in the performance, exhibition or distribution of an
artistic work; or
(b) in the course of any statement, publication, discussion or
debate made or held for —
(i)

any genuine academic, artistic, religious or
scientific purpose; or

(ii) any purpose that is in the public interest; or
(c) in making or publishing a fair and accurate report of any
event or matter of public interest.

They are fairly wide exceptions. Much has been said by
those who oppose it about the bill reducing freedom of
speech. I believe that people who engage in freedom of
speech in good faith and in a fashion that is reasonable,
fair and accurate will not find themselves in any way
hampered by the bill. I describe the bill more as
reducing people’s freedom to hurt and damage other
groups or individuals. I repeat: I believe this legislation,
including the exceptions it lists, clearly suggests that
people who conduct themselves reasonably and in good
faith have nothing to fear.
Statements of religious belief are exempt from action
under the bill. Some of the churches seem to have
developed an entrenched fear of the legislation. I have
looked carefully at the voluminous arguments that have
been put, and I do not believe those fears are
reasonable.
I will not support either the honourable member for
Mildura or the Liberal Party, whose amendments
exclude employers from responsibility for ensuring that
they provide safe environments for their employees.
At the same time as employers have to develop
strategies for preventing sexual harassment or other
sorts of harassment in the workplace, they will now
need to add strategies to prevent racial or religious
vilification. It is important to ensure that the legislation
as it is worded, including the responsibilities of
employers and various other amendments, is consistent
with the responsibilities and practices outlined in the
Equal Opportunity Act.
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There are many examples of conduct which used to be
acceptable but which now is not. People once said that
domestic violence was nobody else’s business but that
of the couple involved. Abusing people on the basis of
their colour, race or religion, which very few people
would find acceptable now, was once regarded as
normal. All other states have similar legislation, and
this legislation, as it has developed and grown, is
consistent with theirs. I do not believe it is the answer to
preventing racial vilification — and I do not think
anybody is suggesting it is. I do, however, see it as one
more step along the road to achieving a society that
expects its members to treat each other with respect.
I support the bill. I hope that its final form has eased
some of the concerns expressed by people during the
gestation period of the legislation. I believe the bill can
have very positive effects for all of us.
Mr CARLI (Coburg) — I speak in support of the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill and am pleased to
have the opportunity to speak for it because I represent
one of the most ethnically and religiously diverse
electorates in the state. It also contains possibly the
highest Islamic population in the state. The Coburg
electorate is a proud community. Indeed, the motto of
the City of Moreland is ‘One community, proudly
diverse’. Nevertheless, our community has seen
provocation that demonstrates the need for this sort of
legislation. The bill will set a benchmark for
community standards.
The event that best showed the potential for racial
hatred and conflict in the community was the Iraqi war.
During that period there was genuine provocation in my
community, whether by elements within the
community or from outside I do not know. Both
physical and verbal attacks occurred, property was
damaged and reading material and slogans attempting
to create conflict with the Arab community were
printed and distributed.
Members of the community took a stand and
demonstrated maturity, strength and tolerance by
resisting those provocations. Events like the Iraqi war,
also known as the Gulf War, can create an explosive
situation, but members of our community were able to
avoid that. Still, after that experience I truly believe that
violence can be provoked by elements of society that
want to see racial and religious conflict. As a
multi-ethnic, multicultural and multireligious society
we need to set a high benchmark and maintain high
expectations for behaviour in our community. We did
that for equal opportunity, and now with this legislation
we are following the processes of conciliation existing
within the Equal Opportunity Act. The government
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insists on equal opportunity in all matters concerning
religion, race, gender and political affiliation, so with
this legislation we are broadening those expectations
into the areas of acceptance and tolerance of ethnic and
religious diversity.
The bill is important because it insists that we as a
society be up-front about our limits on free speech, and
clearly there must be limits. Our society does not
tolerate racial hatred that can provoke severe conflict,
or the sort of language that extends ridicule and hurt to
individuals and communities.
A major meeting was held in Brunswick on the issue as
part of the consultation process. The Labor Party put to
that meeting the fact that the Labor government was
elected on a platform that included antivilification
legislation. The meeting contained a wide range of
views, but primarily views of fringe elements of our
society. Many people attending were followers of an
American political thinker called Larouche. The
Larouche people believe in a conspiracy between the
English monarchy and the international Jewish
community to destroy the economic base of society and
make us all captives of the monarchy and Jewish
business interests.
At the meeting they argued for freedom of speech. But
did they practise freedom of speech at the meeting?
They certainly did not! They ensured that any other
opinion was cut out of the discussions. They took over
all the minute-taking of the meeting in a most
underhanded way and then presented what they said
were the opinions of the various working groups in the
town hall — but they were not the opinions of those
groups, they were the opinions of the Larouche
organisation. They hardly demonstrated the virtues of
freedom of speech when they were clearly stifling
freedom of speech at the meeting themselves.
The bill places restraints on freedom of speech, as does
much other legislation such as equal opportunity
legislation. Governments clearly place limits on what
people can say and do, and the bill parallels those
similar acts. Societies set standards and expectations on
the behaviour of community members.
I do not accept that the reports of working groups of the
Brunswick meeting were representative of the
Brunswick–Coburg community. Discussions I have had
with community and religious leaders indicate a lot of
support for the legislation.
In the history of that area there have been moments of
stress and strain on tolerance, and provocative elements
in the community have tried to set one group against
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another. The community has resisted those forces. I still
believe, however, there is a need to set a standard to
ensure resistance and provide opportunities to take
individuals to the Equal Opportunity Commission or, in
serious cases, to criminal prosecution.
I heard the speech given by the honourable member for
Bulleen and I am not sure whether he supported the bill
or was against it. I expected a much more positive
contribution from someone from his background and
from someone who wishes to become a player in the
ethnic communities. During the debate he has been a
spoiler. He has tried to send out misinformation and to
be provocative and not honest in our attempt to debate
genuine issues. He has been misinforming communities
about the legislation and has been a negative element in
the debate, which he further demonstrated in his brief
intervention in the house.
The honourable member is failing in his wish to be a
player in the ethnic communities. His contribution
today was a disgrace. If he genuinely wants to be a
player and a spokesperson for the opposition, he must
do much more with the ethnic communities to work
issues through with them, particularly serious issues
such as the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill,
because it is important to our communities. It is
important that we have a positive contribution, however
much the government and the opposition disagree on
the finer points.
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — It is an honour to speak on
the bill tonight. When I was elected to this house I felt
humbled and privileged to be representing the people of
Evelyn. Today I am proud to be a member of the
Liberal Party. This morning the Liberal Party stood by
its ethics of allowing freedom of speech, freedom of
debate and the right of the individual to express an
opinion. It was handled with dignity, strength and great
leadership. We have come out of those discussions a
stronger and more united party than before the election.
I offer my sincere appreciation to the Leader of the
Opposition, Dr Napthine, for the way he led the debate
and encouraged us to say what we felt.
I also appreciate the work undertaken by the
honourable members for Caulfield and Bulleen and an
honourable member for Templestowe Province in the
other place. They have worked hard to ensure every
member of the Liberal Party has been fully briefed on
all aspects of the bill.
Many of my constituents have spoken to me with deep
sincerity and understanding in expressing their opinions
and views on the legislation. They have understood the
difficulty that members of Parliament have in making a
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decision when they are getting so many different
opinions.
Tonight I will be voting for the bill, but I respect my
colleagues who will not be voting for it because they
are looking at it in other ways. They are looking at it
with honesty and integrity, and they have my deepest
respect.
One of the issues raised with me by my constituents is
religious cults. We have all read about them, and some
people have experienced their children being drawn
into a group of people and away from the family.
Eventually they might draw that young adult back into
their family and as the story unfolds they discover it
was the result of the pervasive influence of a religious
cult. They become angry and want to protect the rest of
society, so they may speak out against them. Is their
wanting to save people inciting religious vilification?
That is the question they have raised with me.
It is also very difficult with some nationalities where
religion and culture are blended. The bill will create
more problems than it solves on the question of whether
certain signs or gestures are intended to incite when
culture and religion are so closely intertwined. Victoria
has close to 200 different nationalities who work, play
sport, socialise, shop, and live together side by side in
harmony.
I am concerned about the onus on employers. The
second-reading speech states:
Employers will also be vicariously liable for vilification in the
workplace which they have not taken steps to prevent.

What a Pandora’s box that will open for the legal
profession, especially the no-success, no-fee brigade.
Pity the poor employers of Victoria. This government
acts like a shopkeeper who sets out his wares in the way
he wants them. He stocks the goods he wants. He opens
the hours he wants. He cannot stand the bother of the
customers coming in, and then he stands and looks at
the empty till and wonders why. This government
wants all the taxes, it wants its union mates to have
jobs, but it is doing everything in its power to drive
businesses out of Victoria.
I refer to the Sweeney Research report, which was
commissioned by the government at a cost of $35 200.
It states:
The majority viewpoint emerging out of this research is
that …
Australia has a diversity of religions. Everyone has the
right to choose. That right is important and today there is
little prejudice, often because we’re not sure who is what
(and don’t really care).
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In comparison with the past, there have been ecumenical
movements. So, the community is not convinced there is a
need for legislation.
They are unclear about what it would cover (other than to
reaffirm individual’s rights). Above all else, they are unsure
as to how any government initiative could make a noteworthy
positive contribution.
And, many do believe that this is outside the government’s
mandate. For them to accept such a proactive role, they would
have to, first of all, become more aware of the problem (and
its manifestations). As we foreshadowed earlier, racial
vilification totally dominates religious vilification.

That report was given to the government before the
model bill was released into the community — a model
bill that has caused so much angst, unrest and
unnecessary tensions in the community.
The legislation is a result of Labor Party policy before
the election, a policy it reaffirmed during the campaign.
With the support of the Independents, the Labor Party
is now the state government. The Labor Party was clear
on its intention in its policies. It was put into
government by the three Independents — three, not just
one — and it must be disappointing to the government
to have two Independents now taking a position based
on political opportunism and opposing the legislation.
However, one of the most difficult things for any
growing and rapidly developing society is to balance
the rights of free speech with the needs of minorities to
be protected. We have the right to freedom of speech
and to freedom of religion, but we do not have the right
to racially vilify or abuse any other human being.
I understand that in New South Wales there has been
similar legislation for several years — I think since
1991 — and there has not been a prosecution. In light
of the New South Wales experience, it can also be
rightly asked: if there have been no prosecutions, why
do we need the legislation? Even if it does appear to be
only symbolic and only for a very few, that symbol is
probably worth while.
There is a schoolyard chant that says, ‘Sticks and stones
may break my bones but names will never hurt me’.
That is a piece of schoolyard wisdom that all of us
know is not true: names can and do hurt. You can do
something for which 15 people praise you and say it
was a job well done, but one person will criticise you
and say what you did was terrible. What is the one
thing you remember as you are driving home? It is that
one piece of criticism. It is human nature that we tend
to forget all the strong and positive comments that are
made to us. Those words of criticism do hurt.
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Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — As the son of a
Holocaust survivor, in fact one who came here on the
Dunera during the war as a Jewish refugee, or perhaps
more appropriately as an internee, it is a privilege for
me to be able to speak in support of the bill. I will say a
bit more about that in a moment, but like that of the
honourable member for Coburg, my electorate is
ethnically and religiously diverse.
More than 50 per cent of my constituents were either
born overseas or have a parent born overseas. Many are
members of the traditional communities that came here
post-Second World War, such as the Italians, the
Greeks and the Macedonians, and then there are the
more recent settlers, the Vietnamese and the Chinese —
many of whom are Buddhist, and many from an Arabic
background, a large number of whom who are Islamic.
There is no doubt in my mind that my community
would have me support the bill.
Over the years I have attended a yearly function to
celebrate the independence of Israel, as have many
members from both sides of the house. I recall at one
such function, around 1991 or 1992, the then Leader of
the Opposition, Mr Kennett, promised in his speech that
if he formed government he would introduce such a
bill. Ten years later it is pleasing to see the bill in the
house and to congratulate members of the Liberal Party
on their support of it. That support will ensure the bill
gets through another place as well as this place and will
send a message to the community that the legislation
has genuine bipartisan support.
In thinking about what I would say on the bill I looked
at an article written by Terry Lane and which appeared
in the Sunday Age of 15 October 2000. He was writing
after the Human Rights and Equal Opportunities
Commissioner found against Dr Frederick Toben of the
so-called Adelaide Institute and the sort of things that
Dr Toben had posted on his web site.
I quote from the finding of the commission that the site
contained claims such as that:
(a) the perceived knowledge of the Nazi Holocaust is
nothing more than an ‘allegation’ levelled by ‘defamers
and libellers’;
(b) there was a ‘Jewish-Bolshevik Holocaust’ which is not
referred to as ‘alleged’ which shows that ‘Jews’ are
‘murderers’.

Quite rightly the Human Rights and Equal
Opportunities Commission found against Dr Toben and
ordered that those statements be removed from his site.
I looked today and his web site is now blank.
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The final paragraph of Terry Lane’s article summarises
his argument:
If Toben is telling the truth, nothing will stop it. If he is a
malicious fantasist, then he will be ignored. We should test
his assertions, not silence them.

With the greatest of respect I disagree with what Terry
Lane had to say. I have no difficulty with that argument
if, for instance, you are looking at statements made by
wacky organisations such as the Citizens Electoral
Council of Australia. A press release on its site states:
‘Well, the cat’s out of the bag now’, remarked Citizens
Electoral Council national secretary Craig Isherwood, after
reading a 24 January media release by the so-called
Anti-Defamation Commission (ADC) of B’nai B’rith. ‘After
reading that, anyone who still believes that the ADC is
anything but a front for Her Majesty and her globalist
financial policies, is a complete fool’.

I have no difficulty with the Terry Lane approach to
that. In fact, the more people read it the better they will
see that a mob like the Citizens Electoral Council are
cranks. However, I cannot extend the Terry Lane
argument to the sort of material published by Frederick
Toben or that enunciated by David Irving, the
revisionist British historian. It goes much further than
just an academic debate of ideas and a demonstration of
who is wrong; it goes to the pain and suffering that
people experience. That is very much so for Holocaust
survivors and, in many cases, their children.
I refer to two examples, and in doing so rebut the sort of
garbage propounded by Dr Toben. Because he was two
years younger, my father’s cousin was not shipped out
to Australia; he stayed in England. During the war he
joined the English army and at the end of the war the
English sent him to German concentration camps. He
spoke German and, in their view, he would empathise
with the remaining inmates. Tears streamed from his
eyes as he recounted to me the job he was given of
counting skeletons. In my view the sort of stuff
enunciated by Frederick Toben is not only a serious
vilification offence but is criminal and should be treated
as such.
Closer to home, after arriving in Australia, a
German Jewish friend of my parents spent the rest of
his life housebound because every hour he had chronic
diarrhoea and could not leave his house. To people like
him the issue goes beyond free speech because it causes
continuing and enormous harm.
While I support free speech and am generally happy to
debate ideas there is a time when a line must be drawn
and it must be recognised that what is being said or
published causes enormous harm. For that reason I
support the bill.
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Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — It is a pleasure to
follow my colleague the honourable member for
Preston, who was elected on the same day as I was, and
the honourable members for Coburg and Evelyn. We
are all products of our backgrounds and our
experiences.
I understand the words of the honourable member for
Preston in talking about his mother, a refugee to this
country. I, too, come from a family of refugees. In two
weeks there will be a ceremony at Lithuanian House to
commemorate the deportation of Lithuanians to Siberia.
I come from two ethnicities. One is Latvian, and nearly
one in three Latvians disappeared, was deported or
became a refugee during World War II. A large
proportion of Lithuanians were deported to Siberia and
never returned. Lithuania witnessed the sad history of
its Jewish people and their disappearance during World
War II.
This is a difficult debate in which Liberals look to a
range of different values, one of which is the
importance of freedom of speech — the heart and soul
of not only the American constitution but also of our
own constitution and system of democracy. Our own
High Court has made findings on the centrality and
importance of freedom of speech to our democratic
system. My party has other important values.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr PERTON — Do you mind? Just relax the
conversation, thank you!
The lack of courtesy of the Minister for Transport is
some indication of why people may see there is a lack
of credibility in this Parliament when it is dealing with
the question of language. The minister uses a vicious
tongue in this house, and it may be that honourable
members would have more credibility in this debate if
they treated each other with a little more respect. It may
be part of the Westminster system of government, but
perhaps out of this we can temper both our own
language in discussion and our attempts to ridicule our
opponents, even during this serious debate.
As I said earlier, freedom of speech is an important
value in my party, as is individual dignity. That has
been so right from the earliest days, when Sir Robert
Menzies established the Liberal Party’s constitution. He
reflected on the creation of the party in his book
Afternoon Light. He talked about the centrality of the
dignity of the individual and the importance to a society
of respect for the individual.
Another important value is protection of minorities.
Throughout the history of the Liberal Party runs this
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thread of the protection of minorities. It is found not
only in Menzies but also in Deakin, and even in the
early beginnings of liberalism. John Stuart Mill wrote
about the responsibilities of the majority to protect
minorities, and even about the potential tyranny of the
majority.
There have been many quotes during this debate, but
with such division among civil libertarians and liberals,
both living and dead, honourable members will not find
any great assistance in older writings. However, as I
looked to find some guidance I turned to the politician
who was a strong influence on many of us in our early
years of development as politicians. I refer to John F.
Kennedy, the President of the United States of
America, who said:
I believe in human dignity as the source of national purpose,
human liberty as the source of national action, the human
heart as the source of national compassion, and in the human
mind as the source of our invention and our ideas.

In this debate I fall squarely among those who say that
human dignity and respect for the individual require us
to temper our words and to prohibit conduct that incites
hatred and malice. I do so in representing an electorate
that is even more eclectic than those of the honourable
members for Preston and Coburg. I grew up in the
electorate of Coburg, but I now represent an electorate
in which 35 per cent of the population were born
overseas and in which roughly 65 per cent of people
were either born overseas or are the children of
migrants. I represent a rich and diverse Chinese
community, a Jewish community, Germans and South
Africans — a thoroughly diverse community.
Typically, it is the most recently arrived community
that suffers the most from racial vilification. One has
only to hear the story of a young Vietnamese boy in my
electorate who did what many 16-year-olds do — he
knocked on shop doors and asked for a job. In the
second shop that child was subject to the sort of
vilification that would horrify any one of us. Recently,
as I walked through a tunnel under a road between two
parks, I saw racist slurs against my Chinese constituents
and realised that the Chinese lady walking behind me
was going to see them and might regard them with fear
and almost a sense of terror. As a member of
Parliament, such examples disappoint me.
This matter is of central importance to this country,
which, as members of the National Party have said, is
immensely tolerant. However, other countries make
similar declarations. As I was preparing for this speech
I saw that countries as diverse as Canada and Greece
have declared that they are the most tolerant.
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Nevertheless, terrible examples of intolerance can be
found within tolerant countries. The honourable
member for Coburg referred to the Citizens Electoral
Council and its support for the racist Larouche. Look at
the letters I received that were against this bill. Many
were in the standard form advocated by the Citizens
Electoral Council.
Even more puzzling were the letters I received from
Christian churches, which claimed that this legislation
would somehow violate their religious rights. Bearing
in mind the actual terms of the bill, I have talked about
this with my family and staff, and on Sunday I rang a
number of my constituents at random and asked their
opinions. I do not understand how a Christian
church — or any church — can claim the right to incite
hatred of or vilify any other person. It is beyond me.
This is a country of more than 150 nationalities, with
maybe 200 ethnicities. It can work as a cohesive whole
only if we treat each other with tolerance and respect. I
used to be a liberal who believed in tolerating even the
intolerant. I used to think, ‘Okay, I understand where
they are coming from. I have to treat their ideas with
respect, listen to them and understand them’. That was
until a debate a few years ago in which I tried to reach
out to someone to find some common accord and was
confronted by that person staring me down and saying,
‘I don’t just hate your idea; I hate you and I will destroy
you’. That is intolerable.
As a society we have to argue ideas. Each of us has to
advocate our own ideas strongly, whether they be
religious, philosophical or otherwise, but as a central
value we also have to respect each other. Like the
honourable member for Gippsland West, I have some
difficulty personally with some of the exemptions in the
bill. I am not sure that as a society we will really want
to engage in ridicule on the basis of someone’s race or
religion in times to come. We have all laughed at ethnic
humour. The Jewish community has the funniest jokes
about Jewish life, as does the Chinese community —
and as I see my Bosnian friend behind me here, I am
sure Bosnians have some of the funniest jokes about
themselves. But over the coming decades as a society
we have to grow out of that. Just as we grow out of
things with age, we have to do that as a society as well.
In the interests of the many honourable members who
want to speak on this issue, I will conclude my
contribution. I represent a wonderfully diverse
electorate, that has in it almost all of the
150 nationalities and 200 ethnicities. It is a wonderful
electorate that expects me to support the bill. The bill is
not perfect, and I wish the government had engaged in a
more bipartisan process. I certainly support the
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amendments to be moved by the honourable member
for Caulfield. However, legislation promoting
tolerance, prohibiting vilification and prohibiting the
incitement of hatred is something my electorate expects
me to support in principle, and I certainly do that.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I oppose the bill
and support the comments made by the Leader of the
National Party and other members of the National Party
in opposition to the legislation. I have said on previous
occasions in this Parliament that a number of issues of
concern are raised in this place, some of which are
major so far as certain groups in the community are
concerned, and certainly that applies across my
electorate of Murray Valley. When the racial and
religious tolerance discussion paper and model bill
were presented to Parliament and issued across Victoria
late last year, a number of meetings were attended by
ministers, members of Parliament and the general
public in an attempt to disseminate information on
them.
Many members of Parliament seek the views of the
people living within their electorates. I did precisely
that. I undertook to seek the views of the people across
the electorate on the bill, and I can tell the house that I
did not receive one piece of correspondence or have
anyone contact my electorate office in Wangaratta
supporting the bill. All the contact was opposed to the
bill.
It was interesting to listen to the previous speakers, and
I listened with great interest to the impassioned
contribution of the honourable member for Caulfield. I
acknowledge the work she has done in investigating the
legislation and listening to people across Victoria. In
her contribution she particularly mentioned a person
within her electorate who years ago had come from
Russia. In an impassioned speech she stated that this
person had said what a great country Australia was to
live in and what a great state Victoria was because in
this country she had all the freedoms she did not have
in her country of origin.
However, the honourable member for Caulfield almost
defeated her own argument in support of the bill by
indicating that many people had indicated to her — as
they have to me — that the current situation in Victoria
is satisfactory. Do we need to change? Is this political
correctness gone mad? Is there a reason for the bill? I
believe there is no need for it.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr JASPER — I hear the minister interjecting, and
I am interested to hear his comments, but he should
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listen to mine. The minister has spoken and he should
acknowledge that as the representative of all the people
of Murray Valley I am entitled to put their view.
I can go back 30 or 40 years to a show called They’re a
Weird Mob. I am not sure whether any of the younger
people have heard of it, but Nino Culotta was the main
character. He was a migrant from Italy, which was
played up to the greatest extent. This show was
watched to by all sorts of people, and we got a lot of
laughs out of it. I am sure that the migrants to Australia
got a lot of laughs out of it as well. They recognised
they had come into the country without understanding
how we normally operated — and they didn’t
understand the language. But Nino learnt the language.
He also learnt that Australia is a great place to live in.
That is what we need to recognise.
Do we need the bill when we see what we have in
Australia and in this state? The honourable member for
Doncaster said he was concerned that we really need to
accept there are people in Victoria who are being
vilified for a number of reasons. However, if he thinks
it is such a dreadful place I suggest he also talk to
people who think this is the best place on earth.
Honourable members need to recognise there are laws
in Australia that protect people who come up against
discrimination. There are also appropriate protections in
Victoria. We also need to recognise that most people
would say that this is one of the best places on earth in
which to live.
I will quote from two or three letters I have received,
because they highlight the difficulties with the bill. One
letter says:
The state government has never adequately made the case
why Victoria, one of the most tolerant places around and a
favoured haven for migrants from around the world, needs
such legislation in the first place. As a migrant myself I have
had no problem with tolerance in Victoria.

It further states:
The risks to freedom of speech far outweigh any alleged
benefits the government says would be reaped.

It further states:
Furthermore, it is unfair to hold employers responsible for
alleged vilification of employees …
The greatest source of religious vilification has come from the
very quarters that are exempted by the bill, thus allowing a
few elitists to denigrate religious faith with impunity.
The amended bill extended the exemptions or exceptions to
religious activity. However, these are not automatic and they
would have to be applied for after a complaint had been
lodged.

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE BILL
1642

ASSEMBLY

In summary, this legislation is both needless and potentially
dangerous.

Another letter that I received states:
The price of freedom is eternal vigilance. Times can change,
and they could in Australia if laws like this find their way
onto the statute books. Therefore it is in the interests of all
people in Australia, as free people and independent people
living under stars of the Southern Cross, to ensure that such
proposed legislation never sees the light of day. Rather we
should [be] looking to strengthen those foundations which
make Australia one of the most tolerant nations in the world,
the foundation of which is the common-law process, which
has been tried and tested over time. It works.
This Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill places greater
emphasis on ‘rights’ instead of ‘obligations’.

Honourable members would have received many letters
from people right across Victoria indicating those same
sorts of sentiments. Those people are in the majority,
and they are the people we should be responding to.
Perhaps there are instances where difficulties are
occurring, but surely the current legislation can handle
them. People may say that I do not have the same
numbers of migrants from throughout the world in my
electorate of Murray Valley in north-eastern Victoria.
But the township of Cobram, for instance, expanded
enormously after the Second World War, boosted by
migrants from Italy in particular. They have worked
extremely hard in the primary production areas of
irrigation, horticulture, fruit and dairying. That 25 per
cent of the population has helped develop a strong
economy in Cobram.
Last Saturday night I went to the annual harvest dinner
at the Italian social club in Cobram. It was a wonderful
night. About 300 people were there, at least half of
whom were Italian or of Italian descent. I had a great
night mixing with people who have taken up citizenship
and accepted their responsibilities as members of the
community. About 150 Iraqis are now living in
Cobram. They are seeking to become citizens and to
accept their responsibilities as members of their
community, not only in working in the economy but in
being part of the social set up.
The major city in my area is Wangaratta, which has a
large Italian population that extends up into Myrtleford.
Those are the sorts of people who live in my electorate.
They have become part of their communities — and
they want to live in north-eastern Victoria because of
the society it is. They do not want any more laws to
protect them. They believe the current system enables
them to accept their responsibilities and be part of the
community while being adequately protected.
A letter I received from another constituent states:
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We are shocked and disappointed that despite the fact that the
overwhelming number of submissions opposed the Racial
and Religious Vilification paper, a bill has been drafted and is
to be presented to Parliament. We are appalled that after
publicising a discussion paper and calling for comment, the
government has claimed that opposition to the bill is an
‘organised campaign’. How else can those who oppose this
type of tyrannical legislation express their concerns but by
organising themselves and campaigning against the bill? This
is part of normal political activity in a democracy but it seems
unacceptable to the government, not a good omen for
freedom of speech after the bill is passed.

That is an important letter.
I will comment on other aspects of the bill, some of
which have already been commented on by others. The
second-reading speech talks about the need to educate
people as part of a comprehensive and long-term
campaign to combat prejudice. People should grow up
accepting that in society people should be permitted to
live and operate without being vilified. The government
has been criticised for not introducing community
education programs, which are important.
Looking at some of the clauses it is clear that employers
will have difficulty with the legislation. Children can
make complaints — and under the bill a child is defined
as someone under the age of 18. The commission can
assist people to make their complaints. Complaints
against an unincorporated association can go not only
to the president and secretary of the association but also
to the other people running it should the president and
secretary be removed from office — which could result
in a witch-hunt. Those are some of the aspects of the
legislation which the National Party sees as being
difficult to implement. They will cause problems rather
than assist in what the government is seeking to
implement.
On behalf of the people of Murray Valley I close by
summarising the feelings I have about the legislation,
for which there is no demonstrated need or demand.
The bill will restrict rather than enhance freedoms. It is
simply not possible to legislate for people to be good,
moral, ethical or tolerant. There are better ways for
alleged or proven intolerance to be addressed. Finally,
the principle of free speech demands that people should
be free to proclaim their faith, their beliefs and their
principles without fear of retribution or criminal
penalties. The legislation is not required, and I join with
other members of the National Party in opposing its
passage.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I welcome the
opportunity to join the debate on the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill. Honourable members come to
the debate with their own deeply held views, which are

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE BILL
Tuesday, 5 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

1643

very much a product of their upbringing and
antecedents.

bill addresses the regrettable incidents of abuse and
harassment that occur on racial and religious grounds.

I am a first generation Australian; my father was a
migrant from Ireland. My wife’s mother was from the
former Yugoslavia. She left that country before the
war — —

It is a reality that some Victorians from different ethnic
backgrounds and indigenous cultures or those who
observe different religious faiths are on occasion
vilified on the grounds of their race or religious beliefs.
It is the view of this government that everyone has a
right to live free from harassment and intimidation.
Racial and religious vilification has no place in this
culturally diverse society.

Mrs Peulich — Which war?
Mr WYNNE — The Second World War.
Just prior to her untimely death less than 12 months ago
we were talking about what it meant to her to be a
displaced person who had to emigrate from her country
of birth. Having fled to Italy, she hoped to return to her
home country of Yugoslavia. That, of course, she was
not able to do for another 35 years. She migrated to
Australia despite having a number of other
opportunities, such as migrating to America or Canada.
She came to Australia with her husband for one very
important reason: because of the vigorous
parliamentary democracy that this country enjoyed. In
that respect my contribution to the debate is tinged with
sadness — as I said, it is less than 12 months since her
passing. She greatly influenced many of my views
relating to how important this country has been for the
people who have had to flee from oppressive regimes,
violence and racial intolerance.
I have the pleasure and honour of representing one of
the most multicultural communities in Victoria — the
people of Richmond. In my electorate we have drawn
together communities as diverse as there are in any
area, certainly in Victoria and probably in Australia.
Successive waves of migration came from England and
Ireland in the earlier years and from Asia and the Horn
of Africa in recent years. I will refer briefly to an
organisation called the Victorian Foundation for
Survivors of Torture. During the formulation and
consultation stage of the bill that organisation made a
submission in which it states:
People from refugee backgrounds have endured many
traumatic events prior to arrival in Australia. These include
forced dislocation, human rights abuses, prolonged political
repression, extreme hardship, profound losses, violence and
persecution. They also come from diverse cultural, religious
and racial backgrounds. As members of minority groups in
Australia, they may be particularly vulnerable to racial
vilification and its effects, especially for those from
communities whose racial features and religious and cultural
practices distinguish them from the wider community.

It is in that context that the Premier and the government
have shown extraordinary leadership. This government
is serious in its commitment to all Victorians, and this

For the purposes of this bill the term ‘racial and
religious vilification’ describes any sort of conduct that
communicates serious racial and religious intolerance.
We are not talking about side comments or private
conversations; we are talking about serious racial and
religious intolerance. The definition of ‘vilification’
attracting civil remedies is different from the definition
of ‘vilification’ attracting criminal sanctions. A criminal
offence is confined to specific behaviours that have the
serious intent of inciting hatred, serious contempt or
severe ridicule towards a targeted person on the
grounds of race or religion. The important words are
‘serious intent of inciting’.
The government wants to ensure that there are
sanctions to deal with incidents of particularly
damaging vilification. It is considered that those
sanctions would be used rarely as they are in any other
part of Australia. As the minister said, Victoria is the
only state in Australia that has not enacted this
legislation. There has been extensive consultation on
this — —
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr WYNNE — As my colleague the honourable
member for Footscray has said, there has been
exhaustive consultation on this bill, which is the
hallmark of the Bracks government. The government
was committed to putting up the legislation for broad
consultation, public debate and exposure, and the
government has made some amendments to the bill
through that consultative process. It is important for the
community to stand up and say that it is not prepared in
a tolerant society to allow incitement and racial
vilification to occur.
Australia is a wonderful country. It has been made a
home for people who have come from a diverse range
of backgrounds and extraordinarily traumatic situations.
As people would be aware, my electorate is home to
one of the largest Timorese communities in Australia,
and we all know the terrible situation that community
suffered during the recent violence in Timor.
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The Bracks government wants to stand up against
intolerance and vilification. I applaud the leadership of
the Premier on this issue, and I wish the bill a speedy
passage.
Ms McCALL (Frankston) — It has been a very
interesting day for those of us who sit on this side of the
chamber. In some ways it has probably been a red-letter
day. I often wonder what the former member for
Frankston East, the late Peter McLellan, would think
about certain matters, and I wondered what he would
have thought about the debate in the party room this
morning. Peter was always vehement in expressing his
independent views, particularly about the right of
people to speak out, to say what they believed in and to
stand by those beliefs. Peter and I did not always agree
with each other: we probably had a love-hate
relationship. I wonder what he would have said if he
had been in the party room this morning to listen to the
passionate, intense, frank and open debate and heard
the Leader of the Opposition, much to his credit for his
leadership, say that we had a free vote on what is one of
the most contentious, controversial and difficult pieces
of legislation that we as members of Parliament will
ever have to deal with.
I think Peter would have been interested as to who
voted which way. He would have enjoyed the debate
and probably been at its forefront. The people who
elected him as the honourable member for Frankston
East in 1992 and 1996 would also have been proud. As
the current member for Frankston — and potentially the
whole of Frankston after the redistribution — I am very
aware of the views of those people who supported Peter
between 1992 and 1999. I am also aware of the views
of members of my electorate in the current seat of
Frankston who have spoken to me about the bill.
When the model bill was first introduced and the Labor
government paid $35 200 for a research project, I went
among my community to discuss it with them. The
Frankston electorate is not a particularly cultural or
ethnically diverse community. Less than 10 per cent of
its constituents were born overseas, the vast majority of
whom, like me, came from the United Kingdom.
Others came from Northern Ireland, Holland, Belgium,
like my mother, Italy and Greece. It would have been
wrong of me not to discuss the bill with them. I
circulated copies of the model bill, sought appointments
with several groups and met and spoke with a range of
people, some of whom were members of the Liberal
Party and some of whom were not. I then waited for the
responses. I received not one vote of support for the bill
from my electorate — not one.
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I could stand in this chamber and say I can disregard
the constituency I represent. I could stand in this
chamber and argue that there are some fundamental
things about which I feel very strongly. No honourable
member would support vilification or ridicule, although
we put up with rather a lot of it in this chamber! I come
from an electorate that believes in both freedom of
speech and freedom of action and which strongly resists
the imposition of law as to the way people think and
behave.
Nobody would suggest condoning for 1 minute any sort
of violent behaviour or anything similar to the
behaviour seen in Oldham in Lancashire, the riots in
west London when I was still in England or the
warnings that Enoch Powell and his ilk gave to the
British community. However, I would be betraying the
constituency that put me in this Parliament if I stood in
this chamber and said that I could support the
legislation. I cannot.
I have enormous respect for my colleagues on this side
of the house and throughout the chamber who support
the legislation and who will vote for it. I respect their
rights within the community of Victoria to support it.
My degree was from a French university where I
studied history, philosophy and politics, and I am
always reminded that Voltaire said, ‘I may not agree
with everything you say, but I will defend to the death
your right to say it’. For that reason and because I
represent the constituency of Frankston, I am proud to
take the stand I have.
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — I have pleasure in
joining with my colleagues on this side of the house in
supporting the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill.
Like many honourable members I have attended many
citizenship ceremonies, both in my role as a member of
Parliament and previously as a councillor. I have
always had a great deal of respect for people who are
brave enough to come from a country often with
different cultural traditions to our own to eventually
become Australian citizens.
The Commonwealth of Australia encourages people to
come to settle in our country and actively encourages
them to become citizens We have a responsibility to
protect them, and in many ways we do. There are many
laws that protect all citizens in a range of areas,
including physical assault. However, some of the most
serious harm that can be committed against people is
racial or religious vilification.
Unprovoked and vicious verbal attacks on people who
may be going about their business without interfering
with other people’s lives can be more damaging than a
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physical blow. Residents who become citizens of
Australia have the right to expect protection, which is
why the bill is important and why I am pleased to
support it.
For many years I worked at the Footscray library. I
remember vicious comments being made on a number
of occasions, particularly about members of the fairly
new Vietnamese community. As an example, young
teenage girls walking home from school one day were
suddenly attacked and abused in a most vicious way.
For those young women the situation would have been
both deeply hurtful and frightening. We owe a
responsibility to those people and all members of the
community to protect them from attacks of that sort.
I am disappointed that some opposition members have
suggested that the consultation process was lacking.
The government has followed a sensible process with
the introduction of the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Bill. The model bill and discussion paper were put out
in December and six months have now passed. The bill
was discussed on many occasions; public meetings
were held and opportunities given to people to make
written submissions and ask questions to clarify the
matter. As has already been mentioned, some
5500 submissions were received as a result of that
process, resulting in several changes to the bill.
That democratic and extensive community consultation
process has improved the bill and any concerns or areas
of confusion have been cleared up, including whether
racial vilification on the Internet would be covered. A
note in the bill covers that.
Some people have considered this bill to have more
impact than it does. I have not had any letters from
people in my electorate but I have received some
extraordinary emails from people outside Australia and
in other states suggesting that all sorts of amazing
things would occur in this state if this bill were passed.
As many members have mentioned, similar legislation
exists in every state except the Northern Territory and is
quite widespread in other countries and it is not as
though every week we see other states involved in legal
action in relation to racial and religious tolerance
matters. I believe that there has been only one case in
New South Wales in 10 years.
It is not as if there will be constant litigation because of
this bill, but the government is prepared to put in place
one of its election commitments and something that has
been part of Labor Party policy for many years. That in
itself is an important statement to our community. It
tells people that we will not allow sections of the
community to be abused by other sections of the
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community for reasons of race or religion. The fact that
the bill is in place will make some people think twice
before making statements when they do not understand
the effect those statements will have on the people to
whom they are directed.
I think the legislation is excellent. Many people in
Victoria will feel comforted by the fact that we have a
state initiative which will support them in dealing with
unwanted abuse. I think we will find it to be a useful
piece of legislation for a range of Victorians.
Mrs PEULICH (Bentleigh) — There is no doubt
that all members of Parliament will denounce racial and
religious vilification. We all share that sentiment and
we are all committed to representing constituencies and
people who may not be in a position to represent
themselves. It would certainly be hoped that we are all
engaging in this debate in a very genuine fashion. I
certainly approach this debate from the point of view of
my convictions.
On the issue of racial and religious tolerance, there is
not a significant difference between members of
Parliament and members of the community; we all have
a similar view that recognises that Australia is based on
the fair-go principle and tolerance and probably has the
greatest degree of acceptance of new migrants of any
country in the world. Having migrated here as a
10-year-old I know from personal experience that that
is the case. The difference lies in the solution — that is,
how to preserve and promote multicultural harmony.
That is where the distinction lies. Some people believe
legislation is the answer. We have heard that, and
presumably this legislation is a response to that. Others
believe that education is the answer and perhaps
symbolic actions of the nature engaged in by the former
Premier, Jeff Kennett, in denouncing One Nation and
all that it stood for. In actual fact, as a result of some
very strong utterings on the part of the then Premier we
saw the turnout and support for One Nation at the
federal election to be the lowest in Victoria of any state
in Australia, despite the fact that Victoria did not have
this legislation and other states did. It has been
disturbing to many people in the community that
interracial relations in other states are becoming a little
less tolerant and harmonious. It has been a cause for
concern and comment in the media.
We will judge what effect this legislation has on
multicultural harmony. One clear indicator is the
support for One Nation. We know what it is today and
we will judge Premier Bracks and his government on
the level of support for One Nation in the future. That is
one indicator of whether this initiative promotes
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multicultural harmony or whether it will, as I suspect,
undermine and erode it.
I have some very serious concerns about this
legislation. Like the honourable member for Frankston
and all other members, in the short time available to me
since this bill was introduced into the house I have
endeavoured to seek as much feedback and input from
my constituents, including many people from
multicultural communities and many who are Jewish.
Let me say without a shadow of a doubt that I have had
one and a half responses in favour of the bill. The half
was an equivocal response of, ‘Yes, but I have some
concerns and I am sitting on the fence’. One was in
favour, and I would presume there may be a few more.
I am sure that my constituent George Lekakis, a
longstanding campaigner for this measure and, I
understand, a longstanding member of the Labor Party,
would applaud the government’s actions. That is fine
but let us judge the achievements by some very clear
indicators.
My serious concerns have not been addressed by the
amendments brought into the house to date. I am
concerned that the legislation will unduly impact on the
freedom of speech which I understand is not entirely
unfettered in a democratic society. I am concerned that
the bill infringes upon certain rights. Most importantly,
I am concerned that the effect of the bill will be
counterproductive and will provide a legislative
framework, a mechanism for the extreme left and the
extreme right, for the zealots to score points against one
another and disturb and worsen what has been enjoyed
by all of us and by migrants like myself who have come
to this country to start a new life — that is, a relatively
harmonious multicultural community.
Liberty Victoria outlined in its submission all of the
criminal and civil remedies available against racially
and religiously inspired speech, conduct involving
damage to property or threatened and actual violence
against a person already being an offence, hate speech
being a criminal offence, summary offences being
available for dealing with use of threatening language,
abuse and insulting words and so on. I will not recount
that. I understand that the police may not be fully au fait
with those laws; perhaps they need to upgrade their
professional development in order to understand that
some of these remedies exist already.
My first and foremost concern is that one area where
this legislation differs from the legislation in other
states is in the inclusion of the word ‘religion’. If the
bill had focused on racial vilification itself, as is
Labor’s policy, it would have been less complicated.
However, when you are dealing with ethnic
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communities, the inclusion of religion, which is not a
clear-cut issue, makes it very problematic. How do you
separate religion from politics and political discourse in
the Croatian and Serbian communities, the Greek
communities, the Macedonian communities, the
Cypriot, Indian and Pakistani communities? You
cannot. This bill gives the power to a secular tribunal,
the Equal Opportunity Commission, to attempt to draw
a line between what is religious and what is political.
Centuries of intercultural conflict have not been able to
do that. The state is buying into an argument that it
cannot win. All it can do is aggravate conflicts that are
sometimes better dealt with with a degree of tolerance,
some symbolic denouncement and the existing
legislative framework, which deals with these issues
generically and does not pitch one community against
another.
Just so that my sentiments are understood for what they
are, my family has been the victim of both left-wing
and right-wing dictatorships. My mother was a prisoner
of war in a children’s concentration camp during the
Second World War. She used to work with Mr Lekakis.
My grandfather was in a German concentration camp.
My grandmother was on her way to Jasenovac, which
was a concentration camp in Croatia. She was Serbian
and she was on her way to be executed; she was saved
by a Croatian fisherman. My grandfather was killed at
the age of 41 by Serbian neighbours. He happened to
have been a Catholic. Mind you, the Serbian who killed
him continues to live in that village where members of
my family continue to live because life has to go on.
My great-grandfather was thrown into the River Sava
by Nazis. Six years after the end of the war my
parents — my mother aged 18, my father aged 19 —
eloped because they came from different ethnic groups.
My mother was Serbian Orthodox, Bosnian-born, and
my father was a Catholic. Under their brand of politics
he was a Croatian, which he actually never saw himself
as. They eloped at a time when relationships between
these groups were not tolerated.
I was secretly baptised at the age of seven because the
former communist regime of Yugoslavia did not look
favourably on people who engaged in religious
activities. Another vivid experience I can recall is being
subjected to corporal punishment at the age of six for
daring to ask — I think it was my mother — an
indiscreet question that would have led to her or my
father’s imprisonment had an informant or a neighbour
overheard.
Freedom of speech is precious. That is why many of the
provisions in this legislation are dangerous and sinister
and evoke all of the worst possible fears in me, as I am
sure they do in many people who have familiarised
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themselves with the details. As I said, the inclusion of
religion creates a huge complication. The Serbian
expression of the three fingers is basically a religious
symbol for the Father, Son and the Holy Ghost.
However, the expression has also assumed political
significance — namely, in symbolising the liberation of
Serbia. So how does one judge what is religion and
what is politics? It is hard, if not impossible, and the bill
is buying into a debate that cannot be won via
legislation.
The fact that criminal sanctions may apply to children
as young as 10 is a huge worry. This is not the way to
address or promote multicultural harmony. The fact that
the exemptions are not automatic invariably means that
freedom of speech will be curtailed until entitlement to
an exemption is proven. The reversal of the onus of
proof is an absolute imbalance. It certainly is not the
right symbolism for a democratic society.
The ambiguity between private and public conversation
is of enormous concern, not only to a person from my
background but also to many people who have
migrated to my electorate from former communist
countries in Eastern Europe who fear informants.
The Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural
Affairs has stated that private conversations in the home
would not be outlawed, while adding ‘unless it could be
proven that the intention was to vilify’. The bill states
that a person who is complained about has to establish
that the conversation was meant to be private. I am
sorry, the line is not right. Will we need a
barbecue-edition handbook for this piece of legislation?
Further, if the person complained about dies, the
proceedings on the ground of vilification will still
continue. I have concerns about an employer’s liability
for an employee’s conduct and, which is equally
disturbing, the fact that search warrants may be
obtained and raids authorised if someone thinks a
person or an organisation has vilifying material. All
these provisions present more concerns rather than
representing a genuine desire to promote multicultural
harmony.
As I said, the deletion from the definitions of the word
‘religion’, which is so problematic for many ethnic
communities, would improve the bill. Hate speech
against the Jewish community would be addressed by
the retention of the word ‘racial’ and by strengthening
and enforcing existing laws. The ambiguity between
‘private’ and ‘public’ needs to be addressed, as does the
elimination of criminal sanctions, especially as they
pertain to children aged 10 and the reversal in the
exemptions of the onus of proof.
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I could certainly speak to the bill for a long time, but I
understand that time is limited. To sum up, the racial
vilification provisions, especially given the inclusion of
‘religion’, will subvert open debate on racial and ethnic
issues and other issues that are in the public interest.
The law will not change racist views or increase social
cohesion. Only open debate and education will bring
about changes, and we have seen a tragic example in
the Balkans. We have also seen how the fear of
speaking out against prevailing inter-ethnic rivalry
prevents any sort of movement towards healing. The
suppression of open debate will drive racism
underground and make it more dangerous. Criminal
courts can be used as platforms by racist extremists of
both left and right persuasions, who can make martyrs
of themselves and increase social division.
This legislation will worsen ethnic conflict rather than
eliminate it. As I said, the baseline that I will be judging
this legislation on is the level of support for One Nation
at future elections. Victoria currently has the lowest
level of support for One Nation, yet it is the only state
that does not have this legislation. I will close on that
note. Given all the issues I have raised, which I have a
great deal of concern about, I will not be able to support
the legislation as it stands.
Mr LANGUILLER (Sunshine) — I rise today
proudly to support the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Bill. As the elected member for Sunshine I represent
one of the most ethnically, linguistically, racially and
religiously diverse electorates in the land. I came to this
country from Uruguay in Latin America. There, as I did
here in Australia, I experienced racial vilification and
racism, but I put on the record my pride in the fact that
in Australia we are able to deal with these matters in a
civilised manner.
Before coming to Australia in the mid-to-late 1970s I
witnessed people being persecuted in Uruguay,
Argentina and Chile purely because they were of
Jewish background. Many of them were killed, tortured
and caused to disappear under racist and fascist
regimes. I am glad to confirm that today we are dealing
with those matters in a much more sophisticated and
tolerant way.
From the outset I wish to record that Australia was a
multicultural, linguistic and ethnically diverse nation
well before European settlement. As a matter of fact,
sociologists and anthropologists from reputable
universities, particularly La Trobe University, argue
that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities
were ethnically and religiously diverse and that more
than 225 languages existed in this land before European
settlement.
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The following is a history of continuing multicultural
diversity in Australia. People of British, Scottish, Irish,
Chinese, Italian, Greek, Asian, Latin American and
African backgrounds have over the past 10 or 15 years
joined to form the very nature of Australian society.
Debate on the bill should be placed squarely within the
context of the historical fact that Australia has always
been a multicultural society and ethnically,
linguistically and religiously diverse.
The government and other supporters are right to
present the bill to the Parliament and the Victorian
community, because it will provide a balance between
two fundamental rights — namely, the right of freedom
of speech, a right we should all have, and the right to
freedom from harm, hostility and vilification on the
basis of race or religion. The bill strikes that balance
correctly.
From contributions by some of my parliamentary
colleagues I gained the impression that in some minds
the idea of ethnic diversity relates only to
non-English-speaking communities, particularly those
that have come to Australia during or after the Second
World War. Honourable members should recognise
that, as I said, Australia has always been a multicultural
society. The bill is not exclusively about protecting
non-English-speaking minorities or other newly
emerging minorities in our society. Rather, it deals with
issues of racism, prejudice and hostility among all
ethnic communities. It is important that we say so, and
it is important that I say so.
Many members of non-English-speaking communities
and emerging ethnic minorities have experienced racial
and religious vilification, and examples of those
experiences have surfaced recently in the press.
With this bill Victoria is making an important advance
and will bring itself up to national and international
standards. It will join the most advanced societies and
international forums that have recognised the need to
pass legislation to protect minorities within society.
We still need to debate issues of access and equity. The
bill before us is certainly important, but I totally agree
with my colleagues that legislation does not provide the
whole answer. There is also the need for education and
community campaigns to increase and improve services
so that people can deal successfully with their
communities and others.
These are matters of nation building. The proposition
that Australia is a multicultural society must be
continually reinforced and we should not shy away
from it because the moment we do so we will cave in to
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the minorities that wish to impose racial and religious
vilification.
In conclusion, I commend the government and the
minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs
for having conducted consultation on an extraordinary
level. That is in stark contrast to the efforts of the
previous government, which used to bring legislation
into this chamber without talking to the community
about it. I commend all those involved in the process of
consultation with the community and wish the bill a
speedy passage.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The Speaker has informed me that permission
has been granted for a Herald Sun photographer to take
photographs in the chamber. No flash equipment is to
be used.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I offer a
contribution to the debate on the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Bill. Due to the hour and the number of
speakers still to come I will make it brief. I oppose the
bill but not the principle behind it. We are extremely
fortunate, indeed privileged, to live in a country that
values the contributions of different cultures and
religions. The mix of cultures has created a country that
values the freedom, openness and strength of its
society.
I was fortunate to grow up in a town in far East
Gippsland called Mallacoota, which is 600 kilometres
from Melbourne. We grew up with a vast array of
different cultures and races around us. The town
became multicultural very early because of the
fledgling abalone industry, and people from countries
all around the world came to develop it. Many of
Australia’s towns have developed in the same way as a
result of the immigration policies. A classic example is
the Snowy Mountains hydro-electric scheme, which
brought together a huge number of cultures and has
been a part of the development of the multicultural
society in which we now all live.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr INGRAM — Indeed, the gold rush is another
example. A number of East Gippsland towns, such as
Omeo, were built around Chinese diggings, and the
presence of indigenous groups adds to the mix. It has
not always been an easy mix. We have not always had
an easy mingling of cultural beliefs.
Mallacoota is still an open and free society and has a
good mix of those cultures. During my time at school
there were never racial intolerance problems. Some of
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my closest friends come from a vast array of different
backgrounds.
Any actions of racial and religious intolerance should
not be condoned. The question most people are asking
is whether the legislation is the way to deliver real
outcomes. In Victoria and Australia there is a range of
different legislation under which action can be taken:
the Crimes Act, the Summary Offences Act, the federal
race laws and the Equal Opportunity Act.
I noted with interest some of the previous contributions
to the debate, particularly that made by the honourable
member for Footscray, who said that the opposing
views to the bill were radical and the views of those
people who were entering the public debate on the bill
were radical because they opposed the bill. I am sure
that those groups and individuals who have actively
campaigned against the bill would not see themselves
as radical groups — for example, I would not call some
of the more established church groups radical groups. I
do not see Liberty Victoria as a radical group, or even
the free speech organisations. I am sure most of those
organisations would take offence at being labelled
radicals.
Is prosecution or taking complaints to the Equal
Opportunity Commission the best method of removing
racial and religious vilification from our society? I say
no. I believe that prosecution or complaint action will
further divide or marginalise the views behind that
action. More than likely it will also give a platform to
those in society who would prefer that those with
opposing views be further divided and stay divided.
Employers’ liability also needs to be addressed. What
do employers need to do to protect themselves from
vicarious liability? What sorts of education and
instruction programs do they need to put in place to
protect themselves? I pose the question: what would
happen if an employer sacked someone in their
employment whom they knew could potentially place
them at risk of vicarious liability? Would they then
potentially be at risk under the Equal Opportunity Act
for dismissing someone because of a racial view? That
needs to be cleared up.
The government has received 5000 submissions to the
discussion paper. I ask the minister when summing up
if he could break down the content of those
submissions and explain the make-up and the points of
view raised. How many people who put submissions in
opposed the legislation? How many people opposed
particular parts of the legislation? Have the majority of
issues raised in those submissions been addressed by
the changes in the bill?
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I refer to the bill. Clause 7(1) states:
A person must not, on the ground of the race of another
person or class of persons, engage in conduct that incites
hatred against, serious contempt for, or revulsion or severe
ridicule of, that other person or class of persons.

Clause 8 contains similar provisions dealing with
religious vilification. Yet we are talking about serious
racial and religious vilification. Supposedly the bill
only covers those serious acts that vilify. However, it
includes a number of exemptions or ways in which
particular members of society can be exempt from
prosecution under the act or excuse their actions. If it is
only for serious acts of racial or religious intolerance or
vilification, there should be no exemptions because we
should not tolerate any serious religious or racial
vilification.
A number of speakers raised the freedom of speech
aspect and I do not need to bring that up. This
legislation is not the best way to deliver what we all
want to achieve: a more harmonious and tolerant
society. Those are the reasons I am opposing the bill. I
believe the committee stage of the bill will be
interesting. A number of amendments will potentially
better protect some parts of the bill. I do not believe this
is the best way to approach intolerance.
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — I rise
to outline the reasons why I will be supporting the
legislation, with the amendments proposed by the
honourable member for Caulfield. Along with other
people, I have a personal situation to outline. I am a
fourth generation Anglo-Australian but I am one of
10 children, which may give away the religion of my
parents and myself. One of my sisters is married to an
Australian of Chinese extraction, her husband having
been born in Sabah. They have three children who are
Chinese-Australian. Another sister is married to an
Australian of Greek ethnicity and they also have three
children.
My best friend, whom I grew up with at primary and
secondary schools and who was my best man and is
still my best friend, is of Italian extraction. His parents
came to Australia after the Second World War. Indeed,
his father came to Australia first as a prisoner of war
during the Second World War and returned after the
war to make an enormous contribution to the local
community of Winchelsea in which he lived. To his
great pride, and my pride because I consider myself one
of his virtual stepchildren, some years ago he was
awarded citizen of the year for that local municipality.
With a number of my brothers and sisters married to
people of different ethnic backgrounds and with
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different communities represented, my family history
shows what a multicultural society we have. Our family
reflects that multiculturalism in Victorian society.
Victoria is proud of its multicultural community. As do
many honourable members, I believe clearly that
having this enormous diversity in Victoria adds to our
social and cultural diversity, and our economic
strengths. People from various multicultural and ethnic
communities have made an outstanding contribution to
the development of Victoria in education, science, the
arts and business, and across all walks of life. It could
also be said that Victoria is a very tolerant and
harmonious society. Indeed, some people would even
argue the legislation is not necessary, given the
enormous tolerance that already exists in our society.
I am proud to be a member of the Liberal Party, which
can be proud of its own multicultural diversity which is
represented in its diverse party membership and in the
number of people from different backgrounds who
represent the Liberal Party in both houses of this
Parliament and in our federal Parliament.
I am proud of the leadership the Liberal Party,
particularly in Victoria, has provided in recent years on
a number of issues to do with multiculturalism in
Victoria, such as the promotion of increased
immigration. The Liberal Party in Victoria has strongly
promoted that Victoria’s multiculturalism is one of its
great strengths as a society and a community. I am
proud of the way that in recent years it has taken the
lead in standing up to some of the extreme views
expressed by Pauline Hanson and others from the One
Nation party. The Liberal Party in Victoria is seen as
one of the leaders in Australia and around the world in
standing up to that sort of behaviour.
In discussing the bill it is important to look at its
history. Earlier this year a draft bill was circulated by
the government and met with widespread
condemnation. There was enormous concern raised in
the community by various churches, ethnic
communities, the Liberal Party and a range of other
political parties that the draft bill had gone too far in
outlining a regime which was unacceptable in Victoria
and which would have caused not increased tolerance
but increased division. It was argued that the draft bill
lacked commonsense, severely inhibited the freedom of
speech in society, had the potential to restrict normal
religious practice and had the potential to provide
criminal sanctions when people had committed acts
without any intention of causing vilification or inciting
hatred.
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It is important to recognise that it is not that draft bill
we are debating here tonight. The government has
substantially changed its position from that outlined in
the draft legislation. The bill before us today is quite
different — substantially, significantly different —
from the draft bill. People who do not agree with that
have not read the bill closely and do not understand the
significant differences.
I would have preferred that the new draft of the bill had
been put out as a second draft for further community
consultation and debate. Because it is so significantly
different from the first bill that caused so much concern
in the community the responsible thing would have
been to put the next draft out for further consultation
and consideration. My views are shared by many others
and were expressed by the Catholic archdiocese in
recent correspondence, where it said it wished for more
time to deal with the legislation. However, the
government has seen fit to bring forward the legislation
tonight and to try to get it through the autumn session,
so we in the Liberal Party opposition have to deal with
it.
It is also important to recognise there have been
significant changes from the original draft bill. Some of
those important changes are the separation of unlawful
vilification from serious vilification. Unlawful
vilification will be dealt with in a civil manner through
the Equal Opportunity Commission while serious
vilification will be subject to criminal sanctions. That is
quite a significant change from the original draft bill,
which dealt only with criminal sanctions. There is a
significant widening in the exemptions to include
religious purpose, and clauses 24 and 25 make it clear
that intent is now important when you are dealing with
serious vilification that attracts criminal sanctions. That
is one of the issues that was seen as a serious flaw in the
draft bill — the issue of intent needed to be an essential
part of criminal sanctions.
As a Liberal I have some fundamental beliefs on a
number of issues, as does the Liberal Party. Among
those fundamental beliefs Liberals hold dear is the
freedom of speech. We also have a fundamental belief
in the need to protect the rights of individuals and
minority groups in our society. Both of those beliefs are
significant and fundamental to me and to many people
who are attracted to the Liberal philosophy. In many
ways the bill throws these two beliefs into conflict. I
can understand some people in my party having
varying views on how that balance is achieved, or in the
view of some people, not achieved by the legislation. I
respect the views of the different people within the
party. It is one of the great strengths of the Liberal
Party — we are able to have those differing views, and
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to encompass and accommodate them within the party.
We are not like other parties that are dictated to by their
factional chiefs and a closed-shop caucus as to how
they are to vote on any particular issue.
My view is that while freedom of speech is important in
our society, at times society decides that freedom of
speech needs to be curtailed for the benefit of an
individual or a minority group. For example, we have
decided under the rules of defamation that freedom of
speech is to be curtailed to protect the rights of the
individual not to be defamed in any way, shape or form.
We restrict freedom of speech with regard to offensive
and abusive language. We say that people are not free
to go out in public and use foul language against others.
In the broader sense those are restrictions on freedom of
speech.
The bill proposes that individuals in Victoria should be
protected from vilification on the basis of race and
religion. I can understand why that is important to
many people. It is something all of us on both sides of
the house would oppose, irrespective of how we may
vote on the legislation. We would all say that people in
Victoria should not be abused or vilified on the basis of
their race or religion, and we would all find that sort of
behaviour abhorrent.
Some real examples have been given of what happens
in the community. For example, currently there is no
law to prevent people from handing out anti-Semitic or
anti-Jewish leaflets in front of a synagogue, even
though it causes offence and abuses and vilifies Jewish
people and those of the Jewish religion. People are
subjected to systematic and serious vilification on the
basis of the fact that they are from an Asian background
or belong to a Muslim religion. We would all say that is
absolutely unacceptable in our society.
Some people would say that there are already adequate
laws to deal with those issues. Clearly the current law
does not cover people who are not causing physical
harm or using abusive language but are still abusing
people through printed material or racially abusing
people or vilifying people or inciting hatred or
contempt of people. The bill remedies that situation.
Therefore, I accept that there are reasonable grounds for
our society to further restrict what is a very valuable
right in freedom of speech, on the basis that it may
protect minorities and individuals in our society from
such vilification and abuse. I recognise that the bill is
far from perfect. A number of areas of the bill could be
further improved if there were further opportunity for
consultation. I strongly commend to the house the
amendments proposed by the honourable member for
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Caulfield. They improve the bill significantly, and the
government should adopt them.
Further, the bill alone will not achieve the objectives set
out. The bill in itself will not be sufficient to overcome
some of the issues I have raised. We have a very
tolerant and harmonious society in Australia and in
Victoria for the most part. If the bill can go some small
way to improving that in some way, it is worth
supporting, and that is why I support the bill. It needs to
be backed up by community leadership and sound
education to ensure that we have a more tolerant and
harmonious society in Victoria.
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — It is my great
pleasure to speak in support of the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Bill. Primarily I do so because I agree with
the clearly stated aims of the bill: to promote racial and
religious tolerance in the state and to send a message to
people in the state that intolerance is inappropriate.
Previous speakers have acknowledged that we have
people from a very broad range of cultures living in this
state. Most honourable members have accepted that that
is terrific; it is great that we have people from such a
broad range of backgrounds to help build the state, to
add a range of insights into our culture and to build
Australia so that it is different from so many other
countries around the world that are more limited in
cultural input.
We have heard honourable members say that they are
pleased that in Victoria and Australia we generally have
a very tolerant society. That is fairly much the case. I
am sorry that we are talking in those terms. I would
rather not be so proud of being a tolerant community
but would prefer that we were an appreciative
community, appreciating people’s different cultures and
religious backgrounds and celebrating that. To be proud
of being tolerant seems to me very limited and almost
to be focusing on the fact that perhaps groups will not
get along. I believe we can get along very well as a
range of cultures and should celebrate that and work as
a community to build upon those opportunities for
celebration.
I have been pleased to have had the opportunity to
travel to many different countries around the world. As
soon as I finished my tertiary education I believed the
next appropriate opportunity to extend my education
was to travel overseas to a very broad range of
countries in Africa and Europe and especially through
many of the Asian countries. India was one of my first
ports of call and I have gone back there on numerous
occasions. It has impressed me that as I have walked
down the street so many people have come up to me
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and welcomed me — ‘Welcome to India’, they would
say. They have been very positive and warm towards
me and they have wanted to learn more about what
country I am from, how we do things in Australia and
how our lives might be different from theirs.
From time to time I have reflected on whether if people
from some of those Asian countries had come to
Victoria they would be received so well. I do not
believe they would be. I am quite sure that although we
are accepting that we are a tolerant society, on many
occasions people do not appreciate people from other
cultures. For a range of reasons, I do not know whether
it relates to their personal insecurities, or what it is, but
some people seem to think it is a great opportunity to
vilify people on the basis of their race, religion or
cultural background. Unfortunately, for many people
who have come from different countries, thinking they
want to make a new fresh start in Australia and
knowing there are great opportunities in this country,
those opportunities have been soured by the individual
attacks they have faced, or sometimes broader attacks,
whether in school grounds or in a range of other places
in the general community. We all know it happens. If it
did not, the bill would not be necessary.
Clearly there is a need for a measure such as the bill, to
make the point that if you step over the line, people
who have been hurt by being vilified for racial or
religious reasons can take action. They can be
empowered to take the opportunity of having a matter
conciliated through civil dispute procedures and come
out of it feeling that they have some support.
The bill separates two different aspects of how people
can hurt or be unkind to others on the basis of race or
religion. The government has separated out criminal
acts where there might be direct incitement to hatred on
the basis of race or religion and incitement to violence.
If such actions take place, criminal action can and
should be taken against those people. However, if the
actions are of a nature not necessarily inciting violence,
but are hurtful in the treatment of people, then people
can take civil action. The government has separated out
two lines of action in two areas of vilification that can
and do take place in our community.
I am very pleased to see that the government took up a
model that tried to incorporate extensive public
consultation. Firstly the government looked at the
legislation already in place in other states and took from
that the pieces we considered appropriate to include in
the legislation and formed a model bill. We then had
formal consultations right around the state, including in
Ballarat, and by a range of other informal means, where
people could provide feedback.
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I found it interesting to be very much part of the
consultation process in Ballarat. Clearly differences of
view were expressed by people from Ballarat. There
was strong support from the Central Highlands
Regional Multicultural Council, from the Ballarat Asian
Australian Association, and from many other groups in
our community. The Baha’i community made
representations to me, saying, ‘We’ve seen what can
happen in other countries. We have come to Australia
because of the vilification we have experienced in other
parts of the world. We want to feel confident that we
can continue to practise our Baha’i religion here in
Australia and be protected in doing so’.
A number of individuals from Christian groups have
come to see me to say they support the bill. Very little
discontent has been expressed by the mainstream
Christian churches, which have generally been
supportive. I am pleased to have seen general, and in
some cases strong, support from my own Uniting
Church.
This bill relates to my understanding of Christianity,
which is about supporting people across the community
through understanding and compassion. However,
pockets of people, particularly in Ballarat, have
expressed concern about this legislation. A number of
people, mostly representing Christian groups that could
be described as Pentecostal or evangelical, were very
vocal at one public meeting. To my way of thinking,
these groups misunderstood the legislation. I am not
sure how it started. Perhaps it was a deliberate act, or
perhaps it was their misunderstanding that they would
be hampered by the legislation and not be able to
evangelise or share their views about Christianity.
I have told them that it is my understanding, as many
other speakers have said, that that was never the aim of
the bill. The bill that is now before the house is different
from the model bill, in that we have tried to emphasise
that view. Several provisions have been added to the
bill, including a preamble and an objects clause, which
tries to further clarify the aim of the bill, which is to
allow people the right to freedom of speech provided it
is used with a sense of goodwill and in a way that will
not hurt others. The bill emphasises that people will be
able to speak out if they genuinely believe what they
have to say is of public interest and if they act
reasonably and in good faith.
There is protection for people who do want to share
their religious views with others, and I hope that after
this bill is enacted the people in my community will
gain a greater appreciation of that fact. People need to
understand that in speaking out they should observe the
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basic Christian premise that one needs to be
compassionate and understanding of others.
Overall, this bill is terrific. A number of other speakers
have expressed nitpicking views or have picked at the
edges of the bill, which has not been helpful. However,
the bill has been developed with a great deal of
consultation, and I fully support it and commend it to
the house.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — We live in an imperfect
society. Although there is room to improve in a variety
of different ways, there are a number of fundamentals
on which we agree. Overcoming racial and religious
vilification is something to which every person in this
house has demonstrated a commitment.
What we are talking about is the process by which we
deal with such matters. This imperfect society creates a
number of divisions, whether we are talking about
education, health or bats in the Royal Botanic Gardens.
At the end of the day the issues addressed in this bill
produce a commonality, in that all honourable members
strive to deal with the problems involved. It gives me
enormous pride to know that I am a member of a
community in Victoria — in the country of Australia —
that is one of the most tolerant in the world, if not the
most tolerant. That does not mean that we do not have
to address some of the imbalances that occur from time
to time.
I also have enormous pride in the public institutions
that I have been involved with in the past 20 years,
most recently as a member of Parliament and before
that as a barrister. At one stage I even worked in the
courts as a judge’s associate.
All sorts of liberties have been talked about — freedom
of speech, liberty of the individual before the law, and
the rule of law. These are integral to what this place
does and to what I did prior to entering Parliament. I
took great pride in the position adopted on race. People
like Justice Frank Vincent and Justice John Coldrey
worked assiduously for the betterment of Aboriginal
Australians. They established the Aboriginal Legal
Service and worked with the Legal Aid Commission to
set up services to improve the access to justice of
Aboriginal Australians in central Australia.
That was also applied elsewhere. For a number of years
I shared a suite of chambers with Brian Keon-Cohen,
who dedicated 10 years of his life to the Mabo case.
Admittedly he did not appear as counsel in the High
Court, but he did the original trial, dealt with the
original appeal that went to the Queensland Court of
Appeal and ultimately appeared before the High Court.
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I do not know what he was being paid — probably not
that much — but he dedicated himself to that process.
Ultimately he appeared as a Queen’s Counsel in the
High Court in the Wik case, and he is now working as
the chairman of the Mirimbiak Aboriginal Nations
Corporation in Melbourne.
The bar was also committed to the process because it
allowed rules to be bent and changed to enable these
people to carry them on. It was with an enormous
amount of pride that I participated as a member of the
bar council in facilitating those processes.
I was also proud of the opportunity the bar council gave
me to travel to Papua New Guinea on two occasions,
and to Vanuatu on one occasion, to teach the rule of
law to young law graduates and practitioners in the
company of some fine members of the bar. I also had
the great privilege of having eight readers or junior
barristers reading in my chambers for a period while I
was at the bar. Only one of them was an Australian
citizen, six of them came from Papua New Guinea and
one was from Vanuatu. It was with pride that I had the
opportunity, facilitated by the bar council, to participate
in that process.
In this place rarely a week goes by when we do not
attend an all-party function concerning multicultural
affairs. It might be with Italians, Turks, Greeks or any
other nationality. We participate in the process of
delivering democracy into their hands, to incorporate
them into our tolerant society.
I am also proud of a party that can debate a bill like this
in its party room logically and rationally. There was no
heat or anger. People put forward a range of views, but
ultimately a position was taken, and our leader, Denis
Napthine, showed great strength in allowing us all to
participate in a free vote. I am proud of my party’s
performance while in government over the last 30 years
or so. In my lifetime there are a number of seminal
moments I can recall in relation to racial issues. A
previous member for Kew and a former Premier, Dick
Hamer, made us the second state in this country to
introduce the Equal Opportunity Act, but it had a more
expansive application over and above what applied in
the South Australian act.
He also introduced the first Minister for Immigration
and Ethnic Affairs in this country, and that was Walter
Jona, a former member for Hawthorn. Past Prime
Minister Malcolm Fraser set up within the office of the
Prime Minister the Office of Multicultural Affairs. The
first principal of that organisation was Petro Georgiou,
the federal member for Kooyong, which I am proud to
say encompasses Kew. He set up SBS television — the
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Special Broadcasting Service — and passed the original
land rights legislation, which dealt with land rights in
the Northern Territory.
But most importantly I am terribly proud of what the
Kennett government also did while in office. It passed a
motion in this house, supported by both houses, and
judging by the interjections of the honourable member
for Frankston East I doubt that he would have
supported it, but at the time it had unanimous support. It
was an act of contrition on behalf of the people of
Victoria to demonstrate that they were anti-racism. It
came out of Jeff Kennett being the first political leader
to condemn Pauline Hanson and One Nation. That was
a demonstration of our commitment to this sort of
behaviour.
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so on because it is the fact of vilification of another
person for whatever the reason that should be rejected.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — In preparing
for an eulogy in Springvale 18 months ago I had
occasion to visit the home of the deceased, who was a
printer and a Dutch immigrant. On his office wall was a
Michael Leunig cartoon with a picture of Fortress
Australia on the one hand and a group of people
arriving by boat back in the 1970s. There was an
exchange of conversation between the two groups, with
the people on the boat answering the question asked by
saying:
Yes
all skilled
much expertise

I am also proud that the previous Kennett government,
when first in office, set up an office for multicultural
affairs inside the Premier’s department. That has been
replicated under the current government, with the
Premier also being the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs. When Jeff Kennett was Premier, the
honourable member for Warrandyte, Phil Honeywood,
was the minister assisting the Premier in relation to
multicultural affairs. Being a part of the Premier’s
department gave it an enormous amount of gravitas and
the ability to facilitate across all government
departments a view that multiculturalism would
enhance our diversity and that individuals should be
protected. I am terribly proud of my party’s
participation in this process.
The bill is imperfect in a number of ways, and the
Leader of the Opposition has gone through them. They
can be enhanced by some of the amendments proposed
by the honourable member for Caulfield — for
example, the opportunity for the Director of Public
Prosecutions to give his consent to any prosecution. But
the most important thing is that we are all involved in
the process of improving the lot of people, whether it is
based upon race, religion or some other disability or
incapacity that denies them the opportunity of
participating in our modern life.
One would hope that eventually we, as a community,
can look at provisions such as clause 24 relating to
racial vilification offences, and just delete the word
‘racial’ and condemn any form of vilification —
whether it be on the basis of political persuasion, race,
religion or disability. Surely we must condemn the
person who intentionally engages in conduct they know
is likely to incite hatred, or is likely to threaten, or incite
others to threaten physical harm towards another
person, no matter what the basis. It is ultimately my
hope that we can ignore the issue of race, religion and

survival, hope, courage, suffering
much valuable knowledge

This person knew struggle, having lived through the
Second World War in occupied Holland. On one
occasion he saw a young friend’s legs blown off in a
landmine explosion, and was struck by the fact that the
young boy had kept on running.
In terms of the current debate, two extremes can be
illustrated. One is reflected in the experiences of an
Australian who spent some time in Auschwitz. In her
biography, written while recuperating after the war, she
narrated her account of what had happened to her and
her sister. In the introduction to the book she states:
This book is filled with events which were true, characters
which were real, and history which is accurate.

At the end of the book, just prior to the conclusion,
upon being released from the concentration camp, she
writes:
Should we ever be free and lead a normal, human life, we
should feel quite happy. Without putting it into words, I
presumed that after the mass destruction of Jews, all the
anti-Semitism in any possible form will just die in shame.

But that outcome was not to be. This person later
worked at the Jewish Holocaust Centre Museum in
Selwyn Street, Elsternwick. Among other things it
displays a collage of wartime news extracts. In one
report dated 18 December 1942, through the AAP and
Argus, the Peers and the Labour Party condemned what
was happening. The Peers in the House of Lords
protested:
… in the name of civilisation against the policy of deliberate
extermination of the Polish people —
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and they protested against the German treatment of the
Jewish race —
while Labour described Germany’s ‘avowed aim’ to wipe out
European Jews as ‘history’s bloodiest crime’.

One need only read the reports of the addresses of
Hitler during that period and in particular the Sunday
Express of 25 February 1945 where in words that I will
not bother repeating before the chamber one saw a level
of vilification and hate towards another race that one
trusts will never be repeated again. Those are the
feelings of that community.
A number of months ago I had occasion to represent
this side of the house at a function organised by the
Romanian community. Having referred to Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn during my comments, a person came up to
me quite excitedly afterwards to say they had a friend at
the back of the room who had spent 16 years in a
Romanian prison because of their religious beliefs or
convictions. When one is speaking about free speech
one needs to recognise the importance of balancing the
rights of individuals to express a viewpoint while at the
same time ensuring that people are not vilified or
persecuted because of their religious or racial
backgrounds. It is an old saying that the price of liberty
is eternal vigilance.
We are fortunate in Australia today in having a range of
institutions that have taken 1000 years to establish. We
need to be sure those institutions operate to protect the
liberties and fundamental human freedoms of the
Australian people to think, choose, act, worship and be
independent.
I now refer to an opinion given to the opposition during
its deliberations upon the matter by Chris Maxwell, one
of Victoria’s distinguished Queen’s Counsel, a former
Rhodes Scholar and, as I understand it, a current
member of the Labor Party and head of Liberty
Victoria who wrote a piece published in the Age
newspaper which states:
In fact, existing law already provides a range of different
criminal sanctions for racially or religiously inspired speech.
Any conduct involving actual damage to property, or
threatened or actual violence against a person, is already a
criminal offence — as it should be.
Further, such speech will be a criminal offence if it
incites another person to do something that constitutes a
criminal offence —

under the Crimes Act —
involves the use in a public place of threatening, abusive
or insulting words, or behaviour of an offensive or
insulting kind —
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under the Summary Offences Act —
involves the use of a telephone to menace or harass
another person …

Chris Maxwell argues that if the penalties for these
offences are inadequate, they should be increased to
cover and respond to those circumstances. Mr Maxwell
goes on to state:
The government has responded to concerns about freedom of
expression, and has narrowed the scope of the proposed
offence. But there is, in Liberty’s view, simply no justification
for creating a new offence.

Turning to the bill I have a number of remarks to make.
I have a particular concern that as a consequence of
people exercising their rights under the legislation there
might be a reverse outcome achieved where, rather than
promoting racial tolerance and harmony, the Equal
Opportunity Commission might become an arena or
forum in which zealots of one side or another of a
debate may choose to act out issues which would
otherwise pass by.
Another issue relates to the age of people who might be
taken to the Equal Opportunity Commission. I am
particularly concerned about young people where a
school environment is a more appropriate forum to
address matters that might fall within the parameters of
the bill rather than the Equal Opportunity Commission.
The exceptions to clauses 7 and 8 outlined under
clause 11 state:
A person does not contravene section 7 or 8 if the person
establishes that the person’s conduct was engaged in
reasonably and in good faith.

There are levels of legal interpretation that mean it
could take a day or a week to determine what
constitutes ‘reasonably’ and in whose opinion and
within what value framework. In addition, there are
these comments in clause 11(b):
… in the course of any statement, publication, discussion or
debate made or held for —
(i)

any genuine academic, artistic, religious or scientific
purpose;

The government is endeavouring to determine the
parameters of what may be appropriate. An opposition
amendment strengthens the ambit of clause 11(b) which
as it stands at the moment, on my reading of it, is
unacceptable. The addition to be moved by the
opposition is to include after the word ‘held’ the words
‘or any other conduct engaged in’, which would
broaden the ambit of the operation of that particular
provision.
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There is also the issue about any purpose that is in the
public interest. It is unclear how broadly that might be
interpreted in the days ahead. Clause 11(c) states:
… in making or publishing a fair and accurate report of any
event or matter of public interest.

This may incorporate the role of the press where a
journalist who writes a particular article may fall within
the ambit of the operation of the act if a strong opinion
is expressed. It leads to clause 17 where employers
might be held vicariously liable. There is an exception
to vicarious liability in the event of an employer taking
reasonable precautions. The question arises of what will
constitute reasonable precautions. Will it be a sign on
the wall of the factory in one language, a sign on the
wall of the factory in 15 languages, or a daily, weekly
or annual lecture?
The circumstances in which these issues may be
resolved are not determined so much by the law of the
land as in the words of a prayer in the California
legislature: it is noted that men and women are not
made wise or strong or moral or decent or
compassionate by exterior laws or agencies. It is the
spirit of the law that is important in the way that
individuals govern their conduct one with another,
which will be the determinant of the level of racial and
religious tolerance within the wider community.
Australia is a great nation with people from a multitude
of countries, such as those in northern, central and
southern Europe, Asia, Africa and South America. It is
important that we continue to live as a harmonious and
racially tolerant community.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) — My remarks
will be brief. I speak in support of the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill, and in doing so I say that I do
not think it is necessary. It is my view that sufficient
safeguards already prevail in existing federal and state
statutes.
Honourable members know from experience that they
live in the most successful multicultural society,
certainly in this country and perhaps in the world. I will
not be so bold as to boast that it is the most harmonious
society in the world, but it is certainly the most
harmonious in our region. We have been able to absorb
many people from many different cultures, yet we have
not seen race or religious riots like the ones seen in
many other places in the world. We need only look to
England to see the race riots that have occurred in parts
of that country over the past few days, or to Indonesia,
where we see religious-based riots occurring in various
parts of the country. We have not had any of that.
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One may reasonably ask, ‘If you perceive there is no
need for the bill why would you support it?’, to which I
answer, ‘Why not?’. For me to not endorse the
sentiments and symbolism that exists in the legislation
would be for me to say to my community that I believe
in religious and racial intolerance and support the idea
of vilification based on race or religion. One cannot do
that in conscience. One has been given a choice. The
government has presented the bill to the house, and the
opposition can either accept it or reject it. Members of
the opposition have differing views, and I imagine
members of the government also have differing views.
The fact that the bill will probably never be effectively
implemented does not have much to do with the issue
of whether one accepts or rejects the proposition.
The advice I have received is that if the proposed
legislation becomes law it will essentially be
unenforceable. The path that has to be followed to
obtain a conviction for an offence under the act, which
the bill will become, is so tortuous and obscure that
there will probably be no prosecutions based on the
legislation, just as there have been no prosecutions
based on the New South Wales legislation, which is
similar to this bill.
That provides yet another rhetorical question: why
would you support something that will probably have
no effect? Why not? If one opposes the proposition
simply because it is probably unenforceable and will
probably be ineffectual, why should one — Mr Acting
Speaker, I have been handed a note that says ‘No
minister at the table’. If they don’t care, why should I
care? It seems to me that the opposition is treating the
bill with a great deal more respect than is the
government that put it up. They were able to drag
someone out of the bar, I see.
Mr Brumby — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I ask the honourable member to withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The minister has asked for those words to be
withdrawn. I ask the honourable member for Forest Hill
to withdraw those words and to then continue his
contribution.
Mr RICHARDSON — Of course I withdraw,
Mr Acting Speaker. I would not wish to upset the
oversensitive honourable gentleman over there.
Ms Asher — On a further point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, there is a longstanding convention of this
place that a minister should be at the table. The
opposition had a chance to play politics with the
minister’s absence from the chamber. It chose not to;
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instead, it chose to very politely point out that there was
no minister at the table. I resent strongly the minister’s
making those comments about our speaker.
The opposition has played very fairly on this issue.
There was no minister at the table and that is not a
practice of the house. It is untenable behaviour. The
opposition opted to continue to discuss this very
important bill rather than move, for example, to adjourn
the house. It is disgraceful that the minister took that
point of order.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! There is no point of order. I ask the honourable
member for Forest Hill to continue his contribution.
Mr RICHARDSON — I was observing that the
advice I have received is that should the bill become an
act — and it probably will — it will essentially be
unenforceable because the path towards gaining a
conviction under its provisions is so prolonged and
tortuous and everything about it is so nebulous that
there will probably never be a successful prosecution,
just as there has never been a successful prosecution
under the New South Wales act.
One could ask the question: if that is so, why does the
opposition support the legislation, given that it has said
it will not be enforceable, that there will probably never
be a conviction in consequence of it, and that the
legislation is unnecessary because there are already
sufficient laws in Australia to protect minorities and
members of particular races and religions that might be
under threat?
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other people to be nasty about other people’s religions
and racial origins. That is all the bill does.
It will have no effect other than to be a statue in the
park that says, ‘Here stand the racial and religious
virtues of the community’. That is about it. It is
essentially a statue in the park that does no harm to
anyone. No evil underlies the legislation. It is not
necessary but it is not harmful. It is a clumsy symbol of
what we hold to be fundamental truths and proper
beliefs. While it is not necessary, it has been presented
to the house by the government, and I therefore support
it.
Mr VOGELS (Warrnambool) — My remarks will
be brief. I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak
on the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill tonight. The
purpose of the bill is to promote racial and religious
tolerance by prohibiting vilification of persons on the
grounds of race or religion. The vast majority of
Victorians would support those words and no-one
would disagree with the sentiments. However, I have
concerns about various issues and I will go through a
couple of them.
Many other Victorians and I come from different ethnic
backgrounds. I was born in Holland and my family
migrated to Australia in 1953. Victoria has many
indigenous cultures, and there are many people with
different religious beliefs. As the Premier said in his
second-reading speech, Victoria is the most culturally
diverse state in Australia and its rich culture of so many
different backgrounds seems to have worked well.

Why then do you support the legislation? Again, my
answer is, ‘Why not?’. The government has proposed
the legislation; it is for honourable members on this
side to respond. As I said, for me to respond by
opposing the proposition is to say that I believe in racial
and religious vilification, intolerance, the suppression
of minorities and so on, and I will not do that.

Perhaps the reason it has worked so well is that we do
not have any legislation to highlight these differences. I
agree that the major means by which we will combat
prejudice will be through education. However, we also
need to recognise that by bringing to the attention of
children the differences between us we are encouraging
them to concentrate on these issues. I say, ‘Let’s be
careful’.

The legislation is not a threat to free speech because it
is essentially unenforceable. It is not an attack upon our
fundamental Australian values, but is about establishing
a symbol of what we all believe in and putting it into
legislation. It has previously been put into legislation in
several ways. All the bill does is consolidate and
compress into an act a series of heartfelt truths that are
part of our free Australian tradition. It has been
clumsily done, but nevertheless the bill provides a
series of motherhood statements that say one should not
be nasty about people’s religion; one should not be
nasty about people’s race; and one should not incite

Honourable members have been told that the bill is
closely modelled on the New South Wales legislation.
However, as I understand it from listening to previous
speakers, religion is not mentioned in the New South
Wales model. Where are the examples of abuse and
harassment of a serious nature in Victoria? From what I
see it seems to me that ethnic and religious groups
congregate in certain areas. I hope we never get in
Victoria what they already have in England — a
situation where people concentrate in a place like
Oldham, which, as we are seeing on the news at the
moment, seems to lead to racial troubles.
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The bill says that any person who suffers an impairment
or is reluctant to make a complaint on their own behalf
can do so through another person or representative
body authorised to act for them. To me that smacks of
informers, do-gooders and third parties getting on the
bandwagon, perhaps to make some money later on. It
will depend on a person from the Equal Opportunity
Commission deciding what is in the public interest, and
I believe that will create an incredibly wide and
dangerous precedent. I am pleased to see that reference
to a private conversation in a private home has been
taken out of the legislation, so at least we do not have
the thought police, yet.

in a crowded theatre, crying out ‘Fire!’ and causing a
panic and things like that. We are quite accepting of the
idea that freedom of speech is not absolute and does not
encompass religious and racial vilification or urging
gangs of — —

The bill also provides that it is an offence for an
employer to engage in conduct that intentionally incites
hatred. Surely if you are out there inciting hatred that is
already an offence in criminal law; and surely
somewhere it is provided that you are not allowed to
practise or be involved in conduct that is likely to cause
a breach of the peace.

I get the impression, as you must, Mr Acting Speaker,
that certain parts of Victoria are a paradise of good
relations and that these problems simply do not exist in
some parts of the state. I used to suffer similar illusions.
I used to believe that children in my electorate were
safe. I had a feeling that attacks on children were rare, if
ever existing, in my electorate until I found that that
was not true: it was simply unreported. I used to believe
that the bashing of wives just did not exist, that my
people were too nice for that sort of thing, until I found
that it was not reported. We have legislation to prevent
those things because we need legislation to prevent
those things; not because everybody does it, not
because everybody is going to be accused of bashing
their wives or of sexually assaulting children but
because some people do and we need a remedy when it
happens.

The other part of this legislation that really concerns me
is that employers will be liable for vilification in the
workplace that they have not taken steps to prevent. I
know some amendments will be moved that might deal
with this to some extent, but that one really concerns
me. Having been in many workplaces when I was
growing up I know that a lot of robust discussions take
place in workplaces on all sorts of matters, and I can
see the legislation being used by some disgruntled
employee who is not happy as an excuse for leaving the
firm, tarnishing the reputation of the employer and
getting a payout at the same time. You can just see it,
‘Make your complaints — no win, no pay’.
In conclusion, even though the opposition intends to
move to amend section 25(2), I believe that will open
up more problems. I believe it will stifle genuine debate
where a cult or some other hot gospeller will not be
challenged because of a fear that in genuinely bringing
these people to account you could be accused of racial
or religious vilification. I know the opposition will
move amendments to improve this legislation, but I
cannot support it.
Mr MACLELLAN (Pakenham) — I indicate my
support for the bill and for the amendments
foreshadowed by the honourable member for Caulfield,
the shadow Minister for Multicultural Affairs. I believe
it is important that the Liberals state their position on
the bill. I believe in freedom in speech but I do not
believe that it is an absolute freedom; it is curbed. As
Mr Galbally, a former member and distinguished leader
of the Labor Party in the Legislative Council, used to
say, freedom of speech does not encompass standing up

Mr Spry — Vigilantes?
Mr MACLELLAN — Vigilantes, if one wants to
say that, or East German skinheads or Hitler youths to
attack unpopular minorities. That is not encompassed in
our concept of freedom of speech, so those limits must
be observed.

We need legislation like this for its symbolism. I greatly
respect the views of others. Heavens knows, I, too, have
had avalanches of faxes from the most unlikely sources
giving me advice as to what I should do in relation to
this bill. I daresay other honourable members have
received similar advice. In part some of that advice is
reflected in what I have heard in the course of the
debate. I have heard that one of the issues of concern is
freedom of speech. I have responded to that by saying
that I do not think it is absolute anyway.
I have heard another concern that the legislation is
symbolic. I guess a lot of legislation is symbolic. It is
about creating an atmosphere of disapproval of racial
and religious vilification in the community, and I get
the feeling around this house of Parliament that
everybody agrees that that is a good thing. It is a good
thing that we signal to the community that racial and
religious vilification is not on. The disagreement, if
there is disagreement, seems to be that some people are
worried for employers, for the individuals who are the
targets of accusations, and that there might be an
unfortunate labelling. If I listen to my friends from the
National Party I even hear another argument that the

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE BILL
Tuesday, 5 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

legislation will be counterproductive because it will
create disputes rather than lead to their resolution. I
guess that covers the full gamut of responses that can be
made to the legislation.
For me, one of the great things about the philosophy of
the political party I have the honour to support and be a
member of is that we believe in free speech. We believe
in conscience votes. We believe in people being able to
have differences in opinion. We believe in protecting
minorities, in ensuring that minorities are part of and
respected in the community, and that the greatest
minority of all, the individual, is looked after as well.
We do everything we can to ensure that individuals are
looked after, that minorities are looked after and that
there is plenty of scope for freedom of speech. If good
people do not speak about religious and racial
vilification then we can be sure of one thing — that is,
it will continue to be a problem in certain parts of our
society.
I do not think a week goes by in which in our state of
Victoria there is not a serious incident of racial or
religious vilification — that is, people stylishly urging
others to take excessive action against people they
perceive as being a minority, an enemy, or something
upon which they wish to urge attacks. Whether it was
Muslims during the Gulf War; whether it is the Jews
who are under constant attack in small parts of our
society; or whether it is other religious or racial groups
who are the subject of these sorts of actions, the
Parliament has to stand up and be counted. When it
comes to being counted, I wish to be counted in support
of the bill, and I hope it has a successful passage
through the Parliament.
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) — The Racial and Religious
Tolerance Bill has engendered a considerable level of
debate in the community and arises out of a somewhat
messy and flawed model bill that was released by the
Bracks Labor government in December last year.
The Liberal Party amendments go much of the way to
addressing the deep concerns of my electorate.
However, I still regard this as impotent legislation that I
suspect was designed by the government for political
advantage rather than out of genuine concern for
oppressed and vilified minorities.
Liberals have worked very hard in the past to secure a
climate of tolerance in this society. It is now only the
most bigoted and ignorant who seek to destabilise
society and who release their bile on those among us
who are unable to defend themselves and who, for
whatever reason, are subjected to cowardly verbal
attack from time to time.
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In my brief contribution at 2.00 a.m. I have no wish to
trivialise this issue. But in my childhood there was a
schoolyard rhyme which went, ‘Sticks and stones may
break my bones but names will never hurt me’. In the
schoolyard we gave as good as we got, and probably
benefited from the exchange. It cleared the air. Most of
that banter was relatively harmless, as you would
appreciate. By contrast, immediately following the end
of the Second World War a good deal of prejudice was
evident that was deeply offensive and reflected
entrenched bitterness and hatred in some sections of the
community.
However, I would have thought that those old
prejudices are rapidly fading and that in this day and
age in Australia, with our almost open door
immigration policy and when scores of different ethnic
backgrounds are represented in a far more tolerant
Australian society, this sort of bill would consequently
have been unnecessary. At best, therefore, I regard this
as deeply flawed, ineffective and unenforceable
legislation, as one of my colleagues mentioned a
moment ago — a view which I believe broadly and
emphatically reflects the view of my electorate.
Mr ASHLEY (Bayswater) — I join this debate with
a heavy heart. I come from a Christian tradition that
places great emphasis upon the sanctity of the
individual and from a political tradition that places
great stress upon the dignity of the individual.
I am almost persuaded, but not quite; therefore sadly I
have to say that I oppose the legislation. It is said by
other honourable members that the legislation is
clumsy, ineffectual or unenforceable — those things
may be true — but it is still legislation that may not be
benign.
The way I wish to begin is to go back in time to a
situation that may appear quite unrelated to the world in
which we live, but I hope that in going through the
issues I can show that it is very much related to the
world in which we live.
At the time of the Reformation, a Swiss theologian
called Erastus put forward a view that there was a form
of religion that may be determined by the civil power.
In other words, there was the possibility of approved or
lawful religions, which invites the logical consequence
that there are unlawful religions.
This particular issue of the right of the state to intrude
into things religious caused enormous explosions for
300 years. It began with the Lutheran Reformation and
the state choosing Luther’s form of religious belief and
practice to be the state religion for the areas in which
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Luther was influential. Calvin in Geneva had a similar
experience; he was able to almost create a theocracy
where the civil law was very much ridden along by his
theological views.
Each theologian was to a degree antipathetic towards
the other. The problem they had with one another was
that each said he was right. It was okay then if you were
in a state that agreed with you and said you were right,
but what happened if you went to a society where the
civil power said Lutheranism was the legal and
approved religion? What happened to those who had a
different belief? That is where those societies got into
big trouble, because the civil power enforced the law
against faiths that were not Lutheran or Calvinist or
some other approved religion in some other part of
Europe.
When it came to the English Reformation, Sir Thomas
More was put in an invidious position. Given my
religious tradition I may not agree with many things
Archbishop George Pell may espouse and advocate, but
when he gifted the bust of Sir Thomas More to the
Parliament I think he was making a point that perhaps
has been lost on us up to the present time.
To make my point, I refer to a discussion between
Sir Thomas More and Mr Riche, the solicitor to King
Henry VIII, over the issue of how the king could take
over the role of the church to use the stamp of the civil
law to further the form of official religion he decreed. I
quote from a book about the Reformation and the
different politics of the 16th century:
‘Admitt there were, Sir, an Acte of Parliament, that all the
Realme should take me for King, would you not take me for
King?’
‘Yes sir’, quoth Sir Thomas More, ‘that I would’.
‘I put the case further’, quoth Mr Riche, ‘that there weare an
Acte of Parliament that all the Realme should take me for the
Pope; would then not you, Mr More, take me for the Pope?’
‘To your first case’, quoth Sir Thomas More, ‘the Parliament
may well meddle with the stat of temporall Princes; but to
make aunsweare to your second case, I will put you this case:
suppose the Parliament would make a law that God should
not be God, would you then, Mr Riche, saye God weare not
God?’

What he was saying was that in matters of religious
belief there could be no determination by an act of
Parliament. His was a reaction to Erastianism in
practice. He was reacting by saying, ‘Thus far and no
further’.
The English church — the Anglican Church, or the
Church of England as it was then — persisted with the
view that it was okay if you were in the in group and
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part of the established church but not okay if you were
a Catholic or a Protestant. People had great difficulty
with that, and by the end of the 16th century and the
beginning of the next century religious groups were
splitting off all over the place. Essentially the views of
the more radical members of communities were forcing
their way through. They were the out groups in society,
which included the Puritans, the Quakers, the Baptists,
the Independents or Congregationists, and others.
At the beginning of the 1700s a certain John Smyth said
in his confession of faith:
… the magistrate is not by virtue of his office to meddle —

note, the same word Sir Thomas More used —
with religion, or matters of conscience, to force or compel
men to this or that form of religion, or doctrine; but to leave
Christian religion free to every man’s conscience, and to
handle only civil transgressions, injuries and wrongs of man
against man in murder, adultery, theft, etc, for Christ only is
the King and lawgiver of the church and conscience.

Despite his call, there followed 200 years of strife,
recurrent pressure and persecution. Those people were
in those times the out groups of society. They were not
given recognition, and they were in many ways
pilloried as extremists and treated with a degree of
contempt, just as we regard some groups today as
extremists. These groups of people — Christian
societies, if you like — struggled to have their say. It
was only resolved when the established order, the state,
said 200 years later, at the beginning of the
19th century, ‘We give up. You say you’re right, they
say they’re right, and someone else says they’re right.
We accept that we cannot make judgments on it all
because all we are doing is creating constant
persecution and strife for you. We have come to the
view that you are all accepted, and we will be neutral as
between religious faith and religious expression’. This
was how the long process of pain, distress and
persecution was finally resolved politically.
At the end of the 1820s a remarkable series of events
occurred. The acceptance of faith, including the
Catholic faith, as legitimate in the United Kingdom —
England, Scotland and Wales — happened two or three
years before the first electoral reform bill. It was a
period of great ferment in that society, and within
30 years of the acceptance of the rights of all people, of
whatever religious faith, to be accepted in the
community and of the notion that there should be no
lawful religion — or rather, that all religions should be
lawful — a Jew, Benjamin Disraeli, was appointed
Prime Minister of Great Britain. Those remarkable
developments were achieved suddenly in a short space
of time after 200 or 300 years of strife.
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In a book called The Gathered Community a fellow
called Robert Walton wrote of the Separatists — that is,
the non-Anglican groups — that their contribution was:
… of inestimable importance to the growth of the English
way of life —

and I would say to the growth of the Australian way of
life. It continues:
They set forth the principle of human equality, insisting that
men, for all their differences, have certain inalienable rights.
Every man’s personality is sacred and inviolable. Thus they
rediscovered the common man, established the right of
private conscience, and fought for full civil and religious
liberty. Moreover, they emphasised the importance of the
smaller fellowship, the community within the nation. They set
up Christian societies small enough to allow the individual to
find his feet and to make his contribution, and so closely knit
as to enable the group to train, guide, discipline and comfort
each member of it.

Fellow members, that was the kind of understanding
brought into this community in the 1850s that took root
here; and so deep was the issue of the separation of
state and church that when Melbourne University was
established it was not permitted to teach theology, and
it is still not permitted to do so. In the 1880s this
Parliament passed an act to set up the Melbourne
College of Divinity to overcome the problem of
allowing the denominations to offer degrees, because
the secular university was not permitted to teach
theology.
At the turn of the century the new Australian
constitution declared that there was to be no role for the
state in relation to religious faith and practice.
Coming to the present time, I am almost persuaded; but
the problem remaining is still the issue of a civil court
making judgments on things religious. If it is
out-and-out vilification there is no question that it is off
limits. When all is said and done, vilification produces
grievous psychological injury. The problem is that there
are practices, attitudes, displays and behaviours that
will always tend to give offence. The difficulty lies in
unwinding that. Christian groups and groups from other
faiths are again being confronted by the problem of
allowing a secular body to make judgments on or
redress issues relating to belief. That is the sensitive
area in the bill, and I do not believe it has been resolved
either in the bill or in any proposed amendments.
A final area of significance concerns the provisions and
exemptions offered to elite groups. They sound
innocuous but there is a sense in which to give elite
groups exemptions from the consequences of
vilification that apply to others is to apply an unequal
law or to apply a law unequally. For example, the
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Andres Serrano photograph called Piss Christ caused
great distress to hundreds of thousands of Victorians,
but it is feasible that Serrano could put up a case that he
created the work in good faith without the intention to
vilify anyone. Nevertheless, those who take up the
cudgels and who are so angry about the photograph and
about how in their view it vilifies their faith have no
means of gaining redress for their deep hurt — in fact,
they may well find themselves up on a charge of either
counter-vilification or property damage.
Essentially, coming through all that, the issues involved
still leave me unconvinced. There are groups in our
society and new faiths that will spring up within the
next 5, 10, 15 or 25 years. We do not know what they
will be. They may contribute amazingly to this society
as it goes along, but if they are cut off because they are
not respected by the law-makers and the lawgivers
there will be the potential for real strife. That is what
concerns me most.
I end by saying that the whole history of the last
400 years or so is not so much the toleration by one
group of another, but the toleration of the state towards
all. The problem I have is that in making judgment on
issues religious, no matter how — —
A government member interjected.
Mr ASHLEY — Certainly, they would be. They
would come from certain traditions that are within the
in groups, but it is the out groups we are concerned
about. The out groups in any society that emerge are
always the ones that are put upon. It is not in the state’s
interest to go making enemies of those groups by taking
sides against them. That is the prospect we have here.
I may not fully understand the bill, but there are
sensitivities that go deep into the history of our
community, all of which we must take into account.
Above all, there should be no vilification; no practice of
putting down another; no reviling, defiling, denigrating
or making vile. I again come back to the point: I do not
think the implications of the bill have been worked
through fully, and therefore I have to dissent.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — Honourable
members have heard a good deal today from all
sections of this house about some of the difficulties of
this legislation. There is, of course, undoubted tension
between two strongly held rights and values: the
freedom of speech, which people hold and have held
dear for a long time, and racial tolerance or protection
of the rights of the individual, which I and members on
this side of the house hold dear. Both of those are
strong Liberal principles, and we do an enormous
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amount to support, protect and preserve them. There is
tension in this legislation between those two things.
Honourable members in discussing the issue of
freedom of speech must consider that it is not an
unconstrained freedom in Victoria or indeed in
Australia. There are limitations to freedom of speech, a
number of which all honourable members would be
aware of. The defamation laws are a limitation on the
freedom of speech. There are laws and sanctions
against using abusive language. For example, you
cannot go out to a policeman in the street and abuse that
policeman because you will face a charge if you do so,
as indeed some of our S11 and M1 friends have found
in the recent past.
Freedom of speech is not unconstrained; it has been
limited a number of times in the past. There are further
limitations contained in the legislation, and reasonable
constraints imposed by the legislation.
There are those who say the legislation is ineffective,
that the sanctions it contains are inoperable and will
never be used and therefore there is no point having the
legislation. Others say the legislation is pernicious and
will be used to suppress those who dissent or have a
varying view. They cannot both be right. I guess the
truth lies somewhere in between.
If the legislation is ineffective in that the sanctions
never come to be used that may in itself be a blessing,
but more of that later. If it is ineffective but stands as a
symbol, then that symbol may have significant value.
By way of illustration I will tell a personal story. Some
honourable members from both sides of the house
know my wife. By all accounts she should not have
been born. She was born in 1946 in Brussels. She was
the first Jewish child born to the Jews in Brussels who
had survived the camps. Her mother and her father had
both lost their spouses and children in the camps. They
had come out of separate camps and had met and
married in Brussels. Sophie’s mother had been a client,
a patient, the victim — choose as you will — of Josef
Mengele.
Many honourable members will know that Dr Mengele
carried out gynaecological experiments on women,
generally without anaesthetic and generally resulting in
those women becoming infertile. For that reason
Sophie’s mother was never expected to have children,
but Sophie was born. From my perspective it was very
lucky, but from hers amazing.
I never knew Sophie’s mother; she was dead before I
met Sophie. However, I knew her father and her
stepmother. Both were survivors of the camps. I have
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seen the tattoos on their wrists and I have talked to them
about their experiences. I have talked to their friends
and colleagues, and the ship-brothers who came out
with them to Australia in 1948–49. Many of those
people are still alive, and certainly there are
significantly more in the next generation.
For those who go to synagogue on a regular basis, it
must be extremely confronting as they leave the
synagogue on Saturday evenings to face the symbols of
the same racism that saw them committed to the camps
from the 1930s through to 1944–45 and to see our
freedom of speech used as a vehicle to hand out
literature and abuse that is similar to that which was
employed in the late 1930s in Nazi Germany and which
says, ‘Jews are pigs and deserve to die’, or words to that
effect, yet they deal with it on a regular basis.
When I discussed this legislation with them and put the
view that some people feel that perhaps the criminal
sanctions may not be successfully enforced — from my
point of view it would be great if they were never
successfully enforced if that meant nobody was doing
this — they said the fact that they exist provides some
comfort to them and to people from other groups and
cultures who face similar situations. If it provides some
comfort to them, then it is worth while. If it stands as a
symbol to the perpetrators of hate that they should not
and will not be allowed to do such a thing in the future,
and if that has some impact, then again it is worth
while. If no-one is successfully prosecuted I do not
mind. If it stands as a symbol, as a line in the sand that
says, ‘No more of this’, then that is enough for me.
Honourable members talked about the way Australian
diggers fought for the freedom to speak their minds and
for us to have the right to say what we wished. Yes,
they did, and one of the most moving events that I have
ever witnessed was when my wife spoke at an Anzac
Day ceremony in Monbulk some four or five years ago.
I think it was the 50th anniversary of D-day.
My wife had been told beforehand that some Brits who
had been on the beaches on D-day and had
subsequently emigrated would be at the service. She
thanked them for what they had done; it meant her
family had survived and she now has a life in a free
country. The impact of that and the gratitude that those
soldiers felt because she had said, ‘This is what you
have done for my family and I thank you for it’, is
something I will remember for a long time.
On that basis I think the legislation is worth while. I
have met and discussed the issue with people who deny
the Holocaust exists or exists to that extent. I cannot
convince them otherwise, but we now need to have a
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sign that says, ‘You may have views that I do not like,
but it does not mean you are free to preach them and
vilify somebody else or to incite hatred any longer’.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I support the bill
and the amendments foreshadowed by the honourable
member for Caulfield. I am not somebody predisposed
to the codification of thought, belief or behaviour. I take
the view that to codify often leads to a situation where
to delegitimise one form of thought or behaviour is to
legitimise another form in the same breath. When it
comes to vilification there is always the risk of that —
that is, to delegitimise certain forms of vilification is to
actually legitimise other forms of vilification. That
concerns me.
There is a degree of irony that the house is debating the
bill when there are enough occasions to attest that this
place itself is a place where vilification takes place
frequently. There are those practitioners in this place
who are effective at their vilification and do so in a
political sense, but perhaps people in this chamber are
capable of sticking up for themselves. That is always of
concern.
The government has chosen to run the flag of tolerance
up the flagpole. That is an important flag. It is an
Australian flag, hence it is one to be honoured.
Tolerance of minorities is an important principle in this
country. The reasons for the government doing so may
not always be clear in this case or as straightforward as
some may imagine.
I do not agree with the honourable member for
Footscray, who earlier described the absence of this
legislation as a national shortcoming. That is not the
case. I accept that this is an important symbol. We need
to recognise the strength of symbols such as this in
sending a message. I will be supporting it for its
symbolic significance, not necessarily for its cogent
drafting or the prospect of its implementation.
We take a lot for granted in Australia and we are, as is
often said, the lucky country. We take our freedoms for
granted and our cultural maturity for granted on many
occasions. We take our peace and multiculturalism for
granted. Those principles are our national heritage; they
are our icons and they are also important symbols that
should be protected. When it comes to these matters I
do not believe we have the luxury of being semantic
about it. I intend to support the legislation on that basis.
I support the bill as the member for Hawthorn — a
most diverse and multicultural electorate, with the
multicultural Swinburne University at its heart. Hence,
I am conscious of the diversity around us. Hawthorn
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also has some 40 churches, an extraordinary number for
one electorate.
Like most honourable members I have had the privilege
of attending citizenship ceremonies, which in the city of
Boroondara are extraordinary for the diversity of the
people seeking to take the pledge. In my view the
legislation is symbolic and has the capacity to move
those people who take that step, and for those who wish
to waltz with Matilda these principles are important. It
is important that we live in harmony in this state. In
Victoria we have a proud record of tolerance and
diversity. We have a state renowned for intelligent and
open debate. It is the home of the Liberal Party and the
effective home, I suspect many would argue, of the
Australian Labor Party, though some would differ.
There has been an intelligent review of the legislation.
It represents an educative process and symbolises a fair
go in this country.
Victoria is not without its problems. I have heard
honourable members cite worst-case scenarios at both
ends of the spectrum. Worst-case scenarios can be
conjured in the application of the legislation and in its
absence. Their are excesses in both realms. Like the
honourable member for Monbulk, I hope the truth lies
in the middle. I am not disposed to the concerns of the
extremes.
The success in Victoria has been because of leadership
on these issues. In the past we have demonstrated that
by behaviour and by attitude, not by legislative fiat. We
have had an openness to the point where members of
the public have been frustrated with the continuing
discussion. However, it has been an important
discussion. In my 20-year association with the Liberal
Party the principles here have been profound. I pay
tribute to Jeff Kennett, the former Premier, who was
perhaps the greatest exponent and champion of these
principles. The enormous personal respect he is held in
goes to the achievements in this field. He demonstrated
an extraordinary depth of leadership in tolerance and
multiculturalism. The legacy he left behind is a tribute
to his commitment.
Earlier today the honourable member for Pakenham
reminded us that the quality of a democracy is not
judged by the tyranny of the 51 per cent; it is judged by
the way we respect our minorities. I respect that view. It
is a view worth celebrating, and I value the wisdom he
imparts with it.
My aspiration for the bill is that it be a symbol. I trust it
will not be used, and the evidence from interstate
suggests that it probably will not be. I will be surprised
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and disappointed if it is. If it is used in a way that is
seen to be injudicious or vexatious or of a reverse
nature, I will be keen to see it amended. I am comforted
by the interstate experience. I respect the views of those
who have a different perspective. I believe the
amendments are essential, and I will support them. I
respect the contributions of other honourable members
who have indicated considerable concern about some
aspects of the bill.
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by the opposition, I find it impossible to vote for the bill
in its current form. I cannot do so because I believe
religious faith is based on the right of the individual to
espouse his or her beliefs and to promote them in good
faith. Although the wording of the religious vilification
provision in the bill is almost the same as the racial
vilification provisions, it is issues such as motive that
make it different.
I will quote from clause 9 of the bill, which states:

In short, it is a flag of tolerance that has been run up the
flagpole. I do not believe we have the luxury of being
semantic about it, and I think we have to support the
bill.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — If we were
debating and voting on the preamble and the purposes
of the bill I would have no difficulty in voting for it. To
quote selectively from the preamble:
… freedom of expression is an essential component of a
democratic society and … this freedom should be limited
only to the extent that can be justified by an open and
democratic society.

It goes on to say:
The majority of Victorians … are proud that people of these
diverse ethnic, indigenous and religious backgrounds live
together harmoniously in Victoria.

I have no argument with that at all.
The purposes, and again I quote selectively, are:

(1) In determining whether a person has contravened
section 7 or 8 —

in this case section 8 is the relevant section —
the person’s motive in engaging in any conduct is
irrelevant.
(2) In determining whether a person has contravened
section 7 or 8, it is irrelevant whether or not the
race or religious belief or activity of another person
or class of persons is the only or dominant ground
for the conduct, so long as it is a substantial
ground.

I find that impossible to support. I will instance a case.
If you were a member of a family where your children
had been inveigled into a cult hiding under the facade
of a legitimate religious activity and you wanted to
expose that cult for what it was, you would be subject
to this legislation and to that clause of it where, despite
the fact that your motive was honourable and everyone
in the community would support that, your motive is
considered irrelevant under the act.

… to promote racial and religious tolerance …

Secondly:
… to provide a means of redress for victims of racial or
religious vilification …

Again, I have no argument with that at all, but
unfortunately that is not what we are really debating in
this bill. We are debating the provisions that deal with
racial and religious vilification. I have to say that it may
have been different if the bill had dealt only with racial
vilification, as is the case with the New South Wales
legislation and, out of interest, as is the case with the
Labor Party election promises, which I will quote from
its New Solutions summary. They refer to:
… the introduction of legislation coupled with appropriate
education strategies to combat racial vilification —

not religious vilification. It is interesting to see that. I
am inclined to say that if it did not include that religious
connotation, I would have little or no hesitation in
supporting the bill, but I find it very difficult to support
it. Although I certainly support the amendments moved

Then there are the exemptions which show that a
person does not contravene clause 8 in regard to
religious vilification if a person’s conduct was engaged
in reasonably and in good faith. But what happens to a
person once the accusation has been made? It is a case
of reverse onus of proof. Once someone is accused, the
stigma stays. We have all witnessed instances where,
once someone is accused of a sin or a fault and no
matter that at a later stage they can reverse that onus
and clear their name, that stigma stays with them. I
believe particularly in a religious context that is
absolutely and utterly unacceptable. This part of the bill
has the possibility of creating more harm than it could
overcome.
An exemption may also be granted for an ‘exhibition or
distribution of an artistic work’. I find that very hard to
accept as a justifiable reason in a religious connotation
for an exemption to be granted. I cannot accept that part
of the bill. Nevertheless, I am pleased to see that one of
the exemptions is ‘in the public interest’. I support that
aspect of the bill because it may lead to someone doing
what he or she thinks is right — not only for themselves
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or their families but also in the best interests of the
public.
Clause 12 is a complete contradiction because it
provides an exemption in circumstances where it can be
reasonably believed that the parties to the conduct
desire it to be heard or seen only by themselves, but it
does not apply where the parties ought to expect that
someone else may see or hear them. How often have
we all been in that situation where you overhear or see
something that you were not intended to hear or see?
How often have you walked past a telephone booth and
heard someone talking and, although you have not
intended to listen, you have heard what is said? You
cannot help it. In that circumstance, how can that
person be sure that he is not going to be liable under
that provision of the bill? The provision is much too
open to give a safeguard to those people who
legitimately want to keep that information to
themselves but are in fact overheard. I cannot help but
think that this is a lawyer’s dream come true. With all
of these opportunities for litigation the legal profession
will have a field day.
Clause 14 deals with victimisation, but the definition is
so broad as to include a situation where if a person
believes the other person intends to do any of those
things — not that they have done it, but purely that they
intend to do something — it is determined to be
victimisation. It is justifiable for this bill to deal with
victimisation, but it is totally unacceptable for the
definition to be so broad.
We then get to the vicarious liability of employers and
principals. Talk about reverse onus! How can an
employer predict the circumstances that will bring
about a situation of vilification in his work force? The
exemptions are so ill defined as to be almost
meaningless. I quote from clause 18 of the bill:
An employer or principal is not vicariously liable … if the
employer … proves, on the balance of probabilities, that the
employer or principal took reasonable precautions to prevent
the employee or agent contravening this Part.

How do you do that? How do you predict the
circumstances where an employee might vilify another
employee or someone outside the business? How then
can this bill lay the onus on the employer and expect it
to be enforceable? I think it is nonsense, and it does not
add to the bill at all. I cannot accept that part.
The opportunity is also allowed for a representative
body to complain on behalf of a person, provided the
representative body has sufficient interest in the
complaint. This opens the door to what could be union
activity in lodging complaints against employers to

1665

drum up a case against unfair dismissal. It is not
intended to do that, but it opens the door to allow it to
happen. Again, it is one of those areas that I find totally
unacceptable.
From a religious point of view, the most oppressive part
of the bill is clause 25(2):
A person … must not, on the ground of the religious belief or
activity of another person … intentionally engage in conduct
that the offender knows is likely to incite serious contempt
for … that other person or class of persons.

Think about the word ‘contempt’. I looked in the
definitions clause of the bill only to find it is not there. I
looked in the Oxford English Dictionary and the
Macquarie Dictionary. The Oxford says that contempt
means ‘the action of scorning or despising’. The
Macquarie says contempt is ‘the act of scorning or
despising’ or ‘the feeling with which one regards
anything considered mean, vile, or worthless’. That is
slightly stronger, but it is hardly a crime justifying a
prison term of six months or a fine of $6000 for an
individual or $30 000 for a corporation.
There are no exemptions to the clause, which, as I said,
might include a parent speaking contemptuously of a
religious cult that is attempting to lure his or her
children away from the family. The bill has clearly not
been thought through, as that would create a totally
inappropriate situation.
The bill clearly attempts to ensure that dignity and
respect for individuals is effected. It also attempts to
protect minorities. Unfortunately, the bill will not
achieve those ends, as is the case in New South Wales,
which has been quoted often. Before I close I refer to
one example as explained to me by Josie Maxwell, the
director of the Multicultural Resource Centre in Albury,
who has been in Australia for 21 years. She has quoted
me plenty of examples of vilification, saying, ‘I’d like
to see some act that will assist with this’. Honourable
members should remember that over most of the years
that Josie Maxwell has been in Albury similar
legislation has been in place in New South Wales. It
just does not work.
She cited the case that arose when the Pauline Hanson
diatribe was at its height. Members of the Laotian
community in Albury were being vilified by a group of
young people aged 15, 16 and 17. The families went to
the Multicultural Resource Centre and asked what they
could do about it. They brought an action based on that
vilification, and but it was found that they did not have
sufficient evidence to make a case under the New South
Wales legislation, which virtually mirrors word for
word what is proposed for Victoria. If it does not work

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE BILL
1666

ASSEMBLY

there, how will it work here? That is an example of a
case any such legislation should cover.
The best way to achieve the purposes of the bill would
be to include a few extra provisions in the Equal
Opportunity Act or vastly amend this version to make it
effective and enforceable, including limiting or
overcoming the unintended consequences of the
religious provisions. I cannot vote for the bill, because I
believe it will end up causing more problems than it
will solve.
Mr DIXON (Dromana) — I am the last in a long
line of speakers on this side, so I will make only a brief
contribution. The number of speakers, the range of their
views and the passion with which they have spoken are
all indicative of the importance members on this side
attach to the bill. I note that the speakers on the other
side have petered out. Only one of the members on the
other side who represent rural electorates has had the
guts to speak on the bill. They seem to be hiding from
something.
Other than the usual letters and emails, I have had very
little feedback from my electorate. There has been little
interest in the bill among my constituents. I was
surprised about that, because I have a couple of large
and growing ethnic groups in my electorate, as well as a
large number of elderly and fairly conservative
constituents. They have not shown much interest in this
bill or even in the model bill, which represented an
unusual means of consultation and probably woke up
the extremists in the debate.
Honourable members have heard a lot about the
importance of free speech. That right of free speech
certainly brings responsibilities, and in the past it has
been abused, as it sometimes still is. I hope it will not
be abused in the future. Other federal and state
legislation is said to cover some of these instances of
extremism, but the very fact that we have seen
examples of extreme vilification shows that the existing
legislation has not done the job.
I see this bill as a safety net against extremism. I do not
think it will be needed much, because we are a tolerant
society, but I am glad it is there. Extremism is probably
the biggest threat to free speech. However, it is
probably a small price to pay as part of having a
democracy, and the bill will protect against that sort of
extremism.
Bishop Denis Hart has written on behalf of the Catholic
archdiocese of Melbourne. I know him and respect his
intellect. I echo his disappointment when he said there
was a lack of consultation by the government. The
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government might protest about that, and there has been
a certain amount of guided consultation, but I
understand the bishop’s disappointment in this. He also
raised some serious and considered concerns, and the
amendments to be moved by the opposition go a long
way towards addressing those concerns.
Finally I ask the government to seriously consider a lot
of education in the community on this. There have been
some great community education campaigns on all
sorts of matters — wasting water, Sunsmart,
smoking — and the education of the general
community needs to be addressed by the government.
I am proud to be part of the Liberal Party and to have
spoken on its behalf during this debate. Our mature
approach to the bill is a shining example of the sort of
tolerance the Liberal Party seeks to uphold.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — First of all I thank
honourable members from all sides of the house for
their contributions to the debate. It has been a
considered debate, and while most speakers have
spoken in favour of the bill it is comforting to know
that, for those who spoke against it, it is the method of
achieving greater tolerance for our multifaith and
multicultural communities in Victoria that they disagree
with. It was comforting that the majority, if not all,
honourable members reaffirmed their commitment to
opposing racism and opposition to different faiths
operating in this state. Although the method was not
always supported, the objective certainly was. I
welcome the support of both those who oppose the bill
and those who support it.
This is a bill whose time has come. It is a reflection of a
mature Victoria that it can accept a bill to support what
we have in this state and want to enshrine — that is, a
multicultural and multifaith community. Of course
legislation is only one method of achieving change.
Ensuring that we have an effective education system is
vitally important. Community aspirations must be
adhered to, and as well it must be ensured that
legislation keeps pace with the community. What we
are doing here is ensuring we reaffirm that we are a
multicultural and multifaith community.
The bill also reaffirms that we are overwhelmingly a
tolerant, accepting community. It affirms that we are a
tolerant, predominantly cohesive society, which accepts
people from many different countries — and accepts
them better than any other country does. In fact you
would have to say that Victoria is a shining light of
multiculturalism more broadly, and probably only some
areas of Canada can equally claim to be true
multicultural societies — that is, societies that learn
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from other cultures and take the best parts of those
cultures while also having their own cultural aspects as
part of their ongoing nature, as we do in Australia.
The bill reinforces the predominantly tolerant and
accepting nature of the Victorian community. It also
reflects the position of the Victorian community as one
that accepts that the majority will should be upheld —
that is, the majority will is to have a tolerant,
multicultural, multifaith community — and does not
uphold the minority view, which regrettably is
sometimes expressed by vilification on the basis of race
or religion.
The majority of people are having their views
expressed in Parliament, and that is important. I
reaffirm that point here today in summing up the debate
on the bill. The bill keeps pace with community
attitudes. If the government did not go ahead with the
legislation it would effectively be saying that as
legislators we are not keeping up with where the
community is. We would effectively be saying we will
not reinforce in legislation what the community has
already accepted. The community has come to this
position, and we as legislators must also come to it.
Legislation and education must work hand in hand, and
that is what we are doing here.
We have come a long way as a community since the
waves of immigration began. Australia had a big wave
of immigration from the 1850s onwards, including a
period in the 1890s when my ancestors came as
immigrants from a non-English-speaking background.
It saw a second big wave after the Second World War,
and that has enriched us. We have come a long way
from those early years when there was considerable
vilification in Australia, in country Victoria and in
Melbourne. That is not the case today, which is healthy,
but we must ensure that legislation keeps pace with
community attitudes.
The bill has had a long gestation. A previous bill was in
place in 1992 under a previous Labor government and
was ready for adoption, but it was not adopted because
of the defeat of that government, and regrettably no
aspect was changed by the Kennett government over a
seven-year period. However, the legislation was in
place.
I am pleased that the bill is now before the house.
Claims have been made in the house that the
government has not adequately consulted. I reject that
absolutely. A model bill was out for public exposure at
the end of last year and the start of this year. If we had
not consulted, we would not have changed it. We did
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change it; the model bill was different from the bill
before the house.
If consultation is about anything, it is about listening to
legitimate claims made about aspects of a bill and
adapting it for presentation to the house. That is what
we have done. I reject the notion that government
members have not consulted well. We consulted well
through the Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier
including Multicultural Affairs, the Honourable Kaye
Darveniza in the other place. We did it well through the
honourable member for Dandenong, the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs. They
crisscrossed the state and went around regional and
suburban areas. They held forums and explained what
was in the model bill. They listened, and we adapted
and changed the proposal. The bill is the result of the
consultation process.
The view was expressed that the consultation process
was a sham and that we did not change the model bill.
The facts do not bear that out. This is an improved bill
that has been subject to consultation. We do not make
any apologies for that. As I said, the bill had a long
gestation. It was a key plank of the then Labor
opposition when I was opposition leader, and before
then. It was in the Labor policies for the 1999 election
campaign. It is therefore a mandated matter that we
have now put into legislation, transferring our policies
into a model bill and then legislation. We have kept
faith, which is what we said we would do in the lead-up
to, during and post the election. I am proud to say that
the bill is in place today.
The bill was long in gestation because leadership was
shown in other states, which have similar legislation in
place, but not in Victoria. I am very pleased we have
been able to rectify that situation and ensure we have
appropriate legislation to prevent racial and religious
vilification in the state of Victoria.
The bill is more than just a piece of legislation.
Honourable members on both sides of the house have
expressed that point of view. Honourable members on
this side of the house and the honourable member for
Forest Hill expressed it well — the bill helps to define
our values. The bill is about sanctions that may or may
not be used, but it also sends a message to the
community that the laws of this state do not tolerate
racial and religious vilification, and therefore it will act
as a form of prevention. That is its primary task — to
say to people who wish to vilify others that that is
against the law and people should not do it because it is
not sanctioned by the state. The bill reaffirms our
values.
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It says the community has moved on. We have
developed through waves of immigration and we are a
multicultural and multifaith society. However, there are
sanctions if people do not accept what has developed
over time. It sends a strong message that the majority of
Victorians object to a small minority who pursue racial
or religious hatred. The majority want their view upheld
in the legal system. In short, it shows a maturity in the
state that we are able to debate this in the house and
have, I hope, majority support for it. It is a bill that will
make an enormous difference in Victoria.
Following the extensive consultation process the
government has reviewed the model bill, and I will go
into some of the matters that were changed as part of
the consultation process. The government identified
several areas where it felt changes were needed to
better serve the aims of the bill while guaranteeing that
freedom of speech was not restricted. It wanted to have
that important balance in place. The government has
included in this bill — it was not in the model bill — a
preamble and an objects clause, which were
recommended by the consultation process. They were
adopted by the government and have improved the bill.
The government has separated the criminal and civil
provisions and rewritten the criminal offence to confine
it to a specific behaviour, which again was
recommended in the consultation period and has been
adopted.
An important change is the inclusion of an intent for the
criminal provision to ensure that protection of private
conduct and conversations is adhered to. The
government has made it clear that Internet activity is
covered by the legislation. The exceptions have been
redrafted to make clear that the ordinary citizen has the
right to discuss matters in the public interest and
include an exception for religious discussion.
The legislation does not prevent criticism and comment
on racial matters or religious issues. It enshrines the
right of Victorians to go about their business without
being vilified either on religious or racial grounds. As
in other states, the proposed Victorian legislation allows
public discussion and debate in good faith. This is about
Victorians standing up and saying we do not accept
abuse and vilification of our fellow Australians because
of their race or religion.
In summary, this legislation is only one plank in the
government’s aim to ensure a tolerant, multicultural,
multifaith society in Victoria. It is about prevention and
sanctions, yes, but the prevention is as important as the
sanctions. The government will also pursue
non-legislative measures designed to promote tolerance
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and mutual respect and to deal with conduct that
vilifies. The major means by which this will be
achieved is a comprehensive and long-term education
campaign coupled with a community-based campaign
to promote the concepts of harmony and respect. They
will be the key elements following on from this
legislation which will be pursued through the Victorian
Multicultural Commission and the Victorian Office of
Multicultural Affairs, which will lead the state in
pursuing whole-of-government multiculturalism. The
government is also developing a campaign to inform
people of their rights under the legislation.
If we look back at this piece of legislation in 10 or
20 years, all members of the Parliament will be proud
that they pursued and adopted it and that it is in place. I
do not think it will be a matter of controversy in one
year, let alone 10 years. Some of the perceived
controversy will be proved wrong, as it has been in
other states. It is a piece of legislation whose time has
come. It shows we are mature enough as a society to
accept and reinforce the will of the majority and to
outlaw it and say it is not acceptable to vilify people
because of their race and religion.
I thank the Minister assisting the Premier on
Multicultural Affairs, the honourable member for
Dandenong, on behalf of the government and myself
for the work he has conducted on this bill to get it to
this stage. He has been a solid support and has been
unwavering in his efforts to ensure that honourable
members get a balanced piece of legislation. He
listened to issues as they arose, and the government
adopted some of the matters during the course of
consultation, and I thank him very much for that. I
thank also the Honourable Kaye Darveniza in another
place, who is my parliamentary secretary in my role as
Minister for Multicultural Affairs and who, with the
minister, ensured that a balanced bill was presented to
the house.
Finally, I thank the officers of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet — they are not often thanked in
this place — and particularly the staff of the Victorian
Office of Multicultural Affairs. They have worked very
hard on the bill: it has been a major priority for the
government and, therefore, for them. I also thank very
much the legal branch of the Department of Premier
and Cabinet, which has given the government excellent
advice throughout the process. I commend the bill to
the house. It will make a significant difference to the
very mature multicultural, multifaith society we have in
Victoria.
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Clause 4

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 69
Allan, Ms
Allen, Ms
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Burke, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dean, Dr
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Elliott, Mrs
Fyffe, Mrs
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Helper, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Kotsiras, Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)

Languiller, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Loney, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maclellan, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs
Maxfield, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Paterson, Mr
Perton, Mr
Phillips, Mr
Pike, Ms
Richardson, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr (Teller)
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Viney, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
2.

Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 5 to 8
agreed to.
Clause 9

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
3.

Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clause 10 agreed
to.
Clause 11

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I move:
Clause 11, line 26, after “held” insert “, or any other
conduct engaged in,”.

This amendment would meet the concern of the
Catholic Church to give an exception covering conduct
as well as any statement, publication, discussion or
debate.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — The government
supports this amendment.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.

Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 and 2 agreed to.
Clause 3

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
1.

Clause 9, omit this clause.

The amendment would mean that motive would be
relevant in civil as well as criminal matters. Given the
ability of the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal to award compensation for damages and the
potential consequences for people’s reputations if they
are found guilty of conduct of this sort, it is important
that motive always be relevant.

Noes, 11
Peulich, Mrs
Plowman, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Steggall, Mr

Clause 4, line 26, omit “or marginalise”.

The amendment would omit the word ‘marginalise’ in
paragraph (b). The word does not appear anywhere
else, and clause 4(2) makes it clear that the act is to be
interpreted so as to further clause 4(1).

1.

Ashley, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Ingram, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)
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Clause 3, line 7, omit “20” and insert “17”.

Clause 12

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
5.

Clause 12, lines 7 to 10, omit sub-clause (2).

The effect of this amendment would be not to require
people who thought their conduct was private
reasonably to expect that it might be heard or seen by
someone else.

It is a renumbering amendment.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to.

Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 13 to 15
agreed to.
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(a) the principal was not aware of any previous
contravention of section 7 or 8 by the agent;
or

Clause 16

The CHAIRMAN — Order! Amendment 6 from
the honourable member for Mildura is consequential
upon an earlier amendment that has been lost, so he
cannot proceed with it.

(b) the principal was aware of a previous
contravention of section 7 or 8 by the agent
and the principal had taken reasonable
precautions to prevent the relevant
contravention occurring.

Clause agreed to.
()

Clause 17

The CHAIRMAN — Order! Amendment 7 in the
name of the honourable member for Mildura refers to
two clauses. We will have to treat them separately.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
7(a). Clause 17, omit this clause.

The purpose of this amendment is to omit that clause
because it would make employers liable for civil
complaints.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to.
Clause 18

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
7(b). Clause 18, omit this clause.

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I move:
2.

Clause 18, line 9, before “An employer” insert “(1)”.

3.

Clause 18, line 10, after “Part” insert “(other than
section 7 or 8)”.

4.

Clause 18, after line 15 insert —
‘( ) An employer is not vicariously liable for a
contravention of section 7 or 8 by an employee
employed at any workplace (“the relevant
contravention”) if the employer proves, on the
balance of probabilities, that at the time of the
relevant contravention —
(a) the employer was not aware of any previous
contravention of section 7 or 8 by any
employee employed by the employer at that
workplace; or
(b) the employer was aware of a previous
contravention of section 7 or 8 by an
employee employed by the employer at that
workplace and the employer had taken
reasonable precautions to prevent the relevant
contravention occurring.
()

A principal is not vicariously liable for a
contravention of section 7 or 8 by an agent (“the
relevant contravention”) if the principal proves, on
the balance of probabilities, that at the time of the
relevant contravention —

In this section, “workplace” means any place
where a person attends for the purpose of carrying
out any functions in relation to his or her
employment.’.

I call upon the Minister for Gaming to explain to the
house the implementation of clause 18.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — The government
opposes the amendments proposed to clause 18,
predominantly because they would change what
already exists and has been understood in the Equal
Opportunity Act in terms of employers’ vicarious
liability. We believe it is inconsistent to have a different
definition obligation for employers under vicarious
liability compared to all other provisions in the Equal
Opportunity Act.
I understand the clause is exactly the same as a clause
that was introduced by the previous government into
the Equal Opportunity Act in 1995, and that has worked
well, but I can assure the opposition that the
government is very much focused on how it can
support employers in relation to this obligation. They
have obligations already under the Equal Opportunity
Act with regard to, for example, sexual harassment,
racial or religious discrimination, and discrimination on
the basis of disability or age, so these sorts of
provisions already exist for employers in the normal
course of their business.
They have policy manuals about these sorts of things
and educate their staff about them, and we will
obviously be expecting, if clause 18 remains as the
government has introduced it, that employers will also
have policies about vilification on the basis of race and
religion. We will, though, from this time for the next
6 to 12 months, give employers an opportunity to adjust
and understand what this is about and will support them
in that, as well as in the preparation of a pro forma
which will be very informative and will assist them in
understanding this provision. High-quality information
will also be available for employers as part of their
obligations. We will obviously do a marketing and
promotional effort, because employers need to know
what the obligations are under this act. That is the
assurance I give to the Liberal Party on that matter.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Pakenham) — I wish to raise
one matter briefly with the minister and ask that he look
into it while the bill is between here and another place.
I instance to the minister the case of an employer who
has a single employee and perhaps a temporary one,
somebody working around the house, somebody
genuinely employed but perhaps only for a short period
or one day a week or something like that. For heaven’s
sake, what are we expecting — that an employer
present the person who comes to mow the lawn with a
pro forma saying he must not indulge in racial or
religious vilification?
I suggest that this provision be looked at while the bill
is between here and the other place with a view to
establishing the minimum number of employees before
this sort of thing comes into effect. It seems to me that
this provision is a nonsense for an employer who
employs, for instance, a single employee, and that could
be a farming situation, an urban situation or dozens of
other situations. I think we are making a nonsense out
of something where with a more sensible rule devised
between here and the other place we could have a better
approach to the matter.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — There has been
some discussion with the Liberal Party, albeit briefly,
on the matter. With the government’s clause 18 the
obligation on the employer is simply to have a process.
It is part of the attempt to educate and minimise the
chance of an incident occurring in a workplace rather
than waiting for something to happen and an employer
acting on it. It is more of a procedural process to protect
employers. They do it for sexual harassment and racial
and religious discrimination areas. Nonetheless, there
will be an opportunity for discussion on these matters.
However, the assurances I gave the chamber on those
previous matters are the ones agreed as part of our
discussions.
Mrs Shardey’s amendments negatived.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! The final question on
clause 18 is that clause 18 stand part of the bill. The
honourable member for Mildura should vote ‘no’ in
terms of his amendment 7.
Mr Savages amendment negatived; clause agreed to.
Clause 19

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
8.

Clause 19, line 6, after “person” insert “(unless that
person is a child)”.

9.
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Clause 19, lines 15 to 20, omit sub-paragraphs (i), (ii)
and (iii) and insert “a parent of the child on the child’s
behalf.”.

The effect of this amendment would be that claims by
children could only be made by parents on their behalf.
Committee divided on Mr Savage’s amendment 8:

Ayes, 2
Ingram, Mr (Teller)

Savage, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 76
Allan, Ms
Allen, Ms
Asher, Ms
Ashley, Mr
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Burke, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dean, Dr
Delahunty, Mr
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Elliott, Mrs
Fyffe, Mrs
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Helper, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Kotsiras, Mr

Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Loney, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maclellan, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Maxfield, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Paterson, Mr
Perton, Mr
Phillips, Mr
Pike, Ms
Plowman, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr (Teller)
Steggall, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Viney, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Amendment negatived.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! Amendments 8 and 9
were moved together, but because the committee
divided on amendment 8 I am now required to put
amendment 9 circulated in the name of the honourable
member for Mildura. The question is that the words
proposed to be omitted stand part. The honourable
member for Mildura and those who support his
amendment should vote no.
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Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 20 to 22
agreed to.
Clause 23

The CHAIRMAN — Order! Mr Savage’s
amendment 10 was consequential on a previous
amendment that was negatived, so the committee will
not proceed with the amendment.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 24

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
14. Clause 24, line 9, omit “to threaten, or incite” and insert
“threatening, or inciting”.

Amendment negatived.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! As amendment 14 has
failed, the honourable member for Mildura cannot
move amendment 16.
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I move:
5.

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:

Amendment negatived.

Clause 24, page 16, after line 6 insert —
“( ) A prosecution for an offence against sub-section
(1) or (2) must not be commenced without the
written consent of the Director of Public
Prosecutions.”.

11. Clause 24, line 3, omit “(the offender)”.

The effect of the amendment is to transfer the focus of
intent in criminal offences from intent to engage in
conduct to intent to vilify.
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The CHAIRMAN — Order! The honourable
member for Gippsland West has an identical
amendment standing in her name.

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:

Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — I support the
amendment moved by the honourable member for
Caulfield, which is identical to an amendment standing
in my name. It provides that the prosecution for an
offence must not be commenced without the written
consent of the Director of Public Prosecutions.

12. Clause 24, lines 5 and 6, omit “intentionally engage in
conduct that the offender knows is likely” and insert
“engage in conduct with the intention of”.

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — The government
will be supporting the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! As his amendment 11
has been lost, the honourable member for Mildura
cannot move amendments 15, 17 and 21 standing in his
name, because they are consequential.

Amendment negatived.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! As amendment 12 has
failed, the honourable member for Mildura cannot
move amendments 16, 18 and 22, which are
consequential.

Clause 25

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
13. Clause 24, line 7, omit “to incite” and insert “inciting”.

Amendment negatived.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! As amendment 13 has
failed, the honourable member for Mildura cannot
move amendment 19, which is consequential.
Ms Davies — On a point of clarification, Madam
Chairman, amendment 1 standing in my name amends
clause 24, line 6. Should it not be discussed at this
stage?
The CHAIRMAN — Order! No, we are not yet up
to that. It is on a subsequent page.

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
17. Clause 25, line 8, omit “(the offender)”.

Amendment negatived.

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I move:
6.

Clause 25, line 24, omit “(the offender)”.

7.

Clause 25, lines 26 and 27, omit “intentionally engage in
conduct that the offender knows is likely to incite” and
insert “knowingly engage in conduct with the intention
of inciting”.

Concern was raised by Bishop Hart, who said about
clause 25(2):
If there is to be an offence it should be limited to those cases
in which a person engages in conduct with the intention of
inciting contempt or ridicule. It should not occur simply
where there is an intention to engage in conduct which is
known to be likely to have those consequences.
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Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — The government
accepts the amendments.
Amendments agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! Because the
honourable member for Caulfield’s amendments have
been agreed to by the government, as I have said, the
honourable member for Mildura’s amendment 22 is
redundant.
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I move:
8.

27. Preamble, paragraph 3, omit “Vilifying conduct is
contrary to democratic values because of its effect on
people of diverse ethnic, Indigenous and religious
backgrounds. It diminishes their dignity, sense of
self-worth and belonging to the community. It also
reduces their ability to contribute to, or fully participate
in, all social, political, economic and cultural aspects of
society as equals, thus reducing the benefit that diversity
brings to the community.”.

Amendments negatived; preamble agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.
Report adopted.

Clause 25, page 17, after line 10 insert —
“( ) A prosecution for an offence against sub-section
(1) or (2) must not be commenced without the
written consent of the Director of Public
Prosecutions.”.

The amendment is self-explanatory
Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — Amendment 2
standing in my name is identical to the amendment that
has just been moved by the honourable member for
Caulfield. I ask that the house support the amendment.
Again, a prosecution must not be commenced without
the written consent of the Director of Public
Prosecutions.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — The government
will support the amendment standing in the name of the
honourable member for Gippsland West and moved by
the Liberal Party.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 26 to 31 agreed to.
New clause

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move:
25. Insert the following new clause to follow clause 10 —
“A. Events or matters of public interest
A person does not contravene section 7 or 8 if the
conduct engaged in by the person is the making or
publishing of a fair and accurate report of any event
or matter of public interest.”.

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

House divided on question:

Ayes, 68
Allan, Ms
Allen, Ms
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Burke, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dean, Dr
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Elliott, Mrs
Fyffe, Mrs
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Helper, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Kotsiras, Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)

Languiller, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Loney, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maclellan, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs
Maxfield, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Paterson, Mr
Perton, Mr
Phillips, Mr
Pike, Ms
Richardson, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr (Teller)
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Viney, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Preamble

Noes, 10
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I move
26. Preamble, paragraph 2, omit “The majority of Victorians
embrace the benefits provided by this cultural diversity
and are proud that people” and insert “People”.

Ashley, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Ingram, Mr (Teller)

Maughan, Mr (Teller)
Plowman, Mr
Ryan, Mr
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Jasper, Mr
Kilgour, Mr

Savage, Mr
Steggall, Mr

Question agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

STATUTE LAW AMENDMENT
(RELATIONSHIPS) BILL
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered next day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the Premier
on Multicultural Affairs).
House adjourned 4.13 a.m. (Wednesday).

Tuesday, 5 June 2001
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Wednesday, 6 June 2001
The SPEAKER (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos) took the
chair at 9.36 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITION
The Clerk — I have received the following petition
for presentation to Parliament:

Won Wron prison
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria express their utmost support for the retention and
continued operation of the Won Wron prison near Yarram on
the basis that its closure would —
cause a loss of almost 40 jobs in a community of
1800 people
remove approximately $2.5 million of expenditure from
the district economy
result in the loss of benefit of a range of community
work presently provided to the region through prisoner
effort
deal a substantial blow to a rural community which to
date has been proactive in managing difficult economic
conditions.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Victorian government
support this initiative.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) (2683 signatures)
Laid on table.

PAPER
Laid on table by Clerk:
Report of the Auditor-General on ministerial portfolios, June
2001.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Bennettswood: justices of the peace
Mr WILSON (Bennettswood) — I place on record
my congratulations to a number of local residents who
have recently been appointed as justices of the peace
(JPs). I was delighted that so many local residents
responded to my call for appointment to the position of
JP. In the International Year of Volunteers we should
pay special tribute to those members of the community
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who perform the important duties associated with being
a JP.
Cr Tom Morrissey is the current mayor of the City of
Monash and has served the Damper ward for many
years with distinction. He has also served the
community in many other areas, including through his
involvement in Rotary.
Mr Bryan Nitz’s voluntary service has been through the
Bennettswood Neighbourhood House. His other
community services have included St Scholastica’s
parish and the scouting movement.
Mr Cyril Ashton was founding president of the
Waverley Ratepayers Association and is a life member
of Mount Scopus Memorial College in Burwood.
Mr Robert Carmichael is a presenter with
Whitehorse–Boroondara Community Radio 94.1 FM,
and was chief executive officer of the Asthma
Foundation Victoria for more than two decades.
Mr Don McLeish is a past president of Archery
Victoria, is a member of Waverley City Archers and
has been involved in the scouting movement for many
years.
I congratulate these five outstanding Victorians and
wish them well in their new roles.

Consumer affairs: Morwell fraud
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — Barry Patrick, from
Bridle Road, Morwell, in the Latrobe Valley, and
Karl-Heinz Veljkovic, from Harkaway Road, Berwick,
have been terrorising people for perhaps as long as
30 years. They are con men and thieves with a twist.
They are predators who prey on innocent, hardworking
people, systematically tearing their lives apart. They are
a perfect operation, with Mr Veljkovic acting as the
front man and real estate agent, selling businesses and
finance under his company name, Teilis Financial
Services. He then places the unsuspecting person with
Barry Patrick, who has a multitude of businesses for
sale and who is portrayed as a struggling entrepreneur.
Most people who have become involved with them, if
not all, have lost their homes, superannuation, savings,
cars and eventually their credit rating. Basically these
two men are in partnership on paper and in person.
They use company names as though they were tissue
paper, inventing and dumping them like there is no
tomorrow. They systematically trap people in a web of
lies and deception. Between 1993 and 1998 at least
25 companies came and went as these two men acted
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together, and they used at least half as many again
trading names for them.
Most of these unscrupulous practices occur from a
premises in Centre Road, Morwell, from where they
operate their sinister empire. Their talents extend into
the banking industry where the National Australia
Bank, the ANZ and IOOF have fallen victim to their
craftiness in fraudulently taking out personal loans and
credit cards in other people’s names. It is reported that
when interviewed by the fraud squad, the NAB alone
had at least 15 separate cases where Patrick and
Veljkovic had acted fraudulently, yet for some obscure
reason the banks decided not to press charges and chose
to wipe off debts that have amounted to thousands and
thousands of dollars. However, the devastation does not
go away for the victims whose signatures have been
used. They are left to fight these institutions — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Fundraising: north-eastern licensed clubs
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) — I am glad to be
here today to say welcome to everybody on this very
special morning after a magnificent evening last night! I
am disappointed that we did not hear the cries of
honourable members on the other side that were heard
in the last Parliament about family-friendly hours. What
did we hear all the time? We heard talk about
family-friendly hours! There were new members in that
last Parliament and all they wanted to do was to say
what terrible people the now opposition members were
when they were in government. They said we were
terrible and they had to have family-friendly hours.
However, that is not what I stood up to say.
I congratulate the licensed clubs in north-eastern
Victoria — my colleague the honourable member for
Benambra will support me — on raising money for the
State Emergency Service (SES). In recent days
18 Tabaret venues raised somewhere in the vicinity of
$63 000 by having sausage sizzles and various
entertainments at their venues on a Saturday. I was
involved, as were other honourable members in
north-eastern Victoria and the Murray Valley area, and
the clubs did a magnificent job for 25 local State
Emergency Service operations. Tabcorp matched the
money that was raised for the purchase of
communication equipment. It was a magnificent day.
While many negative things are heard about pokies
venues, the licensed clubs and Tabarets in north-eastern
Victoria have done a magnificent job and I am sure that
the SES is thankful.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Springvale Primary School
Mr HOLDING (Springvale) — I congratulate the
staff and students of Springvale Primary School, which
is in my electorate, following the confirmation that in
this year’s budget it will receive $1.6 million for the
implementation of the school’s master plan. The
confirmation of this funding will enable the school to
commence the plan shortly and will ensure that the
community can realise its vision for a safer school. It
will be consolidated in one area and have better
curriculum development. The funding will also
facilitate the provision of better sporting and
recreational facilities, and it will all be done in the
context of preserving the main administrative area of
the school, which is a beautiful Federation heritage
building.
The school was subjected to a cruel hoax at the last
election when the Liberal Party promised $300 000 for
major capital works. Clearly the opposition had no idea
of what investment was required to enable the school to
realise the vision of its master plan. This was not
surprising, given that the project was completely
unfunded and one of a series of electoral stunts
performed with the desperate aim of hoping that the
electorate would forget the chronic underfunding of our
public education system that occurred under the
previous government.
I congratulate the school principal, Vince Curatore, all
of the parents and staff and most particularly all of the
students, as they realise the redevelopment of their
school and the implementation of their master plan.

Tertiary education and training: BIGS
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — The Building
Industry Group Scheme (BIGS) was a group training
scheme run by the Construction, Forestry, Mining and
Energy Union (CFMEU) and in particular government
mate Martin Kingham. BIGS was given a clear bill of
health by the Minister for Post Compulsory Education,
Training and Employment just last year, but BIGS
collapsed in April this year. More than 220 apprentices
were displaced, and considerable sums of public money
were lost. The minister immediately moved in an
orchestrated campaign with the CFMEU to place the
blame for this collapse on the Master Builders
Association. The MBA runs its own entirely separate
scheme.
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According to the minister the MBA’s failure to accept
her proposal to merge the two schemes was
responsible. But now the minister has failed to make
available the administrator’s report on BIGS and the
terms of the deal she put to the MBA. That deal
included assumption of all the massive debts and
liabilities of BIGS, which no organisation in its right
mind would have accepted. It was never anything more
than a blame-shifting exercise.
This minister wants to protect factional Labor mates
from scrutiny, particularly those involved in union
elections, and she is running a vendetta against the
MBA, embarrassed by her own failure to resolve
quickly the MBA’s own legitimate problems with HIH.
The minister who endorsed BIGS financial status was
also the Minister for Finance. This failure is hers. She
should immediately release all details, and order an
independent investigation.

Inner Northern Local Learning and
Employment Network
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I acknowledge the
work of the Inner Northern Local Learning and
Employment Network. The networks were established
and funded by the Bracks government with significant
responsibility for planning post-compulsory education
and training in their areas.
The inner northern network is made up of a number of
organisations — the Darebin, Moreland and Yarra
councils; the Northern Melbourne Institute of TAFE;
adult, community and further education; secondary
colleges, including Reservoir District in my electorate;
the Adult Migrant Education Service; and welfare
organisations. It is chaired by Cr Peter Stephenson from
the City of Darebin, and I congratulate him for his
leadership and work in the community and the direction
he has been giving to the interim committee.
The inner northern network was established early this
year following a successful expression of interest last
December. In the first year particular priority has been
given to improving employment and training outcomes
for Kooris. The network has ongoing funding over
three years of $400 000 per year, which is substantial
support from the Bracks government, and a number of
major education institutes in and around my electorate
such as Latrobe University, RMIT and the Northern
Melbourne Institute of TAFE. With traditional areas of
high unemployment, the success of this organisation is
critical in bringing employment opportunities and
education closer together.
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Member for Chelsea Province: Southcorp
Wines
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I am concerned
about an allegation that a union official demanded that
Southcorp Wines supply him with 24 dozen bottles of
premium wine at no charge. In a letter dated
15 November 1995 the joint branch president of the
Australian Workers Union, Mr Bob Kernohan, wrote to
Southcorp Wines stating that this practice of officials of
the union requesting goods free of charge from
companies is not supported by the union and is not
union policy. Mr Kernohan went on to state that such a
practice compromises those who do it. The question
that now must be asked is whether this particular AWU
official kept the 24 dozen bottles of premium wine for
his own use. Alternatively, did he sell the wine and, if
so, what did he do with the proceeds? How does this
union official justify this tactic of standing over a
company and demanding goods free of charge? Did he
declare the so-called gift to the taxation department?
These questions need to be answered and should be
answered by the union official who did this. That union
official is now a member for Chelsea Province in
another place, the Honourable Bob Smith.

Wallan Primary School
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I inform the house
about Wallan Primary School, which is one of the very
good schools within the Seymour electorate. Recently I
visited the school and talked with the principal, Mr Phil
Sutton, who is obviously a proud and enthusiastic
advocate for his school.
In the state budget the Bracks government gave
$2.5 million to the school, which has more than
500 students, to build 18 new classrooms, a
multipurpose facility and a canteen and to develop its
library. The plans for the facility are well thought out
and appropriate to the needs of the local community.
The principal also broadly talked about the school,
which is the first state government school in the
southern hemisphere to be accredited to run the Primary
Years Program of the International Baccalaureate.
The Primary Years Program (PYP) is a method of
teaching based on the inquiry model focusing on
developing children’s research and learning skills. All
staff are professionally developed in many learning
strategies including Blooms Taxonomy, De Bono’s six
thinking hats and multiple intelligences. The PYP
compliments the Curriculum and Standards
Framework, and I congratulate all the staff and
community of Wallan Primary School for their
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commitment to excellence in education and daring to be
different in offering what they feel is the best for their
students.

Mount View Primary School
Mr SMITH (Glen Waverley) — I raise the matter
of a local primary school in my area that has expressed
its concern over the funding proposals released in the
state budget. Mount View Primary School principal,
Pat Waring, took the step of writing to the parents of all
the 725 students at the school to outline his concerns
over the direction of school funding in the budget.
Mr Waring expressed concern that his classroom sizes
were still above standards and that no funding had been
allocated to alleviate this. He was troubled by the lack
of transparency in the allocation of upgrade funding
and noted that it appeared as if school funding was
being used as a political tool to buy favour with the
electorate. Further, he said it seemed that any
needs-based funding was going only to those schools
that were badly run down.
I have a child attending the school and I think it is
appalling that schools must be in such a state of
disrepair before the government will commit any
serious funds to upgrade them. We do not want a
situation where schools are deliberately neglected in
order to attract much-needed funding.
Mr Waring, who is a well-respected principal in the
Monash community, suggested an alternative system
whereby upgrades were prioritised and funding
objectively distributed on a needs basis. This would
allow schools to plan their maintenance schedules with
certainty. For a government committed to a world-class
public education system, the Bracks government’s
budget has sadly failed the children at Mount View
Primary School. It is a disgrace that the funding
decisions of the state government are so blatantly
politically motivated.

Essendon citizens advice bureau
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — In this
International Year of the Volunteer I would like to pay
tribute to the Essendon citizens advice bureau. This
worthy organisation celebrates its 32nd birthday this
month. It has for those years been providing excellent
services to the people of Essendon and surrounding
districts. Under its current president, Jack Filling, it
continues to do that, not only running the emergency
relief scheme on behalf of Moonee Valley City Council
but also working with a number of other organisations
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in the Essendon area, particularly local lawyers, in
providing a free legal service.
It is an indication of the dedication of some of the
people who work for the bureau that looking through
last year’s annual report I recognise a number of names
of volunteers who were there when I was the Essendon
council representative in 1985. Women like Betty
Somerville, Betty Allanson, Terry Cartwright, Fay
Speer and Joyce Tatum have given over 17 years of
excellent work in this voluntary capacity. Some of
those women are rostered on at least once a week and
sometimes twice a week. The sort of work they put into
this organisation and to the community on a voluntary
basis if costed out would cost the council or another
organisation a huge amount of money.
Apart from a short period for rebuilding, the bureau has
always been at the Moonee Ponds town hall, which is
now the Clocktower Centre. It has continued to operate
in a worthy and responsible manner. It is a great
asset — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired. The time set down for
members statements has also expired.

GRIEVANCES
The SPEAKER — Order! The question is:
That grievances be noted.

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I wish to grieve about the
situation which is currently being referred to as the
Adams affair. I make the general point that it would be
regarded in the legal community that there could be no
greater sin for any Attorney-General than to conspire to
remove a member of the judiciary. Such a thing would
be regarded as low and as improper as any
Attorney-General could be.
You might find that an Attorney-General could set fire
to the Supreme Court and still survive as an
Attorney-General. You may find that an
Attorney-General could run off with the wife of a chief
justice and still remain the Attorney-General. But if an
Attorney-General conspired or colluded with others to
remove a member of the judiciary you would find that
that Attorney-General could not remain the
Attorney-General.
When this matter concerning Michael Adams first came
to my attention some time in September 2000 I already
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knew he was a robust character. I had run into Michael
on more than one occasion during my involvement with
the Pathfinder project, and it was clear to me that he
was an individualistic and sometimes very testy
character. When these conflicts in the court came forth
it seemed to me that what could be done and what
needed to be done to fix the problem was for the
Attorney-General to engage in some form of mediation
or other work.
When the Attorney-General sat on the seat just behind
me and said to me, ‘I think we should have a bipartisan
approach to this’, I took him at his word. At that point it
seemed that the robust character, Michael Adams, had
run into some problems with his magistrates and if we
were bipartisan in our approach to the matter the
problems would be fixed. However, it concerned me
that as time went by the matter was not fixed. Not only
was it not fixed but it got worse and worse.
When the motion of no confidence was finally brought
by the magistrates I still thought the Attorney-General
may try to fix the problem and that I should remain
bipartisan. When the Attorney-General asked me to be
bipartisan it was the first time in my entire relationship
with him that he had ever asked me personally to do
anything. Many of my colleagues told me that this
man’s history would suggest that I should be
suspicious, but I was not. I said to them, ‘No, I will not
be suspicious of the Attorney-General. I will take him
at his word’. Someone also asked me, ‘Why is it,
Robert, that for three and a half years Michael Adams
has had this relationship with his magistrates, yet
nothing like this has happened before? Why is it that as
soon as the new government and this Attorney-General
came to office this problem started to bubble over?’.
Still I said, ‘No, I take the Attorney-General at his
word’.
The Victorian Bar Council is a very small place, and
little happens in the legal profession without its
members knowing the truth. Even at that stage I was
starting to get some feedback from members of the bar
and other members that all was not right. Nevertheless,
I took the Attorney-General at his word, went in front
of the cameras and said, ‘So far as I am concerned, I
wish Mr Adams well, and I hope all will be right’.
As the weeks went by someone suggested to me that
not only was there a bad smell about it but that an
advice existed. The advice went directly to the removal
of the Chief Magistrate — not any Chief Magistrate but
this particular Chief Magistrate. I again passed that up
as being just talk. When the next thing I heard was that
the press was submitting freedom of information (FOI)
requests to the Attorney-General to get hold of that
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advice, I pricked up my ears. I was then provided with a
copy of a document that contained both the first and last
paragraphs of the alleged advice. I will remind
honourable members of what the first and last
paragraphs say. The first paragraph says:
I am asked to advise on:
(a) What means are available to remove the Chief
Magistrate from his position as Chief Magistrate? and
(b) What are the consequences for the Chief Magistrate’s
pension entitlements in so removing him?

The last paragraph says:
The current Chief Magistrate if removed from his position
this year would not satisfy the requirements of section 14 of
the County Court Act 1958 and so would not be entitled to a
pension in accordance with that section. Accordingly, as he
would remain a magistrate, his pension entitlements would be
the same as any other magistrate.

Then I started to get seriously worried.
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr DEAN — Any lawyer reading an advice with
such first and last paragraphs would be extremely
concerned, and it would not be a matter that they would
laugh about, as I suspect members of the government
wish to do. I started to make some inquiries. What I
found out was probably the crux of why I became so
concerned. I found out not that the advice was prepared
when the allegations came to light in September or
October 2000, but that it was prepared in January of
that year — some nine months before any of the
allegations surfaced. I was concerned that in September
or October the Attorney-General had said out there in
public in front of the cameras that that was the first time
he had heard about the allegations and he would
therefore try to act on them. Yet here was an advice that
said that something was being done as early as January.
The next fact I found out was who actually prepared the
advice: it was Mr Dreyfus, QC! Everybody in this place
and everywhere — and it has been admitted by the
Attorney-General — knows that Mr Dreyfus, QC, is a
close friend and confidant of the Attorney-General. The
next thing that happened was that I got a copy of the
advice. Silly me, apparently everyone at the bar except
me had a copy of the advice. Anyway, the next thing
this Johnny-come-lately did was look very closely at
the advice. What did I find? First, that it referred not
only to how you could remove the Chief Magistrate by
going to the Supreme Court but to the fact that another
mechanism that could be employed to get rid of the
Chief Magistrate would be to demote him, which would
be an executive act that did not require going to the
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Supreme Court, and make him an ordinary magistrate.
There were two mechanisms in the advice designed to
get rid of the then Chief Magistrate.
The next thing I found was that there was a big section
about how much it would cost the government to
remove Michael Adams. Then the Herald Sun, which
was hot on the trail of the advice and everything that
surrounded it, went to the person who actually
produced the advice. What did he say? He said that he
did the advice which says, ‘I am asked to advise about
how to get rid of a Chief Magistrate’ and he did it for
his own personal amusement! Nobody in this
Parliament or in Victoria believes that that is the case.
Then he said that at the time there was some confusion
and the bar was concerned about Michael Adams. Is he
saying that he produced advice on how to get rid of the
Chief Magistrate to the Victorian bar — that it wanted
advice on how to get rid of the Chief Magistrate? I
think not.
If you read his advice closely one thing is very clear,
and that is that the only person who can do anything
about the advice or to whom it is remotely relevant is
an Attorney-General. Why? Because only an
Attorney-General can take an executive action to
demote a Chief Magistrate, only an Attorney-General
can take a matter to the Supreme Court to remove a
Chief Magistrate and only an Attorney-General is at all
concerned about how much it will cost him and his
government to pay off or get rid of a Chief Magistrate.
So no-one believes that Mark Dreyfus, QC, prepared
the advice for any other purpose than to advise an
Attorney-General.
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr DEAN — And so the questions were asked. I
came into this place and did — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr DEAN — Mr Acting Speaker, can I have a bit of
protection?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Could I have a bit of silence? I am having difficulty
hearing the honourable member for Berwick.
Dr DEAN — I did what any shadow
Attorney-General would do — that is, I came into this
place and asked questions. I asked the
Attorney-General questions that were absolutely direct.
Let me tell you that there are three things you can do
with a question: you can admit it, you can deny it or
you can avoid it. That is a well-known legal principle. I
came into this place and asked the Attorney-General
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questions that he could either deny, admit or avoid.
Direct though the questions might have been and easily
denied by simply getting up and saying, ‘That is not
true’, every single question was not denied — it was
avoided!
Let me tell the house this: another legal principle is that
if you avoid — and deliberately avoid — a question,
that is as good as a plea of guilty, because you had the
option. What were the questions I asked the
Attorney-General? I asked him whether he got the
benefit of that advice. What was his answer? He said, ‘I
didn’t ask for that advice to be made and I never saw
that advice’. We asked him again ‘Did you get the
benefit of that advice? Did you discuss it?’. His answer
was, ‘I never asked for this advice to be made and I
never saw it’. He absolutely and clearly avoided
answering the question whether that advice was
discussed with him. Why? Because we all know it was!
How ridiculous to assume that when he was going
through the process of a magistrate being removed, he
does not discuss it at all with his friend and confidant,
Mark Dreyfus, QC — who just happens to be full bottle
on the very topic! Absolute rubbish!
Then I asked him a lot of other questions. I said, ‘Did
you call Mr Adams into Parliament and say “You’re a
disgrace”? Did you say that you would not have
appointed him? Did you say, “If I hear a mention of a
no-confidence motion the press will hear”?’. I asked
him those three very simple questions. What did he do?
Did he say, ‘I deny saying that’, ‘I deny calling him in’
or ‘I deny saying he was a disgrace’? Not at all. He
gave an airy-fairy answer, which left him not admitting
or denying but avoiding. Then I asked, ‘Did you ring a
magistrate early in 2000 and say, “You are gutless for
not moving a motion of no confidence”?’.
Why was that important? Because if he had done that, it
would show not only that he was aware of and involved
in a motion of no confidence early in 2000 — which
would put the finger on the suggestion that he did not
know it until then — but also that he was promoting
such a proposition. The fact is he avoided that question
again.
I then asked, ‘Did Bob Stary, your friend, ring around
with your authority and collect information against
Adams?’. It was a very straightforward question to
which he should have leapt up and said, ‘That is a lie’
or whatever he wanted to say. He avoided it again. I
then asked, ‘Why $750 000 extra? Surely that was
because Adams wasn’t going to leave?’. What did he
do? He avoided it again. I asked, ‘Did you make secret
visits to the courts and talk to them about Adams in
early 2000 and say, “He’s got to go”?’. Again, the
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Attorney-General got up and avoided the question. I
asked, ‘Did you discuss the matter with an appointee to
the Magistrates Court — who had just gone into the
court and then made complaints — before she went
in?’. Again he avoided the question.
The situation the Attorney-General is now in is this: he
is faced with a raft of allegations, all of which he has
failed to deny, and if he does not deny them he is
pleading guilty!

Won Wron prison
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I rise
today to grieve on behalf of the people of Yarram.
Today a petition has been tabled in this Parliament
signed by 2683 people from Yarram and district. It
proclaims the intent on behalf of the people of Yarram
that one of the community assets, which ironically is
the prison that was established there some 38 years ago,
should remain open.
This issue has come about because this caring and
sharing government, this government that proclaims its
intentions of looking after country Victoria, this
government that says it will govern for all Victorians,
this government that says it will make decisions in the
interests of all Victorians, this government that will be
inclusive and involve people in how it goes about
making its decisions, came like a thief in the night and
on budget day dropped the bombshell that the prison at
Yarram would close.
The people of Yarram will not accept that decision and
will not take the matter lying down. They intend to
fight the decision constructively. As I said, the prison
has been in the area for some 38 years and is an
important part of the community: it employs 42 staff
and has a payroll of $2 million; it is worth an estimated
$12 million to the local economy; it has established
rehabilitation and integration programs; it has an
established mechanism for convenient visitation by
people coming to see the prisoners; it expends
$1 million in the local community; and has an estimated
annual operating budget of $3 million.
The facility brings many other benefits to the region,
not the least of which is that over the 38 years of the
prison’s existence, and particularly over the past
10 years or thereabouts, a program called Prisoners on
the Run has been established, which is designed to
benefit the disadvantaged in the Gippsland community.
During its existence it has raised something of the order
of $770 000 — $50 000 this year — and all of that
money has been dedicated to the needy and
disadvantaged people of Gippsland.
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In addition, the prisoners contribute to the local region
some 15 000 hours of community programs of all sorts,
shapes and kinds in a variety of spheres. It is
appropriate to say that the prison is essential to the life
and times of the district of Yarram, yet what has the
Bracks government done? It announced in the budget a
decision which will have the effect of closing the prison
over the course of the next two years and the
community of Yarram will lose the benefit of this local
facility.
These have been tough and difficult years for the
community. They have suffered drought — —
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Narracan is getting under
the skin of the Chair. I ask him to be quiet and not to
interject.
Mr RYAN — Isn’t it lovely to hear the interjection
coming from a Gippslander! On behalf of this Labor
government one would expect him to support the
people of Yarram in requiring the prison to remain
open, but what does he do? He sits on the backbench
bagging those poor people who have been subjected to
that process by this mob, and he is one of their number!
Mr Maxfield — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the Leader of the National Party said I was
bagging the people of Yarram. Under no circumstance
have I bagged the wonderful people of Yarram.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
What is the point of order?
Mr Maxfield — The point of order is that I ask him
to withdraw his allegation that I was bagging the
wonderful people of Yarram who have suffered under
the pathetic Kennett government.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
There is no point of order.
Mr RYAN — Isn’t it lovely! What a great
exhibition on behalf of a Gippslander. One would think
he would back those people and look after them at a
time when the government, of which he is a part, has
closed one of the great community assets of the area. It
is typical. They are in complete denial. They have had
problems with the subsidence issues and ongoing
difficulties with the Basslink program which the
government wants to completely ignore. There are
difficulties with the marine parks issue, which is an
absolute circus visited upon those people by this
government. Appalling decisions have been made and
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the government now discovers it cannot even get the
legislation right, which apparently will be rewritten in
some way, shape or form. It is a further element of the
uncertainty brought to the Gippsland community by
this lot that claims to be a government on behalf of
good old country Victoria! The reality is that it could
not give two damns!
There are other difficulties also. Not far away, Prom
Meats was closed. To his credit — and he is in the
house today — the Minister for State and Regional
Development has recently seen a delegation on this
issue and the National Party hopes that something can
be done to assist. Those are the problems faced by the
people of Gippsland — 85 jobs lost within 45 minutes
of Yarram.
One of the great ironies is that the township of Yarram
and its community is currently participating in the
Alberton project, which is funded in part through the
Department of State and Regional Development. It is a
pilot project intended to enable small towns in country
Victoria to play an important part in the design for their
way ahead and making their way into the future, being
able to think laterally and being able to accommodate
the needs of their communities in times to come.
What have we here? In the face of this project funded in
part by the minister’s own department, with no more
ado the government comes in on budget day and takes
the heart out of one of the great community assets of
the township. The government says the prison has
two years to run. The community will not cop the
decision and there will be more about the issue over the
intervening two years. A team is travelling to Yarram
this day, which in part comprises representation from
the Department of State and Regional Development,
and I do not detract for one moment from their
competence. They are good people and they do a good
job. They will meet with community and shire
representatives to examine what they regard as some
sort of option to the closure of the prison.
I assure the house that the people of Yarram and the
Wellington Shire Council will work with the
government to explore every possible option to replace
those 40 jobs that could be lost through the prospective
closure of the prison. The jobs to be lost include not
only the 40 direct jobs but also about the same number
of jobs elsewhere because of the carry-over effect.
Without qualification, the people will work with the
government to see if a replacement enterprise can be
located. The National Party hopes that something will
turn up to provide those alternative forms of
employment. However, history tells us it is a big ask;
history says it will be very difficult.
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Six years ago I was involved in the establishment of the
timber mill in Yarram. It stands on what was about
100 acres of bare paddock. The mill was established
from nothing with assistance from the previous
government and in concert with the local community.
That timber mill now employs 41 people in a town of
1800 people. It is a magnificent symbol of what can be
done when a government works constructively with a
relatively small community to get an outcome that
everybody — including the previous government and
the present government if it had done anything about it,
and it has not as yet — would be proud to say is a great
symbol of that joint effort. That took a lot of work on
behalf of a lot of people and it tapped into a competitive
edge in the community.
What will this government do to replace those 40 jobs?
It will be interesting to see what happens. I say without
any qualification that the community will work with the
government to achieve the outcome that is wanted.
However, I fear that despite the best efforts of all
concerned we will not get an outcome remotely like
40 jobs.
Let us go forward in time for a moment and presume
for the purposes of the discussion that in six or nine
months time we are no further advanced. What will the
government do? It will be faced with what I think is an
almost inevitable choice. Will it pursue this stupid
decision to close this prison? I will come back to the
rationale in a moment. Will the government cost this
community the 40 jobs there plus the extra 40 jobs that
are dependent on the operation of this facility? Will it
persist with this and take those jobs out of this town?
Will this caring and sharing government cut the heart
out of this place or will it continue the operation of this
facility and ensure that a tremendous local resource is
maintained and the benefits that currently flow from it
continue to flow? That is the nub of the question we
will be considering in the coming months and years. I
want the government to know that I will be here to ask
the question on behalf of these people with monotonous
regularity. It is a question the government will have to
answer and an issue on which it will have to deliver.
The background to this decision is that the prison has
been there for about 38 years. It is a minimum-security
prison and employs about 40 people. It contributes to
the economy to the extent that I have indicated and
provides various additional benefits. The Minister for
Corrections was good enough to give freely of his time
to meet with a deputation a few days ago and that was
appreciated. We found out in the course of that
deputation that a 10-year master plan had been
developed, and inevitably that master plan involved an
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examination of the Yarram facility. It looked at the
capital expenditure that might be required to bring the
facility up to speed. It looked at the various services
provided through the prison to the prisoners themselves
and the community at large. It looked at the way the
community generally benefits. In the course of that
deputation we were assured that when the decision was
made those issues were taken into consideration and
balanced against the needs of the corrections system.
I ask you rhetorically, Mr Acting Speaker, wouldn’t
you think that when this was happening the government
would have had the good grace and courtesy to at least
talk to the local community in some way, shape or form
about what it was proposing? Wouldn’t you think that
in the course of meetings the government was having
with the municipality in other forums it would at least
talk to the local council about what it proposed to do?
Wouldn’t you reckon that it would have had the
common decency to provide some sort of opportunity
for the local community to have some input into this?
We now have the A team going down there and picking
up the pieces when we could have had a much better
outcome.
That is what the people of Yarram are putting to the
government. A true win-win situation can come from
this; it can be salvaged from the wreck created by the
government, and it can be done in this way: it should be
possible to ensure that Won Wron can continue to
provide the service it has historically provided to the
prison service. Honourable members know that on any
given day in Victoria about 300 prisoners who should
be in the corrections system and in jails are in police
cells. We know that there is a 10-year master plan. We
do not know all the details but we know that the
government intends to build a new 600-bed prison and
a new 300-bed prison in metropolitan Melbourne. We
also know that the government will build two smaller
prisons to hold 100 to 120 prisoners.
However, what is supposed to happen in the next two
years to provide the additional beds the government
will invariably need in that time? How the blazes is the
government going to provide the additional facilities
otherwise provided by the Won Wron facility? What
will happen at the end of two years when the
government does not have any more beds built and
there is an additional number of prisoners floating in the
community?
There has been some discussion about portables being
built. I am not sure where they are to be located but I
believe the government has leapt into this on an
ill-informed basis. It could have done a full and proper
examination of the capital required to bring Won Wron
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up to par, worked with the local community in a way
that would have seen that achieved and ensured that
Won Wron could continue to provide the service it
historically has to the prisoners who are kept there.
However, we have the government coming in like a
thief in the night and dropping this bombshell on the
people of Yarram on the day of the budget
announcement.
The people of Yarram are anxious to work with the
government. They want to achieve the best outcome for
their community and for the government. They want to
achieve a situation whereby that prison, which has
historically provided such a tremendous service to the
prison service and I understand is regarded by the
prison system as being the singularly most
commercially efficient operation in the system
overall — the best — can continue to play that
important role. They want to ensure that the community
can continue to benefit as it now does in the ways I
have outlined, and importantly, that the prisoners can
continue to draw the benefits they receive from being
located in this area and doing the work they do in the
community. These are the sort of outcomes the
community of Yarram wants. However, above all else,
it will not wear this; it will not cop this on the chin.
Today the community is working with the government
to see if options exist, and I guarantee honourable
members that the National Party will be back to check
on this as the years go by.

Member for Warrandyte: share portfolio
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I grieve today about
the standards of behaviour in corporate and public life
and the need for higher standards of propriety. The
recent collapses of HIH Insurance and One.Tel have
put this issue squarely in the spotlight. The public
demands higher standards to counter the rorts being
perpetuated on shareholders, policy holders and staff in
those two companies, many of whom are decent,
hardworking Victorians. I note that one of the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission
investigations under way into One.Tel involves claims
of possible insider trading, a very serious offence that
prohibits trading in shares based on knowledge of
market-sensitive information not readily available to the
general public.
Today I wish to concentrate on a Victorian example of
corporate propriety gone walkabout. The case in point
is Melbourne IT, a company the main function of
which has been a domain-name register. Melbourne IT
commenced life as an arm of the University of
Melbourne or Melbourne Enterprises International Ltd
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(MEIL). In July and August 1999 the university chose
to take advantage of the share market information
technology boom and float this entity. My recollection
is that the previous government assisted the
development of Melbourne IT shortly before that with a
grant of some $500 000. However, the float was
conducted in a way that raised serious concerns when it
was examined by the Victorian Auditor-General last
year.
I refer to page 37 of the Auditor-General’s Report on
Ministerial Portfolios dated June 2000, which states:
The prospectus stated that a proportion of the offer was to be
reserved for clients of the broker and secondary broker. The
prospectus did not indicate that only around 8 per cent of the
42 500 000 shares on issue would be available to the general
public who were not on a broker’s list.
…
We were aware of some criticism in the media that very few
members of the general public, including staff of Melbourne
University were able to obtain shares in the float. This factor
is reflected in the above table which indicates that the general
public only received around 8 per cent of the total shares
allocated.

The Auditor-General’s report found a few other things.
It identified a failure to obtain an independent valuation
for the float. It remarked that the notification of a vital
contract with a United States software company was
withheld from the Australian Stock Exchange for a
month. Significantly, and in a damning indictment of
this process, the Auditor-General identified a deliberate
undervaluing of the company.
I return to the Auditor-General’s report. At page 36 he
states:
Despite what we considered were indicators that the market
would have valued the company much higher prior to the
float if updated market forecasts had been made, MEIL was
not prepared to pursue this avenue …

Further on he states:
The published results of Melbourne IT for the period ended
31 December 1999 provide evidence of an earnings capacity
far beyond the level stated in the prospectus. Revenue was
19 per cent higher than forecasts. The reported revenue of
Melbourne IT for the first quarter of 2000 increased against
budget by a massive 585 per cent to $11.3 million. This was
only $3.6 million short of the company’s entire revenue for
1999.

It is obvious from the public record that ordinary
investors were given far less information and far less
opportunity to invest in this float than others closer to
Melbourne IT.
At a time when we can see the slippery dealings that
appear to have been entered into with the high-flyers at
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HIH, One.Tel and other corporations, Victorians are
entitled to feel uneasy about this matter. This is
especially so when we understand that those who got
on board early in this share float were rewarded
handsomely: the subscription price was $2.20, yet on
the day of the float the share price hit $9.10!
The Auditor-General found that the jump in
Melbourne IT’s share price was the second highest
percentage gain in the history of the Australian Stock
Exchange. That works out at an appreciation on one
day of 413 per cent, which in anyone’s book is not a
bad day’s work.
It is appropriate that we recognise the good fortune and
the timing of those who got in on the ground floor and
managed to secure a shareholding before the public
float on 14 December 1999.
Mr Brumby — How would you do that?
Mr ROBINSON — Let us recognise the Melbourne
University council member identified in the
Auditor-General’s report. Let us also recognise the
MEIL director and the three advisers on the share float.
Let us then recognise the at-least nine directors and
staff of Melbourne IT, all of whom are mentioned in the
report.
While we are at it, let us recognise as well the extreme
good fortune of the 4 per cent of shareholders who,
prior to the public float, managed to secure for
themselves parcels of more than 10 000 shares —
remembering that on the first day the shares appreciated
by 413 per cent. Christmas must have truly come early
for those very fortunate shareholders.
We should not let the scrutiny stop there. After all,
scrutiny is a good thing, especially when it comes to
share dealings. I am sure that ordinary hard-working
Victorians who were denied a slice of this pre-float
action might want to join with me today in recognising
the less well-known and more anonymous shareholders
on the Melbourne IT shareholder register — for
example, Phillip Neville Honeywood, of 82 Michael
Street, North Fitzroy. Coincidentally this is the same
property in which the honourable member for
Warrandyte — who also goes by the name of Phillip
Neville Honeywood — declared an interest in the June
1996 pecuniary interest register.
Do not get me wrong, Mr Acting Speaker, I do not have
a problem with honourable members holding shares —
I hold shares, and I know many others do — but the
circumstances in this case are extraordinary.
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What makes the honourable member for Warrandyte
unique among the list of those who secured shares prior
to the public float is that of the 5312 shareholders he
was the only one — the only single one — who had
been, up until 20 October 1999, the Minister for
Tertiary Education and Training in the state of Victoria.
That is rather unusual.
What also makes the honourable member for
Warrandyte unique as a shareholder is that until
20 October 1999 — —
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — I thought we were into
conspiracy theories! I thought conspiracy theories were
the flavour of the morning — and this is a ripper! If we
were to prosecute on the basis of conspiracy theories,
we would hire the honourable member for Berwick. He
would love this one!
What also makes the honourable member for
Warrandyte unique as a shareholder is that until
20 October 1999 he was also the only person in
Victoria principally responsible for the Melbourne
University Act. He was the only shareholder of the
5312 shareholders recorded at the time of the public
float with the power to appoint members to the board of
Melbourne University. If I am not mistaken, he was the
only shareholder who at an earlier time had approved
and licensed the university to operate a new private
university. These are all extraordinary coincidences, I
am sure.
Dr Dean — Have you debated bills relating to Coles
Myer?
Mr ROBINSON — Yes, and I declared an
interest — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Mitcham will ignore
interjections, and the honourable member for Berwick
will stop interjecting across the table.
Dr Dean interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Berwick! The honourable
member for Mitcham, without assistance.
Mr ROBINSON — In the dying weeks of the
Kennett government no-one would have been more
acquainted with the dynamics of Melbourne IT than the
honourable member for Warrandyte.
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Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, impugning a member of Parliament — —
Government Members — Guilty!
Mr Honeywood — We’ll come to you in a
moment! Impugning a member of Parliament’s
integrity in a grievance debate goes against standing
orders. I ask that you draw the honourable member’s
attention to that.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Warrandyte takes offence.
Will the honourable member for Mitcham withdraw?
Mr ROBINSON — I am not sure what I am meant
to withdraw, because I am not impugning anyone. I am
just stating facts. I am happy to withdraw whatever it is
that the honourable member takes offence to, although I
am not sure if that is what he asked.
Unless I am mistaken, the honourable member for
Warrandyte, in those various unique capacities which I
have outlined to the house, would have had a rare
insight, or the privilege of gaining a rare insight, into
the operations of the University of Melbourne and the
planned float of Melbourne IT.
The public record, as evidenced by the
Auditor-General’s report of last year on ministerial
portfolios, shows that prior to his resignation as
Minister for Tertiary Education and Training, the
decision had been taken to float Melbourne IT.
Honourable members know that happened in July and
August 1999 and that expressions of interest had been
sought from brokers to underwrite and facilitate the
float. We know that happened on 6 August.
However, I am advised from my own inquiries that
only two weeks after resigning his ministry, and still
weeks before the public float, the honourable member
for Warrandyte sought shares in the float. I understand
he secured those shares on 10 December — which, by
another coincidence, happened to be the same day the
existence of Melbourne IT’s contract with the United
States-based software firm Intuit was announced to the
Australian Stock Exchange — which helped to boost
the share price to an extraordinary level on the first day.
The honourable member for Warrandyte did that as
someone who had much greater access to information
than a member of the public. Honourable members
should remember that the public did not become aware
of the extent of the undervaluation of the business until
the company’s first-quarter results for 2000 were
released many weeks later.
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Victorians are entitled to be gravely suspicious about
the circumstances of this case because it has, I feel, a
certain odour to it. I am sure the honourable member
for Warrandyte, as someone who has had a modest
record as a share investor, will want to assure all
Victorians that he exercised absolute propriety in this
matter, and I look forward on behalf of all Victorians to
receiving some advice from him. In particular, he might
like to explain precisely how he obtained the shares and
how many he obtained; what advice he received about
the investment before he staked his claim; what he
knew about the true value of these shares before he
purchased them; and whether anyone else associated
with him as a minister — for example, ministerial
staff — gained access to the shares before the float.
While the honourable member is considering advice on
these points he might like to advise Victorians why it
seems to have taken him seven months to declare this
shareholding. The honourable member did not register
his shareholding until the September quarter last year,
almost a year after he became a shareholder. By my
reading, he would have had at least two opportunities
before that: one in the summary of primary returns of
November 1999, with variations between 1 October
and 15 December 1999. Now, I can understand that the
stag party might have gone on for a few days, and the
recording of a great statistic might have slipped his
mind. It might have been a stag party hangover, so
perhaps we could forgive him one slip.
He had a second opportunity in the May 2000 return. It
must have been quite a hangover! The matter did not
come up in that return either, and we had to wait until
the June 2000 return to learn of the variation.
It seems the honourable member for Warrandyte was
able to muster far more speed registering his share
interests with stockbrokers than with the Parliament,
otherwise he would have missed a fantastic return for
those who got in on the ground floor. The honourable
member and his leader — and let us not forget his
leader in this case — need to answer a couple of simple
questions. How many shares did he get his hands on?
How much money did he make on the float? Do
honourable members opposite seriously expect decent,
hardworking Victorians to believe that, had the
honourable member for Warrandyte not been the
responsible minister in the lead-up to the float, he
would still, with his very modest record of share
ownership, have pushed as hard as he did to obtain
shares ahead of the float?
The honourable member and his former leader need to
think very carefully about this question before they
provide the advice that is so desperately needed in this
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tawdry affair. In conclusion, the honourable member
should provide that comprehensive advice now.
Honourable members should not have to wait seven
months to get some answers.

Member for Warrandyte: share portfolio
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — It is always
interesting when a member of Parliament chooses to
impugn another member’s character and integrity. It is
even more interesting when, as in this case, the
honourable member’s words are crumbs from the table
of Kim Carr, who has been trying to get this story up
for three months. He has tried twice to sell it to the Age
as an exclusive story and used exactly the same
information, no more and no less, at Senate committee
hearings a month and a half ago which were open to the
general public.
At the end of the day there is absolutely no story. Why
is there no story? Because, for one thing, state ministers
for tertiary education and training have nothing to do
with universities’ financial affairs or with any issues to
do with company floats or whatever. I would not have
had a clue about Melbourne IT when I was minister
because the federal government provides all the funding
for universities and a state minister is not privy to the
financial relationships between a university and any
other entity. State ministers deal with TAFE issues
more than anything else.
For another thing, I have been a client of J. B. Were for
many years. That company issued a public statement to
Michael Gawenda, the editor of the Age, when Kim
Carr was trying to float the same yarn some weeks or
months ago, making it quite clear that J. B. Were
allocated to Phillip Neville Honeywood exactly the
same allocation of shares in the float it was
underwriting as to any other of its clients.
Government members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Mitcham has made
allegations; and the honourable member for
Warrandyte is attempting to answer. I would appreciate
a bit of silence while the honourable member is
attempting to answer the questions.
Mr HONEYWOOD — J. B. Were issued a public
statement to Michael Gawenda at the time Kim Carr
tried to throw this up. What it said was that
Mr Honeywood got exactly the same — —
Ms Delahunty interjected.
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Mr HONEYWOOD — Mary, I would be very
careful if I were you. When we look at the Delahunty
family trust — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Warrandyte will refer to
other honourable members by their correct titles. The
Minister for Education is interjecting and is out of her
place. I do not appreciate that.
Mr HONEYWOOD — J. B. Were issued the
public statement that I received the share allocation on
the same basis as any other client of J. B. Were
according to a strict formula based on the number of
share transactions I had had with the firm.
The other key point is that when I was a government
minister I had a strict rule of not being involved in any
single share transaction that had anything whatsoever to
do with any government affiliation. At the time of this
float I was an opposition member of Parliament.
J. B. Were was appointed the underwriter, and no nexus
can be made between my former role as minister in the
previous government and subsequently as an opposition
member who happened to be offered shares by
J. B. Were, as were many of J. B. Were’s clients at the
time. I never sought them; I was offered them as a
J. B. Were client. I am not a very astute investor
because I sold them for $1.20 a share and they were
purchased at $2.20 a share!

Member for Berwick: conduct
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I grieve today for the
damage inflicted on Victoria’s judiciary at the hands of
the opposition. Earlier the honourable member for
Berwick said there was no greater sin than for an
Attorney-General to conspire to remove a member of
the judiciary. When he said that it was clear that he was
not talking about the current Attorney-General, because
there was no conspiracy in relation to former Chief
Magistrate Michael Adams. As we all know,
Mr Adams resigned after a series of serious complaints
were made against him. In his earlier contribution the
honourable member could only have been talking about
another Attorney-General who conspired not only to
remove 12 accident compensation judges, but also, of
course, infamously, the Director of Public Prosecutions.
She conspired to do that with the current shadow
Attorney-General.
Yesterday, in a cowardly attack in this house, the
shadow Attorney-General launched a political
campaign against a member of Victoria’s judiciary.
Dr Dean — On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker,
I am not sure whether I correctly heard the honourable
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member for Richmond, but he may have accused me of
conspiring with a previous Attorney-General. If he did,
he knows the rules of this debate — that is, you are not
entitled to impugn the character of any member of this
Parliament — and if that is what he said — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr Dean — Rob Hulls was not here! If that is what
the honourable member said, I want him to withdraw it.
Mr WYNNE — If the honourable member takes
offence, I withdraw it.
The shadow Attorney-General used the protection of
Parliament to make what would otherwise be highly
defamatory accusations about a member of Victoria’s
magistracy.
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr WYNNE — In a number of previous
contributions the shadow Attorney-General has said
that he held in very high regard his mentor, Sir
Reginald Smithers, a former Federal Court judge for
whom the honourable member was an associate for a
number of years. Sir Reginald Smithers would be
shocked and appalled at the behaviour of his former
associate, the shadow Attorney-General.
In an unprecedented attack, the shadow
Attorney-General alleged that a member of Victoria’s
magistracy was not appointed on merit, nor because of
her outstanding abilities and contribution to Victorian
justice, but as a political plant purely by virtue of her
marriage. Those accusations are not only blatantly
sexist, but display the shadow Attorney-General’s
unconcealed disdain for the Victorian judiciary and the
separation of powers.
Ms Caitlin English was appointed a Victorian
magistrate on 22 June 2000. She was appointed under a
process established by the previous government. She
was interviewed by a panel and recommended for
appointment without reservation by that panel. The
appointment was made solely on merit and reflected
Ms English’s ability and her contribution to the legal
profession.
Ms English has a significant background in pro bono
work as a first executive director of the Public Interest
Law Clearing House and a number of years in legal aid
work. Ms English has significant experience in both
criminal and civil matters. I reiterate that she was
appointed under a process established by the former
government. The shadow Attorney-General’s
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accusations suggest that not only was she
appointed — —
Mr Leigh — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, my understanding of the standing orders,
which Labor members frequently want to use, is that if
the honourable member wants to make accusations
against another honourable member he has to do it by
substantive motion. The honourable member for
Richmond is making accusations against the shadow
Attorney-General, which he should not be doing.
Government members interjecting.
Mr Leigh — You are the first guys to get up and
complain about it. You cannot have it both ways!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Richmond is close to
making accusations against the honourable member for
Berwick. I ask the honourable member for Richmond to
be very careful.
Mr WYNNE — Thank you for your advice,
Mr Acting Speaker. That the magistrate was purely a
political plant — —
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr WYNNE — The shadow Attorney-General
suggests that Ms English was engaged in some form of
conspiracy. That is the imputation of what you said
yesterday in the house, shadow Attorney-General.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Richmond will make his
remarks through the Chair and not across the table.
Mr WYNNE — To say that Ms English engaged in
a conspiracy to dispose of her chief judicial officer is a
baseless and outrageous accusation. The shadow
Attorney-General is, frankly, not fit for the office he
holds of shadow Attorney-General. This slur on a
magistrate — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Richmond continuing,
without assistance.
Mr WYNNE — The opposition’s accusations
undermine the integrity of each magistrate in Victoria.
The shadow Attorney-General has gone too far, as was
acknowledged last night by the Victorian Bar Council,
which said that the allegations reflected badly on the
opposition and should not have been made. I refer to
that public view of the bar council. The honourable
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member for Kew and the shadow Attorney-General had
distinguished careers at the bar, and the bar council is
the professional association that represents barristers in
this state. I refer to what its chairman, Mr Derham, said
about the accusations of the shadow Attorney-General.
Mr Derham is reported as having said, in part:
‘The allegations made against the magistrate are very serious
but no evidence was produced to support them. It is very
unfair that such unfounded allegations were made.
‘The magistrate concerned has been placed in an extremely
difficult and unfair position’, Mr Derham said. ‘The nature of
a judicial position makes it hard, if not impossible, for a judge
or magistrate to respond publicly to complaints or criticism
without compromising …’

Dr Dean interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
So far I have been lenient with interjections across the
table. The Chair is now having difficulty in hearing
what the honourable member for Richmond is saying. I
ask the honourable member for Berwick to contain
himself.
Mr WYNNE — The opinion continues:
… without compromising the independent and neutral
position that he or she occupies. This is particularly so when
the allegations are made without any clear basis. This position
is worsened by the protection awarded to the maker of the
statement by parliamentary privilege. The allegations reflect
badly on the opposition and should not have been made.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WYNNE — That is the bar council!
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr WYNNE — What do you think they are saying
about you?
This is not the first time the shadow Attorney-General
has attempted to undermine the Victorian magistracy,
having previously levelled an unprovoked attack on all
magistrates suggesting they were lazy and
undisciplined. In the same attack the shadow
Attorney-General accused the Acting Chief Magistrate
of having no control over the magistrates. That was
entirely without foundation and flawed in every respect,
including the failure of the shadow Attorney-General to
get the Acting Chief Magistrate’s name right. He could
not even get the name of the Acting Chief Magistrate
right! Further, the shadow Attorney-General referred to
there being 130 judges sitting in the Magistrates Court
when there are in fact 94.

GRIEVANCES
Wednesday, 6 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

The shadow Attorney-General was prepared to bring
Judge Kent before the Parliament with no regard to
proper process, natural justice or indeed procedural
fairness. On 17 May he sought leave to move a motion
in the lower house following the conviction of
Judge Kent on 11 May, and quite appropriately leave
was refused. This should have been evidence enough
for Dr Dean that the overwhelming majority of
Parliamentarians — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
the honourable member for Richmond should refer to
members of the house by their correct titles.
Mr WYNNE — That should have been enough
evidence for the shadow Attorney-General that the
overwhelming majority of parliamentarians view the
doctrine of the separation of powers as absolutely
fundamental. However, not to be perturbed by any
notions of decency or fairness the shadow
Attorney-General persisted, continuing his pathetic
political antics, bringing only disrepute to himself and
to the party he seeks to represent.
The shadow Attorney-General has made all sorts of
unfounded calls for resignations and inquiries, yet the
former administration of which he was a part repeatedly
refused all cries for investigations into the systematic
massacre of democracy in Victoria. I give a couple of
quick examples. The former government rejected the
call for accountability when it plotted to undermine the
Director of Public Prosecutions; disbanded the
Accident Compensation Tribunal and dumped
11 respected judges; and abolished the Office of the
Equal Opportunity Commissioner because she dared to
question the former government’s treatment of
vulnerable members of the community
It abolished the Law Reform Commission because it
dared to be independent; abolished the state Industrial
Relations Commission; and replaced three members of
the planning division of the then Administrative
Appeals Tribunal for purely political reasons. There is a
long history. This is a serial offender. He goes
around — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The Chair is having difficulty hearing the honourable
member for Richmond.
Mr WYNNE — The shadow Attorney-General
goes around peddling gossip and innuendo. He has
talked to Bluey off the trams and Billy the Pig from
Mexico. Everyone has a yarn — and all
unsubstantiated. I repeat, all unsubstantiated!
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This kind of behaviour cannot be tolerated in a member
of the Parliament. Frankly, Mr Acting Speaker, the
shadow Attorney-General is not fit to hold the high
office he enjoys at the moment. His leader should stand
him down for this outrageous attack on the magistracy
in this state. He should be stood down. His behaviour is
absolutely outrageous. He seeks to undermine the
magistracy in this state and he simply does not
understand the fundamentals of the separation of
powers. He should be stood down!
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Are we all settled?

Fishing: Gippsland Lakes
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I can understand
the excitement of honourable members considering
they were here until about 4 o’clock this morning. I
wish to change the subject.
I grieve for the recreational anglers of Victoria,
particularly those of my electorate of East Gippsland.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr INGRAM — Honourable members should keep
their shirts on because I am not talking about marine
parks. The matter I grieve on this morning is the impact
of the current water release rules from major storages
that seriously threaten the viability of our inland
freshwater and estuarine fisheries. As part of the debate
of the past few days a forum has been held at RMIT
where the future water needs of Melbourne and the
potential of Melbourne Water to build a new water
storage were discussed. In the past few days the debate
about the impact of major storages on the ecology of
the river systems has been focused on by the ABC.
My electorate of Gippsland East contains the Thomson
Dam, the major storage for Melbourne Water, which
provides about 50 per cent of the water consumed in
Melbourne. That storage has had a major impact on the
ecology of the Gippsland Lakes and the Thomson
River. I will focus on the impact on the fisheries in the
Gippsland Lakes.
One of the last major storages to be built, the Thomson
Dam came on line in the early 1980s. It is interesting
that since that time there has been a major decline in the
recreational and commercial bream fisheries in the
Gippsland Lakes, which are important for both tourism
and the commercial fishing industry. With that decline,
much of the debate has focused on recreational anglers
blaming professionals for overfishing, the professionals
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blaming the large take from the recreational sector and
the ongoing impact of cormorants. A large number of
people will call always for the culling of cormorants
because of their impact on the fisheries. The major
impact on bream fishing in the Gippsland Lakes has
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been the coming on line of the Thomson Dam. I ask
leave to have a graph that I presented earlier to the
Speaker and Hansard included in my presentation.
Leave granted; graph as follows:

Relative year class strengths from 1972 to 1995
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Source: Walker et. al. (1998), Development of an environment-recruitment model for black bream: a case study
for estuarine fisheries management. FRDC Final report
Mr INGRAM — The graph shows the recruitment
and the relative year class strengths of the black bream
population in the Gippsland Lakes. It shows what
spawning has occurred in particular years and the
strength of that year’s year class of small bream.
Coincidentally, for the first four years after the
Thomson Dam came on line in 1981 there was no
spawning of black bream in the lakes. Most of our
native fish are batch spawners: they produce large
amounts of larvae and eggs in the years when
conditions are favourable. The worst aspect is that the
peaks of the spawning recruitment in the big years have
evened out. It is about a third of what the production
was since before the dam went on line. I am not saying
it is the only thing that has impacted on the bream
population of the Gippsland Lakes, but it is a major one
and will have long-term implications for both
recreational fishing and tourism. Not only will it affect
the health of the Gippsland Lakes, it will also continue

to aggravate the debate between recreational and
commercial fishermen. That needs to be looked at,
because what we have lost are those large spring flows
that the native fish require to spawn.
Another issue is the impact of cold water pollution —
that is, the release of cold water from below major
storages in Victoria and Australia. A forum to be held
on 18 and 19 June at Lake Hume Resort will discuss
the impact of cold water pollution on freshwater native
fin fish in the Murray–Darling Basin and the rest of
Australia. I quote from a report from June last year of
the River Murray Scientific Panel on Environmental
Flows entitled River Murray — Dartmouth to
Wellington and the Lower Darling River. It addresses a
range of impacts on the Murray–Darling Basin, but it
identifies river regulation as the major impact:
Because water lower in storages is cooler and has a different
water quality, releasing water from lower level off-takes
sends this bottom water downstream … Temperature

GRIEVANCES
Wednesday, 6 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

depression of several degrees can occur for a few hundred
kilometres as a result.

The report also states that this would be the case for the
Dartmouth and Hume dams, where river zones
immediately downstream have lower water
temperatures. Consequently there is an overall
reduction in all forms of productivity in those river
systems.
The report continues:
Secondly, some species require temperature thresholds to be
reached to trigger spawning … Lowering river temperatures
is likely to favour introduced fish.

In other words, the current water release rules benefit
fish like carp, which proliferate in the Murray–Darling
Basin, above native fish. When we hear about the
impact of carp on our rivers we should realise that it is
our manipulation of the environment that is
preferencing the carp and allowing them to thrive. We
have lost three warm water native fish from the Mitta
Mitta River immediately below the Dartmouth Dam
and from there until the river reaches the Murray. These
are the Murray cod, the trout cod and the Macquarie
perch. This is an issue that affects regulated rivers
across Australia. For large distances downstream from
storages all the native fish populations that once existed
have been lost.
The report continues:
The only way to address temperature depression in the River
Murray is to ensure that water is released at more natural
(higher) temperatures during the spring–summer season.

As a general rule, this would mean releasing water from
the surfaces of those storages.
The report also identifies the years in which the
Dartmouth Dam was constructed — between 1977 and
1990 — when it almost reached full capacity, and it
shows the impact on the Mitta Mitta River below the
dam when that storage was totally full.
The flows released from the dam are not part of a
natural flow regime, and they have no seasonal or daily
variability. More importantly, the summer water
temperature only briefly rises above 16 degrees Celsius,
a temperature that is crucial for the breeding of native
fish species. That is why we have lost the Macquarie
perch, in particular.
Rarely does it get above the optimum temperature for
Murray cod, which is 20 degrees, so in large sections of
our rivers we are killing off our native fish. We are
trying to deal with this by restocking large numbers of
fish such as Murray cod and trout cod and other
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freshwater natives, but the impact is such that they do
not recover. We are not achieving their spawning
requirements.
The report shows the actual spawning requirements for
the Murray cod, the trout cod and the Macquarie perch
in the rivers outlined. Since 1990, when the dam was
filled, there have been no seasons when any of the three
native species could have spawned in the Mitta Mitta
River below that storage; and since the dam was built
there have been very few seasons in which those
species have had favourable conditions.
This was addressed recently in a report I obtained from
New South Wales. The report, which contains the most
recent data on cold water pollution, is entitled ‘Eternal
winter in our rivers — addressing the issue of cold
water pollution’. It was written by Allan Lugg, the
senior conservation manager with the New South
Wales Fisheries at Nowra. The report has not been
released because it includes assumptions that because
of cold water pollution in that state the New South
Wales government would be at severe risk of legal
action for polluting its rivers. This would go across the
Victorian acts as well. The Victorian government and
the Department of Natural Resources and Environment
would be at risk of polluting our rivers below major
storages by not addressing the cold water pollution
issue.
The report found that 3000 kilometres of New South
Wales rivers are seriously affected by cold water
pollution. It states that:
Failure to address the issue will jeopardise the attainment of
benefits from environmental flows recently put in place.

It would seriously jeopardise the benefits we hope to
obtain by increasing environmental flows, particularly
in the Murray River. Increased environmental flows in
the Murray would be irrelevant: we would not gain any
benefits from them because of the way we are affecting
the fisheries.
The report also states:
More recently the New South Wales Fisheries has undertaken
research at Burrendong Dam. Native fish were kept in six
paired channels — three fed with warm water drawn directly
from the spillway pondage and another three fed with cool
water drawn from the same source but via a heat exchanger in
the river.

They did a 31-day growth test of silver perch. In the
warm water channels the average growth was 25 per
cent in length and 112 per cent in weight, whereas the
fish in the cool channels grew an average of only 2 per
cent in length and 16 per cent in weight. Only 25 per
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cent of the fish in the cool water — the same water
quality, only colder — survived the full 31 days.

government, he certainly does not walk the walk of
open, accountable and transparent government!

While we are stocking large numbers of native fish into
our inland rivers we are killing them off, so we are not
gaining any benefit. More importantly, they do not have
the conditions to spawn even if they survive, and their
growth is severely retarded. The report continues:

Last week I raised in this place my concerns about an
article that the Attorney-General had written in the Age,
in which he talked about the separation of powers. He
spoke about there being three limbs of government —
the judiciary, the executive and the legislature. I am
concerned when he says that each is independent of the
other and must operate separately from the other,
because while the judiciary may be completely separate
from the legislature and the executive, the most
important factor is the executive. The government and
the cabinet and its ministers are all drawn from this
place and are fully accountable to this place.

Alien fish species, most particularly, trout, redfin perch and
carp, have much lower breeding temperature thresholds. Cold
water pollution has enabled these species to enjoy greater
recruitment success and proliferate, which has placed
additional pressure upon native species through predation and
food/habitat competition.

The report further states:
Given these findings, it is reasonable to assume that CWP is
severely reducing the productivity of rivers and associated
ecosystems such as wetlands, and probably contributes to
lower abundances of many species including fish, water birds,
frogs and bats, which depend upon aquatic invertebrates.

The report addresses the fact that the government
would be liable for this problem:
It could be reasonably argued that by omission to install
appropriate storage release infrastructure, cold water from
storages of changed chemical and physical characteristics to
inflows is being introduced to downstream reaches to the
detriment of aquatic life and downstream uses and thus
pollution of waters is occurring.

It continues:
To date, no person or organisation has yet brought an action
for a breach of the legislation on this issue.

The minister needs to take appropriate action to
implement these measures, including a plan to fix the
situation. A number of solutions have been identified,
and things would be similar in Victoria. I ask the
government to take note of the outcomes of the forum
to be held at the Lake Hume Resort on 18 and 19 June.

The only forum in which the people of Victoria can
hold the Attorney-General to account for whatever
reason is this place. There is no doubt that the
Attorney-General must have found himself in an
invidious position in late 1999 or early 2000 when it
appeared, even on his own admission, that concerns
were being raised about the Chief Magistrate.
I pause to bring a bit of sanity back into the debate. I
must disclose that I have known Michael Adams for
almost 20 years. I knew him before I was a member of
the bar, which I joined in 1985. My firm used to brief
him from time to time, and that was when I first met
him. I served on the bar council with Michael Adams,
and I have remained an acquaintance of his since.
I also know one of the other principal players in this
drama, Mark Dreyfus. I certainly would not call Mark a
friend, but he has been an acquaintance of mine at the
bar. We have been opposed on at least one occasion
from my recollection, and certainly I was aware of his
involvement with the Labor Party, because it received a
deal of publicity when the party was restructured.
Likewise I am sure he knew of my Liberal affiliations
when I was at the bar.

The report continues:
Indeed, failure to raise water temperature will greatly reduce
the potential benefit of environmental flows —

in the River Murray —
as the temperature of the water is likely to be an even greater
limiting factor than the volume or timing of flows.

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I grieve that this state
does not have an Attorney-General that understands the
doctrine of the separation of powers. Although he may
talk the talk of open, accountable and transparent

I have also known a number of magistrates who have
been mentioned in despatches, robing rooms or
otherwise. All of the people were meritorious
appointments to the Magistrates Court. They are fine
lawyers, and they discharge their jobs to the best of
their abilities.
There is no doubt that in about December 1999 the
Attorney-General became aware of tensions in the
Magistrates Court. He was no doubt aware, as was I,
that there were tensions about three principal rules that
Michael Adams had promulgated. There was the
4 o’clock rule, which said that no magistrate could
leave the precincts of the court until 4 o’clock, even if
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they had finished their list or discharged the business
before them in the court. They could then take overflow
work from another magistrate or another court. Michael
Adams also introduced a rule rotating magistrates
around different courts and in different locations around
country Victoria in an attempt to address the perception
that there was a closeness between magistrates, police
and certain others. There was also a concern about the
taping of proceedings, which was adopted perhaps to
address the perception that magistrates were not really
fully accountable in an appeal process because there
was no true record of what was going on in a
courtroom.
There were other concerns on which I do not
necessarily need to elaborate. However, on the
Attorney-General’s own admission there were rumours
of complaints about the behaviour of the Chief
Magistrate. Perhaps the Attorney-General found
himself in an invidious position, but he is accountable
to this place. If those rumours were of concern to the
point of his actually getting to the decision to remove
the Chief Magistrate — I am not saying that the
Attorney-General got to that point then — surely
honourable members should have known, because he is
accountable to this place.
The advice I have seen, which seems to be factually
based, was produced in about January 2000. The
Attorney-General, not the honourable member for
Richmond or others, needs to explain and to answer a
number of questions. I will list the questions I want
answered as the representative of the people of the Kew
electorate and, with many others in this place, as a
representative of the people of Victoria. When and
where did the Attorney-General become aware of those
complaints and what was the nature of those
complaints? There is no doubt that the
Attorney-General appears to have asked Mark Dreyfus
to provide advice about the restructuring of the
Magistrates Court. Precise details need to be provided
about the advice that was sought and the timing and
nature of that advice. The Attorney-General was talking
about the restructuring of the Magistrates Court, which
is an act of the executive and the legislature. He is fully
accountable for those matters and he owes this place
answers to those questions.
On his own admission Mark Dreyfus was a friend of
the Attorney-General’s, and indeed in a newspaper
article the Attorney-General describes Mark Dreyfus as
a confidante. The Attorney-General needs to explain
why he was seeking advice from Mark Dreyfus, his
confidante, about the restructuring of the Magistrates
Court. He was aware of complaints about Michael
Adams, so why is he still persisting with the suggestion
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that he did not discuss these matters with Mark
Dreyfus, and why should we believe that Mark Dreyfus
had nothing to do with it and commissioned this advice
from a junior barrister, Anthony Klotz? It starts to
stretch the credibility of the argument to say that a
confidante is briefed to advise about the restructuring of
the Magistrates Court but the issue of the complaints
being made about the Chief Magistrate is not discussed.
I do not propose to reread the excerpts from the advice
the honourable member for Berwick read earlier this
morning. There is no doubt that it is a detailed advice
that does two things: it discusses how you can go about
removing any magistrate and the process the
Attorney-General has to go through to present an
argument to the Supreme Court to get a magistrate
removed. That is canvassed in the advice, and the
opinion given by Anthony Klotz to Mark Dreyfus was
apparently for no other purpose. In a newspaper article
Anthony Klotz said he did not know what its ultimate
purpose would be. The advice also discusses the
proposition that Michael Adams could be removed by
the executive, not by the legislature, from his position
as Chief Magistrate and demoted to an ordinary
magistrate; that natural justice did not need to be
accorded to Michael Adams and the executive could do
that at its own whim. The executive is fully accountable
to this place for its every action.
There is another matter that needs to be dealt with —
that is, what happened after this process? Honourable
members know that a number of tensions were
disclosed in an article that appeared in the February
edition of the Law Institute Journal about a discussion
that took place between members of the executive of
the institute about judicial appointments, particularly in
the Magistrates Court. I quote from the journal at the
point where the Attorney-General is answering a
question about the process of the appointment of people
to the Magistrates Court. It states:
There’s no real process. There’s a bit of a protocol now for
the magistrates, put in place by the former attorney. You had
to undergo a course before you could become a magistrate. A
group of people was short-listed from all those who had
undertaken the course. I’ve since found out that you had to be
invited by the Chief Magistrate to do the course, which again
perpetuates the problem.

I read that — there may be another explanation — as an
explicit criticism of the Chief Magistrate and the way
he apparently went about making appointments to the
Magistrates Court.
Michael Adams responded in the following edition of
the Law Institute Journal by saying that was not true.
While he may have been a member of a particular
panel, ultimately it was a person in the Department of
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Justice who made the decision to invite people to do
this course. It had nothing to do with the Chief
Magistrate; it had to do with an officer in the
Department of Justice. That started the process.
Concerns were being raised by the Attorney-General in
December 1999, yet we now see this opinion that
clearly talks about removing Michael Adams. It may
not be a criminal conspiracy. However, if the
Attorney-General is criticising the Chief Magistrate
about the appointment of magistrates to the Magistrates
Court; if he is concerned about the rumours of tensions
between magistrates and Michael Adams; and if he is
aware of the rumours of tensions created by the rules
Michael Adams was implementing, surely he should be
accountable to this place. He owes this place a full,
open, accountable and transparent explanation of the
process he went through in removing Michael Adams.
Greg Levine, a senior magistrate, wrote a letter on
behalf of the magistrates association to the
Attorney-General making a number of complaints, and
it was somehow leaked to the press. The letter may
have been released, but I have certainly never seen a
copy of it. It seems to me that it was leaked from only
one or two sources — either from Levine or the
Attorney-General. If that is the case, we are owed an
explanation as to how and why it was leaked and
thereby became the public document that initiated the
whole process that resulted in an unprecedented vote of
no confidence in the Chief Magistrate, and ultimately
his unprecedented resignation.
That is what I grieve on. Until we have a full, open and
accountable explanation of the process the
Attorney-General went through, this matter can never
be put to bed. Considering that the honourable member
for Richmond raised all sorts of allegations about the
previous Attorney-General, all these matters should
surely be irrelevant. The government has set the high
bar, and if it has not, the Independents have. The
Independents have already ruled that out, which seems
to me incomprehensible. For the betterment of the
Magistrates Court and Victoria generally we need to get
a full, open and accountable explanation from the
Attorney-General soon.

Gaming: problem gambling
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — The rapid expansion of the gaming
industry has brought with it wide-ranging social
implications for the Victorian community. I grieve on
the lost opportunities during the term of the Kennett
government to introduce strategies for a responsible
gaming industry and to minimise the incidence of
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problem gambling, and measures to assist problem
gamblers.
I contrast that with the Bracks government’s
responsible gaming policy and its clear strategies to
minimise problem gambling in Victoria, which are now
recognised nationally. The measures introduced by the
government have proved successful in encouraging
problem gamblers to obtain assistance. The Bracks
government through the Department of Human
Services has directly responded more effectively to
problem gambling issues. This government has
developed an integrated and comprehensive problem
gambling communication strategy, which is recognised
all around Australia.
I am proud to say that the — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The minister, without assistance!
Ms CAMPBELL — I am proud to say that the
government’s communication strategy has now become
nationally recognised — it will soon be
internationally recognised — as having a proven track
record in getting results. The government has not
approached the issue of problem gambling in the same
way as did the Kennett government. This government
took the issue seriously, and it has brought the broader
community on board.
Let us look at some of the things the Bracks
government has done, including the proactive measures
it has taken to ensure that under its responsible gaming
policy people have freedom of speech. The government
has enabled research to be released, and it put a
considerable amount of money into the problem
gambling communication strategy. The government has
also ensured that its advertising message hits the mark.
The government considers the effectiveness of its
campaign and evaluates its strategy. It has ensured the
problem gambling telephone number is the property of
the government and not that of an independent
organisation. The government is also ensuring that the
data collected is made known to the wider community
instead of being buried in the vaults of some research
organisation or the Department of Human Services.
The government has also ensured that brochures are
available in different community languages. The
agencies and sites for problem gambling services across
Victoria have been widely acclaimed. Even the
Productivity Commission’s data shows that Victoria
has more agencies to counsel problem gamblers than
anywhere else, and the commission has recognised their
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effectiveness. The government has engaged in
partnerships with the wider community and ensured
that the messages are specifically targeted at different
subgroups. Specific messages are targeted at women,
men, young people, older people, the Koori
community, children and adolescents, and it is
formulating a specific rural and regional strategy.
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The problem gambling communication strategy of the
Bracks government is in stark contrast to the very weak
approach of the Kennett government.

that I am pleased to say the Bracks government has not
only released but has acted upon. The
recommendations under the heading ‘Solutions’
suggest that community education strategies should be
undertaken. The Bracks government has acted on a
recommendation not released under the former Kennett
government! Suggested interventions include strategies
directly designed to impact on women. The advice and
recommendations were stifled under the former
Kennett government but delivered by the Bracks
government.

I will go through some of those items individually.
Freedom of speech has been given back to
organisations and individuals who wish to speak on
gaming in Victoria. Contrast that with the former
Kennett government, which defunded the Victorian
Council on Problem Gaming. The Bracks government
has established a problem gambling secretariat that is
free to speak.

A person who has now found the opportunity to put his
views on gambling to the world is none other than
Lloyd Williams, a man who made a considerable
amount of money from gaming. He has found his voice,
and it is interesting that he is no longer mute on the
effects of gambling addiction. He has freed himself of
his pecuniary interest, which has given him the freedom
of speech.

Under the former Kennett government the funding and
service agreements for what was then known as Break
Even — what a misnomer that was — but is now called
Gamblers Help were stifled. Under the Bracks
government the funding and service agreements enable
people to speak out and enable organisations to record
the number of people accessing their services in their
annual reports. Under the former Kennett government
annual reports could not contain data about which the
wider community should be informed.

Under the former Kennett government the ethnic media
had no opportunity to be briefed, nor did it have a
strong message delivered to it. The Bracks government
has invested in advertising in the ethnic media and
keeps it constantly informed on what is happening with
problem gambling. The results are spectacular. More
people from a range of culturally and linguistically
diverse communities are now linking in with problem
gambling services.

The government has ensured that members of the wider
community have opportunities to speak. As an
example, members of the Interchurch Gambling Task
Force were threatened and told that if they spoke up not
only would their problem gambling services be at risk
but so too would services for which they were able to
tender. Clearly under the former Kennett government
although organisations were underfunded, their funding
was threatened if they spoke out. They are no longer
treated in that way. Organisations are able to present
data in their annual reports, are free to speak with the
local media and are able to communicate with
Victorians in a free and open manner.
Research information that was locked in the
Department of Human Services never to be released is
now available to the wider Victorian community, and in
February the government was proud to present to it the
results of research into problem gambling. The reports
that were stifled under the former Kennett government
contained substantial advice. A report that the Bracks
government was proud to release is called Playing for
Time — Exploring the Impacts of Gambling on Women.
It contains strong advice concerning recommendations

It is worth placing on the record the funding put into
gambling solutions by the Bracks government. The
‘Think of what you’re really gambling with’ message
has been launched with strong funding behind it. Last
summer $1.8 million was invested in the summer
offensive, and $6.1 million will be put in this financial
year. It is interesting to compare those figures with the
communications funding under the former Kennett
government of $2.5 million over three years in the first
instance, and $5 million for its Walk Away campaign,
which was an absolute waste of money in terms of
results for problem gamblers.
I turn now to the contrast between the Bracks
government and the Howard federal government. The
Howard government made a pathetic announcement a
couple of weeks ago that it had allocated the princely
sum of $8.4 million to problem gambling over three
years, of which $1.5 million is allocated to research.
Nationally that amounts to the princely sum of
$2.3 million per annum, which is an insult.
I contrast the expenditure of the Bracks government
with that of problem gambling programs in other states.
As I said, last summer Victoria put in $1.8 million, and
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that will rise to $6.1 million this year. In the last
financial year South Australia put in $480 000 and
$555 000 has been allocated for the next financial year.
Western Australia put in the grand total of $5000 for
brochures, and Tasmania put in $115 000. The
government is very proud to contrast its strong
investment in problem gambling programs with the
pathetic efforts of the Kennett government.
I also want to cover the results of the problem gambling
communications strategy. That is a proud record. It is
copybook communication campaign management. It
was research and evidence based, and it has hit the
mark. As I have previously informed the house, there
has been a 91 per cent increase in telephone counselling
services and a 118 per cent increase in face-to-face
counselling as a result of the government’s campaign. It
has been effective because it has sought to achieve
attitudinal change and help-seeking behaviour among
Victorians affected by problem gambling. It was
researched and tested, benchmarks were set, and every
step of the process has been evaluated. It makes the
previous government’s 28 per cent response to its
miscampaign a non-effective farce.
I turn now to the evaluation of the government’s
communication strategy. The government has ensured
that Victorians have thought about what they are really
gambling with: 80 per cent of Victorians recognise that
message and the government’s television
advertisements. It has ensured that the Gamblers Help
telephone line is owned by the Department of Human
Services in contrast to the pathetic management by the
Kennett government, where the gambling help line was
owned by an individual organisation that tried to take
that number with it when its contract expired. It was
only as a result of considerable work by the Department
of Human Services and the Western Australian
government that we got that back here in Victoria. I
thank those concerned.
To sum up, the communication strategy has been
extremely successful. It has been combined with the
gaming policy initiatives implemented by the Bracks
government and led by the Minister for Gaming. The
strong results are recognised throughout Australia, and
the government is very proud of its work. I conclude by
saying the government has provided a strong strategic
approach to the Victorian problem gambling strategy. It
has learnt from the mistakes of the Kennett
government. It is working hand in hand with the
Minister for Gaming, the Honourable John
Pandazopoulos, in increasing the influence of local
communities in the assessment of gaming licence
applications, the display of dollars and cents on
machines, the restrictions on advertising, public
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awareness, clocks, and the list goes on. This is in stark
contrast to the pathetic efforts of the Kennett
government.

Minister for Post Compulsory Education,
Training and Employment: performance
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I rise to grieve for
tertiary education in Victoria, for rural and regional
students and those students in the fibre and agricultural
industries and for apprentices and trainees in Victoria. I
grieve because we have a Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment who has dropped
the ball and whose concentration is on her other
portfolio in the finance area.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Hawthorn, without
assistance.
Mr BAILLIEU — We have a minister who takes
her lead from Senator Kim Carr in Canberra and the
Australian Education Union. We have a minister who
has an ideological bent against non-TAFE providers
and who is quite willing to use students in a political
battle with the federal government despite her
outrageous freeze. We have a minister who has
basically done nothing, or certainly has not done
enough in her portfolio.
I want to look first at the International Fibre Centre
(IFC).
Ms Campbell — She has got it back on track.
Mr BAILLIEU — The minister at the table
interjects that the Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment has got it back on
track; we will come back to that. The International
Fibre Centre was established by the previous
government with the support of industry and the
Geelong community. It was conceived and
implemented as a visionary project with cutting-edge
technology set to lift the sights and horizons of the wool
and fibres industry. It was launched with great
appreciation from the industry and had a driven
chairman. It was driven by the government and there
was a commitment to it.
Tragically, the fibre centre has been scuttled. There is
no other way to describe it. The tragedy is that this
government set out to scuttle the centre because it was a
Kennett government project. I remember that one of the
first things the Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment did in this
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Parliament when the government came to office was to
stand in this chamber and bag the fibre centre,
undermine its staff, undermine the visions and
foreshadow its demise, and she achieved her aims. That
is a tragedy for the industry, the fibre centre, the
students and all of those involved. In December 1999
the minister described the fibre centre as an unmitigated
disaster for Victorians. She said:
The Bracks government inherited a disaster with the IFC.

She described it as ‘the mess left by the previous
government’, ‘the mess associated with the
International Fibre Centre’ and ‘one of Kennett’s
dreams that turned into a nightmare — an absolute
disaster’.
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — The honourable member for
Burwood intervenes and says, ‘She is right’.
Unfortunately the Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment had not visited
the centre. She did not know what she was talking
about. In mid-2000 the minister visited the centre and
after that visit she said:
The IFC has world-class facilities, equipment and staff. It is a
national asset.
…
The IFC offers world-class facilities, equipment and
expertise.
…
I can’t help being impressed by this fantastic facility, the
investment, the terrific staff, and the links with education and
training. Looking around there are so many ideas and
possibilities.
…
There is a sense that the IFC can be a driver for the wool and
fibre industries.

The reality is that this minister did not know what she
was talking about in the first place and set out to scuttle
the IFC, and, tragically, that has occurred.
The shame of that is confirmed in the
Auditor-General’s Report on Ministerial Portfolios
tabled today. On page 54 the Auditor-General says:
The operating results of the International Fibre Centre
deteriorated during the year due to a conscious decision by
the Victorian government to reduce the funding allocation …

A conscious decision to destroy an institution that had
the support of industry and was a visionary project!
Along the way the minister undermined the confidence
of the staff and the stakeholders in the institute. I am
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sorry to say that they sought all along to find somebody
to bail them out, but the net result is that the IFC is all
but gone despite the misleading statements of the
honourable member for Geelong North, who said that
funding of the centre would be guaranteed. He said that
full funding would be confirmed until July of this year
and that a commitment from the federal government
was not required in the form of cash. However, the
reality is that eventually the government went looking
for a political solution and the federal government had
no choice but to move the IFC’s resources to the
CSIRO. That is the tragedy of this demise. The students
have missed out and the institution has been effectively
scuttled. As is reported by the Auditor-General:
The bulk of the equipment from the Geelong campus of the
International Fibre Centre will transfer to the CSIRO, while a
small amount of the equipment will transfer to the Brunswick
campus of the international fibre centre.

Brunswick may survive, but the IFC in Geelong is
scuttled.
Let me move on to the Institute of Land and Food
Resources (ILFR), which was established after a
merger between the Victorian College of Agriculture
and Horticulture and Melbourne University’s faculty of
agriculture in the 1990s. ILFR provides training and
education in both vocational and higher education
forms in natural resources, horticulture, agriculture,
food industry and forestry. It has several campuses
around Victoria including Dookie, Glenormiston,
Longerenong and McMillan. I have had the pleasure of
visiting Glenormiston a couple of times, as well as
Dookie and Longerenong. The minister has not been
anywhere near them.
When ILFR sought to change the structure of its
courses in 1997, which would have inevitably led to
reduced access for higher education and vocational
education students, the Kennett government stepped in
to prevent it. In October last year the institute issued a
discussion paper on its restructure. As a consequence
ILFR has moved to downgrade Glenormiston and
Longerenong by removing access to higher education at
those campuses. I quote from page 4 of the paper:
Despite repeated representation by ILFR and the VFF, the
PETE —

that is, the post-compulsory education, training and
employment department —
has refused to include ILFR in an additional funding
distribution of $14.3 million to regional TAFE institutes in
September 1999.

I raised that matter with the minister in November last
year, and she said, ‘No way, we’re not giving money to
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ILFR. ILFR is a university. We don’t do that. We’ll
play political games and say that’s a federal
government responsibility’. Tragically, the restructure
went ahead. There will now be reduced access to higher
education at those campuses.
I quote from the editorial in the Weekly Times of
11 April, which is headed ‘Rural towns the losers in uni
shake-up’:
But the restructure will also mean fewer choices in courses
and their location.

ILFR is certainly within its rights to make these
decisions — but where is the minister’s vision for
access to higher education in country Victoria? There is
none. Where is the driver? Where is the minister
saying, ‘This is what we want to happen. This is where
we want students in western and northern Victoria to
have access to higher education.’?
That reduction in access will be poorly received in rural
and regional Victoria. The minister is to be condemned
on two accounts: for her failure to respond to that
request for funding, as a result of which these campuses
have been moved to the TAFE college realm; and for
her failure to provide a vision for access to higher
education in rural and regional Victoria.
I will quickly mention the Building Industry Group
Scheme (BIGS), the financial collapse of which the
minister has overseen. Despite the fact that BIGS is run
by the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy
Union and her factional mate, Martin Kingham, she has
sought to shift the blame onto the Master Builders
Association by saying, ‘Gee, they refused to merge
with BIGS when the government put the deal to them.
Therefore, they’re to blame for its collapse’. Although
the minister gave BIGS a clean bill of financial health
last year, it has since collapsed. She is the Minister for
Finance, and she has the responsibility. She cannot shift
the blame onto an organisation that has not had any
involvement.
I refer to driver education training, a report on which
has been sitting on the minister’s desk for months and
months. Despite requests to have it released and acted
upon, there has been no action. As a consequence,
driver education training in Victoria is under threat.
You have only to refer to page 47 of the
Auditor-General’s report to have that confirmed.
I also mention the freeze that the minister imposed on
private providers of traineeships in November 1999. It
was implemented without any consultation or warning,
supposedly to allow the minister and her department to
review quality issues in traineeships. The minister
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appointed her own consultant, Professor Kay Schofield,
to do a report. She indicated that the freeze was a
disaster and, as we had been saying, that it had not
assisted quality issues because it had frozen in bad
quality providers and frozen out those who were
growing through market support.
After that 12-month period the freeze was extended in
November last year to 30 June this year. I suspect it is
about to be extended again, and that will be a tragedy
for those providers. We have seen providers go to the
wall, apprentices and trainees miss out, and the industry
undermined. We have also heard claims of dirty deals
done along the way and the minister refuse to release
material under freedom of information that would give
the truth to those claims.
The management of the freeze is a disaster. The
minister has been playing political games with the
federal government. She has sought additional growth
funding for trainees — but what has occurred?
Although the federal government has come good with
$230 million in growth funding, this minister is
refusing to lift the freeze, yet again.
I also mention the passing of the Lavin Institute, which
was the largest private provider of aged care nursing
training in Victoria. Despite the minister’s dealings
with Lavin — including her covert dealings with it
before the election — she turned her back on the
institute. Consequently hundreds of students were
displaced and Lavin went to the wall. The trade-off is
that the minister has been forced to spend even more
money on providing aged care nursing training than she
would have had to if she had supported Lavin in the
first place.
I also refer to TAFE colleges. I note in the
Auditor-General’s report that was tabled this morning
that last year 6 of the 22 public TAFE providers were
considered to be operating under financial difficulty.
The minister has chucked tens of millions of dollars at
TAFE colleges, but what has been the outcome? Now
we have five colleges in financial difficulty. There has
been no financial improvement in the TAFE colleges,
and one of the reasons for that is highlighted on page 51
of the Auditor-General’s report:
We recommend that the Office of Post Compulsory
Education Training and Employment undertakes a thorough
review of the outcomes of enterprise bargaining, particularly
over the management of unfunded salary increases, in order
to ensure that the stated efficiency improvements are achieved
and that such costs do not adversely impact on the overall
provision of education and training by institutes.

This is the agreement the minister signed off on, and
the one imposed on institutes without any regard.
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The actions she has taken in the tertiary education
sector in Victoria have been a disaster. She has not
done enough, and as a consequence both public and
private providers are suffering, apprentices and trainees
cannot get access to the courses they want and access to
higher education by rural and regional students is
diminished by her lack of vision.

Banks: closures
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — Today I grieve
for the residents and traders of the Strathmore and
Essendon area, who have been treated badly by the
Commonwealth Bank of Australia, and even worse by
the National Australia Bank (NAB). I congratulate
those same residents and traders for their determination
to establish their own bank in response to the branch
closures in their area.
Unfortunately closures of bank branches are nothing
new in recent times in Victoria and Australia and have
caused considerable hardship to many communities.
Nevertheless the situation in Napier Street, Strathmore,
is perhaps the worst situation I have heard of. Napier
Street has a small but very successful shopping strip in
the northern part of the electorate of Essendon. It is in a
substantially residential area that has a large number of
older residents, as well as a fair sprinkling of young
families.
I can remember when a series of bank advertisements
on television appealed to older people to put their
money in the bank. The advertisements showed a rather
scared-looking older couple and advised them not to
put their money under the mattress, because that was
unsafe, but rather that the bank was there to help them
and they should give the bank their money to look after
safely. As their interest in profits has risen the banks’
concern for the safety of residents’ money has
correspondingly decreased. The actions of the National
Australia Bank, in particular, make that quite clear,
reinforcing the view of banks that many people now
hold — that banks are not at all interested in small
consumer accounts.
Originally two banks, the Commonwealth and the
NAB, had branches in Napier Street. The sad story of
Napier Street started when the Commonwealth branch
closed in 1998. At that stage the NAB gave the local
traders and the community a guarantee that its Napier
Street branch would stay open. That was very
comforting to the traders, and a lot of them transferred
accounts to that bank. You can imagine their surprise
when only 18 months later the NAB announced it was
going to close its Fletcher Street branch. The
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Community News, one of our local newspapers,
reported:
Strathmore Village Trader Association spokesperson Geoff
Kirschner said last week the NAB’s announcement would
‘make it very difficult’ for the centre’s 30 or so retailers to
maintain their customer base and to conduct their own
banking.
‘Its disappointing for a number of reasons. When the
Commonwealth closed, we did receive an undertaking from
the NAB that the branch would continue on’, Mr Kirschner
said.
‘A lot of traders switched across to the NAB to support them
continuing on …’
…
A spokesperson for the National Australia Bank, Haydn Park,
said the closure was due to ‘a declining level of activity’ at
the branch.
…
Mr Park said customer accounts would be transferred to
Fletcher Street, Essendon, or to other alternative branches,
and customer information evenings would be held ‘to explain
what we’re doing, why we’re doing it and other banking
services available’ before the closure on 17 September …

It came as something of a surprise to the traders and me
that although a number of them had transferred their
quite substantial business accounts from the
Commonwealth to the NAB only 18 months before, the
NAB would say its branch was no longer profitable. I
made a number of phone calls to the NAB at the time
trying to find out why that was so. I discovered the
branch was not unprofitable; indeed, it was quite
profitable but was not reaching the level of profitability
the bank had now determined was appropriate for local
branches!
I also learned of a most interesting accounting
procedure. The NAB has two accounting streams, its
business customer stream and its community
customers. The bank assessed the profitability of the
Napier Street branch only after excluding any profits
from business banking from the calculation, because
Fletcher Street was now its business branch. Therefore,
while the traders actually used their Napier Street
branch for all their financial transactions, those
transactions were not counted at Napier Street but at
Fletcher Street, even though some of the Napier Street
traders had never been to the Fletcher Street branch in
their lives.
In those circumstances the claim by the NAB that
activity in Napier Street was declining was hardly
surprising. We could all easily produce such a result in
our finances by, for example, not counting a part of our
income. At the time, the NAB sent out a number of
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letters to various people who had spoken to them,
including me, telling us about the brave new world they
were organising for the people of Strathmore. In a letter
to the Strathmore Village Traders Association in
August 1999, the bank said:
This letter is to advise you that we will soon be moving from
our premises at Strathmore. We will be moving to
Essendon — 100 Fletcher Street Essendon 3040 — and we
will be ready to deliver quality financial services from
20 September 1999.
…
To make the move as a smooth as possible for you, we will
take care of transferring your accounts to Essendon …
We believe you’ll find the services at Essendon to be to your
satisfaction and we will work with you to understand your
requirements.

When I wrote to the bank explaining that many of the
residents in that area were older and therefore unlikely
to find Internet facilities an alternative, it responded by
me telling me once again that those people could go
down to Fletcher Street. The bank concluded its letter to
me with the words:
The electronic channels include, but are not limited to,
automatic teller machines and EFTPOS terminals in
supermarkets and stores. Telephone services are available to
make invoice payments or transfer funds and to make
accounts inquiries outside normal banking hours. Business
customers can carry out these functions without leaving their
offices or shops by using personal computers.

There is nothing so far about elderly residents. The
letter continues:
We acknowledge that some customers, particularly the
elderly, at first may be unsure or nervous about using some of
these alternative channels. Demonstrations can be arranged to
overcome their reluctance.

One of my residents, who received a similar letter, rang
up the NAB to see if they could get one of those
demonstrations but could not find anyone in the
organisation who knew anything at all about them.
While it might serve some people well, according to
some research electronic banking is failing a lot of
customers. The Finance Sector Union (FSU) has
prepared a paper using some of the research relating to
electronic banking it has been able to unearth. That
research shows:
While EFTPOS and ATMs do offer extended services, there
is a considerable body of evidence that indicates that people
are still reliant on face-to-face banking. A recent survey of
Choice magazine readers found that 88 per cent used bank
branches at some point.
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Users of banks might not all use branches at the same
time, but they frequently have specialist needs that
cannot be met via an electronic teller. The Finance
Sector Union research further states:
In addition, the Pricewaterhousecoopers annual survey of
customer attitudes to financial services over the Internet lends
further direct support to these findings. The survey found that:
In 1998, 67 per cent of respondents were not
comfortable if financial products and services are only
available over the Internet. By 1999 this number had
increased to 70 per cent.
In 1998, 66 per cent of respondents were not
comfortable about providing personal details over the
Internet. By 1999 this number had increased to 71 per
cent.
Seventy-six per cent of all respondents knew nothing or
little about financial services available over the Internet.
This position remained unchanged.
In 1998, 91 per cent of respondents said they needed a
good or very good knowledge of the institution before
using its products or services over the net. By 1999 this
number had increased to 95 per cent.

Those figures demonstrate that a large part of the
community does not find Internet or telephone banking
an acceptable solution to over-the-counter branch
banking.
The residents and traders were told that they could still
use the Fletcher Street branch, where they would get an
excellent service. Honourable members can imagine
my surprise when on 17 April I received the following
letter from the National Bank:
I am writing to officially inform you that due to a decline in
customer traffic and over-the-counter transactions, the
National Australia Bank will close its branch at 100 Fletcher
Street, Essendon, on July 18th 2001.

So much for the excellent service when the Napier
Street branch closed. The letter further states:
An ATM, or automated deposit machine, and EFTPOS
facilities will however remain in the area for our personal and
business customers.
Our branch at Moonee Ponds will continue to provide full
branch services …

If I were working at Moonee Ponds I would be getting
a bit nervous by now, because we know what happened
to the last branch from which they promised excellent
services:
Customers will also have access to our Niddrie and Keilor
branches located nearby.

Staff there should feel a bit nervous as well. The letter
continues:
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… the National Australia Bank recently announced that our
customers are now able to use Australia Post …

I do not know how much research has been done on
people’s attitudes to Australia Post, but I have lot of
anecdotal evidence from my constituents, especially
older constituents, that shows that they do not feel
comfortable discussing their personal financial
transactions in post offices surrounded by their
neighbours and where often there are no areas where
they can have private conversations. Certainly there are
no offices such as the ones found at banks when there
were over-the-counter facilities. The suggestion that
this is a reasonable alternative will not be readily
accepted by a large part of the community. Of course,
ATMs are fine if you have an automatic telling
machine card, but many people in my electorate do not.
Branch closures not only impact on residents but can
have a dramatic effect on local shopping centres. As I
said, there is a vibrant shopping centre in Napier Street
and a major transport hub and shopping centre in
Fletcher Street. Both shopping centres will be severely
disadvantaged by the National Bank’s decision. It is
obvious that if people cannot go to a bank in Napier
Street, they will more than likely do their shopping in
an area that has a bank they can use — though
goodness knows where that will be now.
Some of the business impacts identified by the FSU
research were:
Increased use of cheque cashing by customers —

which obviously can make a business more liable to
fraud —
loss of cash sales;
accumulation of excess cash;
increase in bad debt;
delays in depositing cheques;
increased security concerns and risks;
difficulties in obtaining cash and change;
farming businesses may be particularly disadvantaged by the
loss of bank staff with intimate knowledge and experience in
rural banking matters.

The community impacts include:
Average decrease in spending by individuals after closure of
bank branch in their town put at $320 a month.

The loss of $320 per user per month in a small retail
shopping centre is a substantial decline. Other
community impacts included losses of about four jobs
per branch and indirect job losses because of businesses
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not being able to sustain their livelihoods when there
are fewer people shopping in the area.
I thought the National Bank might have been doing
something useful for the community when on 24 May it
announced major community banking initiatives. The
national concession card account provided by the
National Bank will allow a free rebate of $40 a month,
which is equal to 13 free over-the-counter transactions a
month. That is fine if you can find a counter to use. For
my constituents that has proved fairly ineffective.
The traders and the residents of Strathmore decided not
to be continually at the mercy of the National Bank,
which obviously had little concern for their welfare, so
they started a community bank with the assistance of
the Bendigo Bank. This month they launched their
prospectus inviting people to buy shares in the bank. I
am happy to say that I have made a small investment,
which will be on my next return to the members
register.
The local traders have worked exceptionally hard. They
have conducted many public meetings and set up stalls
in Napier Street on Saturday mornings to encourage
people to join. Over a year they managed to get the
number of pledges necessary to proceed. I congratulate
the directors of the Strathmore Community Bank, who
are all traders from the Napier Street area. They include
Craig Jenkins, Mark Burgin, Geoffrey Cullen, Nino
D’Agruma, Geoffrey Kirschner — he is the local
pharmacist who was a pivotal player in getting the
community bank off the ground — Vincenzo Moro,
Murray Sykes, Catherine Tyrrell, Pierre Werden and
James Griffen. They have all worked hard with other
traders and the local residents to bring back banking
services to the Napier Street shopping centre.
The bank will be formally launched by the Treasurer
next Saturday morning. At last the traders and residents
of Napier Street will have a bank the management of
which cares about their welfare, and they will have
banking services that will be at their convenience. Once
again older people will be able to bank easily and to
shop in their local shopping centre.

Kingston: councillors
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) — Today I grieve about
two matters. One is a local matter, and the other is
about corruption in the state bureaucracy going back
some years.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr LEIGH — Yes, going back some years. First, I
refer the Minister for Local Government to the situation
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in the City of Kingston, which is in crisis. One of the
senior councillors — he is the only one who
understands anything about finances — has quit. He is
quoted as saying, ‘I’ve had gutful. The conduct of some
councillors has left me in an untenable position’. He has
complained about verbal abuse from officers and
profanity by the mayor. The entire planning department
of the City of Kingston’s strategic planning team has
resigned. It is frankly in utter chaos.
However, worse than that is the fact that a former
mayor, Arthur Athanasopoulos — better known locally
as Arthur Daly — is the only person who has had his
dual occupancy developments passed by council. The
four Labor councillors in the city — the present mayor
Cr Elizabeth Larking, Cr Johanna Van Klaveren, who
works for the honourable member for Carrum, and two
others — have blocked every dual occupancy
development that has gone before council except
Arthur’s. When he was the mayor he said the City of
Kingston was a wonderful city. The moment they
dumped him and would not give him a second term, he
left the City of Kingston and now lives in the City of
Monash.
According to Cr David Normington, who resigned from
the council — —
Mr Nardella — Say it outside!
Mr LEIGH — He does say it outside.
According to Cr David Normington, who resigned from
the City of Kingston:
I became increasingly frustrated at the Labor clique’s blatant
and obvious refusal —

and I make this available; this is a transcript from a
local paper —
of every planning application to come before council with the
exception of the then mayor. He saw no reason for the
continued delays in projects around the city tying up millions
of dollars worth of building projects despite the
recommendations and the approval from councillors and
knowledge of senior officers.

In virtually every one of these instances the proposals
were passed when they went to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal. This council is treating the
development of the city as a joke. It has misused its
position to protect a Labor mate who, frankly, is not the
real mayor of the City of Kingston. There are two of
them: one is the federal shadow Treasurer, Mr Simon
Crean, and the other is the Honourable Bob Smith in
the other house. They are the two who are running our
city, and it is a scandal. It is being run by the Clayton
mafia branch of the Labor Party. They are a pack of
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shady shysters who are taking money from the rest of
our city, putting it into Clayton and ripping our city off.
They have ripped the guts out of the City of Kingston.
That is what is going on! It is the Labor Party through
to its soul! This is what it did in Darebin and Oakleigh
in the past, and the City of Kingston can now be
compared to the City of Darebin. I call on the minister
today to bring in an administrator, or at least someone
to investigate what the hell is going on in the council,
because it is in crisis and chaos.
Even worse, the government says councils should not
increase rates above 2 per cent. What did this Labor
clique do? It put up the rates by 7.8 per cent to cover its
shenanigans. The Labor clique is incompetent and the
officers have lost control of the city. I think Cr Johanna
Van Klaveren should be identified. She continually
verbally abuses the city officers — she screams abuse
at them. At public meetings the mayor tells the citizens
that they are idiots — abuses residents! What is going
on is an outrage. I call on the government today to
show some guts and dump this pack of idiots who are
running our city into the ground.
The City of Kingston had some reasonable councillors
but a plot was orchestrated by the Australian Labor
Party, with the result that we got a group of politically
corrupt councillors — the Gang of Four, as
Cr Normington refers to them — run by Mayor Larkin.
These people have no idea what they are doing to our
city. They are destroying the heart and soul of a great
city and it is a shame. I know what they are doing in
Mordialloc. They are stripping cash intended for the
foreshore and putting it into Clayton to prop up the
Labor Party. Why has the mayor refused to allow me
access under freedom of information to the
investigations of the local government department of
his antics? It is corrupt in the extreme. It is the Darebin
council of the south-eastern suburbs! No matter what
Colonel Klink over there says, this city is in crisis and
the residents are entitled to — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The honourable member will refer to
honourable members by their due titles.
Mr LEIGH — I am happy to refer to the
honourable member for Springvale, whom I called
Colonel Klink, as the honourable member for
Springvale.
A government member interjected.
Mr LEIGH — Well, his teeth have been melted.
The fact is that in this city — —
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Mr Nardella — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Mordialloc has
just gone against your ruling by referring to the
honourable member for Springvale in a derogatory
manner. I ask you to direct him to withdraw that
derogatory remark.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! I listened to what the honourable member for
Mordialloc said in his response. He referred to the
person he had addressed as the honourable member for
Springvale, using that terminology. I do not uphold the
point of order.

AWU: political connections
Mr LEIGH — The second matter I wish to draw to
the attention of the house is a serious matter of
corruption. We will play guess who. I am happy to
make the documents available to the house. I refer to
notes and a document that I am prepared to make
available to the house, and I quote:
I have been actively seeking an independent audit of the
Australian Workers Union since 1990.
Following a short break in the continuity of employment with
the Australian Workers Union between 1990 and 1993, I
worked for a short period for Senator Robert Ray, who was
then the Minister for Defence, and Allen Griffiths, federal
member for Maribyrnong. I was re-employed with the
Australian Workers Union in late 1993.

As I said, I am happy to make the document available
to the house. It goes on:
During my period of employment with Senator Ray I was
told to work exclusively under the charge of … (who I
believed worked for state minister David White as an adviser,
and Rowland Lindell …

Everyone today will know him as a bagman for the
Labor Party. He runs around with the brown paper bags
and is obviously the husband of the honourable
member for Carrum.
Mr Maxfield — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I just heard an appalling comment made about
a bagman of the Labor Party. Rowland Lindell is the
most honourable person I know. He is a man of
incredible integrity, and for such a cowardly
attack — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! What is your point of order?
Mr Maxfield — I ask that the honourable member
opposite who has made these cowardly and despicable
comments withdraw those comments because I am
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appalled that he could make such appalling comments
about a fine individual and a wonderful man.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The honourable member for Narracan has asked
for comments to be withdrawn. Unfortunately, I was
not listening at the time. However, I do not believe the
point of order can be upheld because it did not deal
with a member in the chamber.
Mr LEIGH — The document continues:
… who worked for Senator Gareth Evans). Both of these
people work from 1 Treasury Buildings at Treasury Place and
I was told to work with them on the same level (level 4), the
same level that Senator Ray’s Melbourne office was placed.
The work that was performed from this building was
exclusively dedicated to preparing literature and flyers for
union elections. I was told by … and Lindell that I could
claim overtime to make my salary ‘reasonable’. I queried this
practice and was told that it is normal practice in all electoral
offices whether they are state or federal. Whilst I never
claimed overtime I did not work, I observed on many
occasions on a Friday afternoon Rowland Lindell clearly
falsifying his overtime claim form.
Between November 1989 and 1994 the phone bill and
photocopying paper usage, including replacement
photocopiers due to burn-out, must have totalled many
hundreds of thousands of dollars. I know for a fact that on
numerous occasions both Senator Ray and Senator Evans
cautioned Stephen Conroy …

He was cautioned about the high cost of the bills. The
fact of the matter is that the people involved were:
… Rowland Lindell, Bill Shorten, Bob Kernohan, Marsha
Thomson, John Lenders …

Government members interjecting.
Mr Nardella — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
The honourable member has just impugned a minister
from the other house. I ask him to immediately
withdraw those imputations. They are against standing
order 108 and I ask him to withdraw them immediately.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! Will the honourable member for Mordialloc
withdraw the comments?
Mr LEIGH — Yes, thank you. The document
refers to the state secretary of the Labor Party and to:
… Bill Noonan and a majority of young Labor aspirants.

I am calling for two matters to be investigated: the
misuse of the offices of a federal senator and the misuse
of state taxpayers’ money. The amount of $40 676 was
spent by this state employee, who was in the office
supposedly working for a state member of Parliament
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but in fact was working for a federal minister on union
elections. I am outraged and seek federal police
investigation into the misuse of the facilities at
1 Treasury Place and, secondly, the fraudulent misuse
of taxpayers’ money by the shadow Minister for
Finance, one Stephen Conroy, who has ripped off the
Victorian taxpayers. This 27-year-old was getting
$50 000 in today’s terms.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Mr LEIGH — The guy is a crook. Here is the
evidence.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The honourable member for Narracan!
Mr LEIGH — He misused taxpayers’ money in
those days. This grub wants to be the Minister for
Finance in a Beazley government. He is a grub and
ought to resign from the Senate along with Rowland
Lindell, the bagman of a corrupt — —
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DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — On behalf of the Attorney-General,
I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 to make
provision in relation to offences relating to trafficking and
cultivating drugs of dependence, to amend the Magistrates’
Court Act 1989, the Bail Act 1977, the Confiscation Act
1997, the Sentencing Act 1991 and the Juries Act 2000, to
make consequential amendments to other acts and for other
purposes.

Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — Will the minister
provide the house with a brief explanation of this
legislation?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! That is terrible behaviour from both sides of the
house!

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) (By leave) — Essentially this legislation
revolves around two matters. It deals with the Mr Bigs
in the area of crime and drugs and it increases the
penalty for trafficking. In addition it will enable drug
matters to be combined into the one offence so that
those drug traffickers will be sentenced for the true
extent of their drug trafficking and its harmful effects in
our community.

The question is:

Motion agreed to.

Honourable members interjecting.

That grievances be noted.

Read first time.

Question agreed to.

CRIMES (VALIDATION OF ORDERS) BILL
TRANSPORT (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) introduced a
bill to amend the Rail Corporations Act 1996 and the
Transport Act 1983 and other acts to make provision for
the winding-up of the Public Transport Corporation, to
amend the Melbourne City Link Act 1995 and the
Melbourne City Link (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Act 2000 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

Introduction and first reading
For Mr HULLS (Attorney-General), Mr Cameron
introduced a bill to amend the Crimes Act 1958 to
validate certain orders purported to have been made for
the taking of forensic samples from offenders and for
other purposes.
Read first time.

VICTORIAN MANAGED INSURANCE
AUTHORITY BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 May; motion of Ms KOSKY
(Minister for Finance).

Ms ASHER (Brighton) — The opposition does not
oppose this very small machinery bill. However, I will
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make a few comments in relation to it. The Victorian
Managed Insurance Authority (VMIA) is a body that
was established under the previous government in
1996. This is the first opportunity the government has
had to review it, to ask for comment on its operations
and to see whether as the insurer and risk manager for
government departments and participating bodies it
needs any additional powers or whether any
housekeeping needs to be done in relation to it.
The authority is the body charged with looking after
risk for government sectors. Indeed, according to its
annual report for 2000 the authority’s mission is to
provide high-quality, cost-effective and timely risk
management and insurance services to its clients. The
authority’s objectives are to create and promote an
environment and culture within client organisations that
will proactively identify and manage risk exposures by
providing risk management advice, profiling and
monitoring risks and offering a range of risk
management and insurance solutions to clients.
The third objective of the authority is to establish and
maintain viable financial operations of the authority
through the prudent management of insurable risk,
through developing appropriate pricing policies,
through managing a sound investment platform and
through the accumulation of adequate financial
reserves. Its further objectives are to deliver a
consistently high-quality, cost-effective services and to
provide that they are administered in the most effective
and efficient manner.
The chairman, Mr Keith Fitzmaurice, observed in the
foreword to the 2000 annual report that the authority
faced a challenging year in 1999–2000 with the
consolidation of operations of the public health care
agencies insurance program of the Department of
Human Services, which was a major program
undertaken by the VMIA in that year. In that year it
achieved an operating surplus of $19.7 million, and
obviously has performed well so far. These
amendments form part of a group of amendments in
relation to which the authority itself has approached the
government. The authority has embarked on a
review — and it is referred to in the annual report —
and wishes in a legal sense to tidy up the powers that
enable it to operate.
As at 30 June 2000 funds invested by the authority
amounted to $357.3 million, so clearly there is an
imperative for it to give maximum service to Victorian
government departments. As at May 2001,
130 departments or public bodies were clients of the
VMIA. I will not read them out, but a whole range of
bodies and government departments opt to use the
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VMIA to manage their risk. This bill is the result of the
authority’s large review of its operations, although to an
external observer the amendments are not earth
shattering. Indeed, I recall from the second-reading
speech that the minister made some reference to the fact
that the act is narrow in scope and would probably
interest only a small number of people. However, if this
body failed in its duty — and I am not for one minute
suggesting it would — there would be much broader
interest because of the financial exposures across the
Victorian government that would result. The bill will be
seen as a series of housekeeping amendments in the
first review of the VMIA since 1996, the year in which
it was established by the former government.
The bill amends several definitions, the key one being
the definition of ‘participating body’ to automatically
include all budget sector bodies, rather than, as is the
current requirement, the government’s having to
publish notices in the Government Gazette on an
individual basis regarding every single body it wishes
to gazette. Clearly that is not practical in terms of the
time of the government, ministers or the VMIA. The
bill attempts to pick up all participating bodies and
define them in legislation. A participating body will
now been defined as a statutory authority receiving
more than 50 per cent of its funding from the
consolidated fund, and a body corporate receiving more
than 50 per cent of its funding from the consolidated
fund, and in which the state has a controlling interest.
These bodies will now be automatically caught under
the act rather than there having to be a process of
individual gazettal, which was the case previously.
Further, the bill allows the minister to declare a
department of the Parliament as a participating body,
provided the President of the Legislative Council and
the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly agree. Indeed,
the President of the Legislative Council informs me that
the Parliament does get its insurance through the
VMIA, although I also understand there is some legal
doubt about whether a department of the Parliament can
be gazetted. This amendment will put beyond doubt the
fact that the Parliament of Victoria can be a
participating body as defined under the VMIA act.
The bill also allows a minister at any time to revoke a
declaration of a participating body to be part of the
VMIA system. At the moment the act is silent on this
aspect, although it is implicit under the Interpretation of
Legislation Act. Nevertheless the bill completely
clarifies that issue and attempts to put the matter
beyond doubt.
The bill also provides more rigorous requirements for
management within government departments and
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statutory bodies in compiling asset registers and risk
management strategies, the rationale being that
departments are to take full responsibility for such
preparation and the VMIA is to report to the minister
and the department or participating body on the
adequacy of the registers and strategies. At the moment
departments and participating bodies are required to
lodge these strategies, but there has been a perception,
possibly at the VMIA, that bodies were not taking
ownership of their own risk analyses. This bill makes it
crystal clear that the onus will be on individual
participating bodies and government departments to
take ownership and responsibility of those issues.
Obviously VMIA intends to work with departments,
but the strategy is for departments to take full
responsibility and ownership of their own risk
management strategies. Indeed, I refer to the VMIA
2000 annual report, where the chief executive officer
observes:
A risk management strategy needs to be ‘owned’ by the entity
preparing it so that it reflects elements that are particular to
the organisation and expressed in language acceptable to its
culture.

That is the thinking behind this amendment. The bill
makes it clear that the VMIA does not cut across either
the Accident Compensation Act or the Transport
Accident Act — the obligatory insurance schemes
required by state law.
The bill also provided for the VMIA to provide
insurance to a participating body, jointly or by
arrangement with the department. For example, it
covers all public hospitals but does so through an
agreement with the Department of Human Services
rather than with each individual hospital.
It was the establishment of that agreement that featured
in the annual report of the Victorian Managed
Insurance Authority as one of its major projects for the
year 2000.
The bill also clarifies the VMIA’s capacity to offer
indemnities to members of statutory authorities that do
not have boards of management. Keith Fitzmaurice, the
chairman of the VMIA board, has written to me and
made it clear that the VMIA in conjunction with the
Department of Treasury and Finance has reviewed the
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority (Amendment)
Bill and supports the identified changes.
This would appear to be a sensible clean-up operation.
It is the sort of bill that realistically one would have
expected to be part of omnibus legislation. It shows that
the government does not have an overall legislative
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program and is bringing routine housekeeping matters
before the house.
In the interests of honourable members speaking on the
budget, which is obviously of far greater significance, I
will curtail my remarks and leave it at that.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — In
accord with the sentiment latterly expressed by the
shadow Treasurer, the honourable member for
Brighton, I will also be brief because I am conscious
that others want to speak on the budget in particular.
The National Party supports the legislation. The
establishment of the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority (VMIA) in 1996 was a tremendous initiative
of the former government and has led to many benefits
for Victoria. The general structure and outline of those
matters has been detailed by the shadow Treasurer in
her contribution.
I want to make three specific points. The first is that it
is to the great credit of the VMIA that Victoria has
sustained effectively minimal damage through the HIH
Insurance Group collapse. The VMIA has been active
in the marketplace in ensuring that Victoria’s position
has been protected. When one looks at the relative
devastation that has been caused by the collapse of HIH
across the border in New South Wales and the damage
it has wrought in that state, it bears witness to the
efforts of the management of the VMIA to preserve
Victoria’s position in a way that best serves the people
of our state. I place on the record on behalf of the
National Party the appropriate approbation to the
management of VMIA for that outcome.
Secondly I refer to the issue of insurance for country
hospitals. This is an ongoing matter of great concern to
the provision of health services in country locations. It
is a particular concern for the medical profession as
well as for health services generally. I appreciate that it
is an ongoing challenge for all those service providers. I
would like to think the VMIA will be able to take a
pivotal role in achieving an outcome there which is
better than that which the health services now have to
accommodate. I have great confidence in the
management of VMIA to achieve that outcome. It is a
matter of pressing concern for country health services.
Thirdly and finally, I would like to reflect on the fact
that VMIA is responsible for the insurance of the mace
which is beside me. I am not sure to whom the
insurance claim went when the last one was pinched,
but suffice it to say that my faith in VMIA is such that
if this one here is pinched, we will get appropriate cover
and appropriate return.
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With those few words I support the bill.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Dandenong North).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

TRANSFER OF LAND (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 May; motion of Ms GARBUTT
(Minister for Environment and Conservation).

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The opposition will
support this legislation, but during the course of debate
I will raise some concerns raised by, for instance, the
Law Institute of Victoria about some of the
consequences of the bill. My contribution would have
been very short indeed save that today’s Report on
Ministerial Portfolios by the Auditor-General refers to
this project in some detail, and it will be appropriate
during the course of debate to refer to it.
The most important provision of the bill is clause 9,
which enables the making of regulations to set
differential pricing for land registry services provided
via the Internet and/or other electronic means. The
regulations will need to go through a regulatory impact
statement process and public consultation and scrutiny
by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee.
The reason this set of regulations comes into place is a
result of the now long-running automation of the Land
Registry. As you might be aware, Mr Acting Speaker,
before I came to this place I was a lawyer, and before
becoming a barrister I did my articles with Mr Noel
Tregent, who was very active in the campaign for the
automation of the land titles registry system, although
at that time he may have been said to be ahead of his
time. It took quite some time for Land Registry and its
predecessor bodies to adopt the suggestion that the
system become electronic.
At page 253 of his June 2001 Report on Ministerial
Portfolios the Auditor-General states in
paragraph 3.5.28:
In its current form, the land titles register comprises a
collection of mainly paper-based land titles and supporting
documentation including:
3.9 million land titles of which 2.5 million are current
and 1.4 million have been cancelled;
300 000 plans which define the boundaries of new land
parcels created through subdivisions;
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270 000 survey reports which contain documents
prepared by land surveyors in support of plans of
property subdivisions; and
13 million instruments which are source documents for
new details registered on land titles including mortgage
amendments, transfer of land titles to a new proprietor,
caveats and creation of multiple land titles from existing
land titles.

That vast amount of documentation is perfect for
reduction to electronic data format, after which it can be
made available via the Internet to those people who
need the information. The Attorney-General has
examined the process because, having commenced in
1989, it seems to have taken an unconscionably long
time, and there has been a cost blow-out from about
$62 million to $91.6 million.
The Minister for State and Regional Development has
included the additional funds made available for this
project as part of what he describes as his commitment
to providing information technology (IT) services in
Victoria. I will not get into a quibbling match about
that, because there is no doubt that it is a bipartisan
project. My suspicion is that the cost blow-out is the
responsibility of neither this minister nor his
predecessors but relates to the project management and
technical issues referred to in the report.
For the record I will look at the steps taken to automate
the Land Registry. In 1989 the automated land titles
system was introduced to enable the conversion of
paper titles to computer titles. In 1991 approximately
28 per cent of paper titles had been converted to
electronic format by in-house staff. In 1992 the
automated land titles system was expanded to enable
the online update of computer folios by the Land
Registry and to facilitate remote title searches by
interested parties. In 1993 the conversion of paper titles
to electronic format within the automated land titles
system was suspended because of a lack of resources,
with only 28 per cent of titles being converted.
In 1994 a report by the Department of Premier and
Cabinet on the business operations of the former Land
Titles Office, now the Land Registry, recommended the
automation of all paper titles. Between 1995 and 1997 a
proposal to attract private sector funding for the titles
automation process was unsuccessful. In 1997 approval
was obtained from the then Treasurer, Mr Alan
Stockdale, for the automation of all land titles, with
initial funding of up to $62 million and the final
funding allocation to be determined once tenders were
received. New tenders for a titles automation service
were called, with the cost of automation to be funded
from excess fees generated from the operations of the
former Land Titles Office.
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In 1998 tender evaluation was completed and three
contracts were entered into for project management
services, land titles data conversion and the
development of the new Victoria online titles system
(VOTS). In 1999 the implementation of the online titles
system commenced, and in 2000 there was a revised
cost estimate of $91.6 million and a revised completion
date for the initial implementation of VOTS of
November 2001, with minor enhancements to be
finalised by April 2002.
The Auditor-General also undertook an analysis and
overview of the project. In essence, his conclusion was
that the concerns about project management were:
… further compounded by changes within the Land
Registry’s internal project management structure, due to a
number of key staff departures since 1998, which have
adversely impacted upon the continuity of knowledge and
expertise in relation to the Titles Automation Project.

I am in no position to know precisely who left and why.
The Auditor-General does not make any adverse
finding as to the reasons for them leaving. At this stage,
that matter is better left alone.
After having looked at the current titles automation
project (TAP) management framework, the
Auditor-General concludes at page 263 of the report:
The revised management framework should improve the
overall management of the titles automation project and the
level of accountability provided to senior management.
However, it will be vital that the ongoing effectiveness of this
framework and associated management processes are
continually reassessed to ensure that adequate control is
maintained over the progress and emerging costs of the
project.

From my perspective as the shadow Minister for
Conservation and Environment and the shadow
Minister for Multimedia, I will be observing these
matters with interest. I hope there will be ongoing
briefings as they proceed.
The benefits of the project are set out in table 3.5E at
page 255 of the Auditor-General’s report under the
heading ‘Expected reduction in processing times for
land title transactions’. The current service time for
computerised titles is 1 hour, but the automated service
time will be less than 2 seconds. The current service
time for paper titles is 24 hours — the automated
service time will, of course, not be applicable. The
current service time for instruments is 24 hours, but the
automated system service time will be 1 to 10 seconds.
The current service time for the registration of
documents lodged is 3 weeks for 80 per cent of
dealings, but the automated service time will be less
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than 15 minutes for simple dealings and one to five
days for complex dealings.
The advantages for the users of the services —
obviously every home purchaser, vendor and other
person dealing in real estate in any way whatsoever —
will be dramatic. In those circumstances, it is
appropriate for there to be a differentiation of fees so
that services delivered over the Internet with such
remarkably more efficient timing will be charged at a
lower rate.
I have written to the Law Institute of Victoria. While
the committee has not made a formal submission
through its processes, Mr Peter Lowenstein, the senior
research solicitor, has written to me on its behalf saying
that the law institute does not see anything overly
contentious in the amendments. He states also:
Bearing in mind that the Land Registry is converting to
electronic titles in place of paper ones, the amendments, so far
as they affect the register book, seem to be appropriate.
There is, however, one aspect of the bill of which you should
be aware. That is section 9, which adds a new subsection (3)
to section 120 of the Transfer of Land Act. When the tenor of
the new subsection is considered, it is obvious a whole new
raft of fees will come into existence for what is essentially
supplying information from a vital public register. In my
view — and I hasten to add it is my view, not that of the law
institute — it may well be that the general public will be
discouraged by fee differentials from visiting the Land
Registry and, instead, will be encouraged to use
DNRE-appointed service providers, whether they wish to or
not. Once again, in my view, this is not in the best interests of
the public who should not feel discouraged from visiting the
office of a public register established for their benefit. The
subsection also opens the way for information splitting. That
is, a certain level of fee is charged for what is deemed by
DNRE to be basic information. A different, and higher, level
of fee is charged for what is deemed by DNRE to be
non-basic information. You need to appreciate the fee levels
could be quite artificially set, and, not necessarily, represent
any real cost differences in sourcing and providing
information to the public. You have to query — if this sort of
information splitting should occur — whether it is in the best
interests of the public, bearing in mind the information held at
the Land Registry is vital for the day-to-day operation of the
state’s economy, and has been compulsorily provided by the
public themselves, when lodging documents at the registry.
Finally, bearing in mind the date on which your letter was
received, and the need to respond to you by today, the
comments set out above have not been endorsed by the
institute’s executive committee …

Mr Lowenstein then asks that I indicate that to the
house and say that it is a speedy response. It is also a
well-informed response.
I ask that the Minister for State and Regional
Development pass on to the responsible minister those
concerns of the Law Institute of Victoria and that in
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setting the new fees under the new regulation clauses
the government bear in mind the fact that it is a public
registry with information compulsorily acquired from
the public. The Victorian Land Registry system is one
of the best in the world and maintaining public access
and confidence is very important.
Clauses 4 and 8 deal with the present requirement in the
act that when a Crown grant of land is made a duplicate
must be created. The purpose of the amendment is to do
away with the duplicate document for a freehold Crown
grant and enable the Registrar of Titles to immediately
convert such Crown grant to electronic form, in
accordance with the manner in which the bulk of land
titles and related information is now held.
Clause 5 deals with the current requirement in the act
for the Registrar of Titles to always create a copy or
extract of the original title information held by the
registrar. The requirement is very cumbersome and
serves no purpose when the new title has been created
but is cancelled immediately within Land Registry.
I have received a letter from Ms Pam O’Connell, who
is a teacher of property law at Monash University. She
has written:
I have been looking at fraud issues in land registration for an
article I am writing. At the recent real property teachers
conference in Melbourne in February there was some
discussion with delegates from Queensland about whether the
abolition of duplicate certificates of title had led to any fraud
problems. Apparently there have been no identity frauds since
this change. However, there was resistance from some
solicitors and some landowners and it was found politic to
provide that a certificate could issue on request. If a certificate
issues it has to be produced for registration of a dealing. The
general opinion at the conference was that duplicates of title
were as likely to promote fraud as to prevent it, given that
most forgeries are committed by trusted agents and confidants
of the registered owner. Abolition of duplicate titles prevents
mortgage by deposit, but this loss would not be mourned.
Queensland has abolished this type of mortgage, and
elsewhere it is now caught by credit legislation. This is
probably the most controversial aspect of the legislation, but it
seems inevitable if we are to progress to electronic
conveyancing.

The letter concludes with some information about
forums. Is this a convenient time, Mr Acting Speaker?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! This is a convenient time to break for lunch. The
honourable member for Doncaster will get the call
immediately after question time.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
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DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The SPEAKER — Order! It gives me great
pleasure to welcome to the gallery Mr Hamdy Zaki
Hussein, the Consul General of Egypt. Welcome, Sir.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Essential Media Communications consultancy
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — Can the Minister for
Health confirm that the cost of a consultancy for a drug
communications strategy awarded by his department to
Essential Media Communications blew out by 200 per
cent and that Essential Media Communications
continued to charge the department without proper
departmental approval?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
government has a comprehensive drug strategy worth
$77 million. Part of that strategy is to go into better
communications, because we have to communicate
right across the community to inform people about the
damage caused by drugs — and that is what the
government is doing.
The allegations made by the honourable member for
Malvern are incorrect. The advice I have received is
that Essential Media Communications (EMC) was
engaged to provide communications advice in relation
to drugs. The contract was varied, and all appropriate
procedures were met. The reason the contract had to be
varied was that extra work needed to be done. It was
appropriate that the work was done, and it means that
the public is able to get a better service.
As I said, I am advised that the initial contract was
varied and additional work was done. I am also advised
that the Department of Human Services had a variation
that was approved by the DHS legal unit. There was a
concern about the variation. I had that followed up, and
the subsequent advice I received was that the variation
was properly carried out.

Marine parks: establishment
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — Given
the government’s admission yesterday that it has been
caught out trying to introduce section 85 provisions for
fishers that are unrelated to the current marine parks
proposal, will the Minister for Environment and
Conservation now reveal the government’s true agenda
for the destruction of the current rights of Victorian
commercial and recreational fishers to fish our marine
waters?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
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Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — The government has been clear about
its intention, which was to limit — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — Keep going. Carry on! The
no-compensation provisions of the bill clearly went
further than the government intended. That has been
made absolutely clear right from the beginning. We will
be moving a house amendment to bring it back to
where it was intended. It was simply a drafting
anomaly.
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to cease interjecting.

Docklands: job creation
Mr LANGUILLER (Sunshine) — Will the
Minister for Major Projects and Tourism inform the
house of the latest investment in the booming
Docklands development and indicate how many jobs
are likely to be generated by this important project?
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for Major
Projects and Tourism) — There has been heaps of great
news coming from Docklands, the biggest major
project in town, over the past 12 months. The
honourable member for Prahran acknowledges that.
She has recently been there to look at many of the
developments.
I will quickly run through some of the things that have
been happening at Docklands. In April the Premier
announced that Lend Lease Corporation Ltd had won
the bidding rights for the $1.8 billion development of
the Victoria Harbour precinct. Last month I announced
that the winning tenderer for the Collins Street bridge
extension into Docklands was Thiess Contractors Pty
Limited.
Last December I announced that Digital Harbour
Holdings had won the development rights to the
4.4-hectare site in the Commonwealth Technology Port
precinct. The Seven network’s new Melbourne
headquarters and digital broadcast centre was
completed in May, and digital broadcasting will
commence next January.
Some 1100 residential apartments have been pre-sold
by the Mirvac Group and MAB, and the companies are
way ahead of their sales schedule. The waterfront will
be opened up, with views across Victoria Dock,
through the development of Harbour Esplanade. That is
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all great news about the biggest major project in
Melbourne — Docklands — over the past 12 months.
Today I am pleased to announce more great news for
Docklands. The first parcel of land in the Batman’s Hill
precinct has been awarded to Pan Urban Corporation,
which will construct a $150-million
environmentally-savvy, multi-use twin-tower
development. That will create 1000 jobs in addition to
the many thousands of jobs already created — and
growing — in Docklands.
One of the great things about the development is that it
is not only savvy, it is environmentally friendly in
adopting the principles of environmentally sustainable
development. It is a smart design that does not trade off
good design and good environmental outcomes. Instead
it provides the best of both worlds. Energy
consumption for airconditioning will be reduced, and
there will be an appropriate maximising of sunlight in
winter and its minimisation in summer. It will be built
next to the Collins Street bridge extension, which is
starting construction next month, and it will open
around the same time.
There is much great news about what is happening in
Docklands. The government thanks Pan Urban
Corporation and the many other companies for their
interest in and commitment to creating more and more
jobs in the biggest major project in Melbourne.

Essential Media Communications consultancy
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — Will the Minister for
Health advise the house how the Essential Media
Communications consultancy, which was meant to run
for 10 working days at a cost of $19 050, blew out to
cost $63 900.25 without producing anything?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
honourable member for Malvern obviously did not
listen. Extra work was done because extra work was
needed. This is not something that is surprising. If extra
work needs to be done, you ask for it and it gets
done — and it was.
The last time the honourable member for Malvern said
there was a blow-out he referred to the Austin Hospital.
He went to the press saying that the contract involving
one Bernie McKay had blown out from $46 000 to
$98 000.
He was wrong because additional work was required
and was done. Exactly the same thing has occurred in
this case: additional work was needed and was done.
The Department of Human Services indicated that extra
work was required because it flowed directly from the
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earlier services that had been provided, and it was not
practical to let another tender at that stage because that
would have required a repetition of work.
It is appropriate to vary contracts, and provisions in the
government purchasing guide relate to this very issue.
The government provision says under the heading
‘Commercial contract variations’ that contracts
approved under delegation may be varied by up to
$50 000 without notice to the accredited purchasing
unit. That is exactly what occurred. In this case there
was a provision whereby the director of public health
prudently sought legal advice from the Department of
Human Services legal unit, which endorsed the contract
variation.
I should also say that there was an internal memo from
an officer of the Department of Human Services which
stated that that variation would contravene
departmental guidelines. Having seen that document I
was concerned about that and asked my department to
advise whether there was any breach of guidelines in
relation to this. I subsequently received advice from the
department that that internal memo was incorrect, that
all provisions were properly adhered to and that the
variation complied with the Department of Human
Services purchasing guide in all respects.
What’s more, at the end of this process it was
determined that more work was required and that a
larger contract would be involved. For that reason there
was a new competitive tender involving anyone who
wanted to bid for the larger project. Unlike under the
previous government, Essential Media
Communications was appointed according to a
competitive tender. I compare that to the previous
government’s actions — time after time it breached
tender guidelines and spent millions of dollars on
consultancies! In summary, in this case, unlike with the
previous government, all the guidelines were properly
followed and the government did what was appropriate
right the way through.

Trams: dynamic fairways system
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — Will the Minister
for Transport inform the house of the new deal the
government has negotiated with City Link on behalf of
all Victorian motorists, this time in relation to Toorak
Road?
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — If
you listen you might learn something too.
Mr Leigh interjected.
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Mr BATCHELOR — There is no hope for the
honourable member for Mordialloc.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, answering
the question!
Mr BATCHELOR — That is right, the honourable
member for Mordialloc is only prepared to blockade
trains and oppose good initiatives like this one. I remind
honourable members that this government is prepared
to negotiate with Transurban to try to get a better
outcome for the state and the motorists of Melbourne.
As I have announced previously, the government has
reached an agreement with Transurban whereby the
company will not exercise its contractual rights in
relation to clearways on Toorak Road. As part of that
arrangement the government was to trial the
introduction of a dynamic fairway system to improve
the running times for trams. I am pleased to announce
that as of this week that dynamic fairway system is up
and running, and is operating successfully on Toorak
Road. The dynamic fairway is a new signalling system
that is designed to give priority movement to trams over
the other vehicles that are causing congestion.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — The honourable member for
Mordialloc would not be aware of the traffic conditions
on Toorak Road, but most honourable members would.
Toorak Road is one of Melbourne’s most notorious
bottlenecks, and the levels of traffic congestion have a
deleterious impact on the running times of trams. The
dynamic fairway system has been installed at four
intersections on Toorak Road — at Punt Road, Chapel
Street, Williams Road and Grange Road. Electronic
signs have been mounted over the tram tracks and
flashing markers have been installed on the road, both
of which are activated when an approaching tram
passes a sensor. These signs direct vehicles either to
move off the tram tracks to the left or, where a
right-hand turn is permissible, to do a right-hand turn.
That will improve the traffic management along Toorak
Road for cars, trucks and trams.
This system has been made possible because the Bracks
government was prepared to negotiate with Transurban
and ask it not to exercise its contractual rights, which
were bequeathed to the company courtesy of the
Kennett government. It gave Transurban the right to
force cars and trucks onto the tollway. It is interesting
that the Leader of the Opposition, who voted for that
policy when he was in government, still proudly
supports it. That is in stark contrast to the great benefits
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that have been provided to the people of Victoria
through the introduction of this program.
I congratulate the City of Stonnington, M Trams and
Transurban for their support of this excellent initiative.
Unlike this current opposition, the Bracks government
is committed to developing an integrated transport
system to try to solve traffic management issues and
improve public transport in Melbourne.

Planning: broiler farms
Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — Exactly when
does the Minister for Planning intend to insert the new
Victorian code for best practice for broiler chicken
farms into municipal planning schemes? Will this
insertion be sufficient to give councils the authority to
refuse inappropriate applications without such refusals
being constantly overturned by the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Mr Maclellan — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
as the honourable member for Gippsland West knows,
the Minister for Planning approved the code yesterday
and issued a public statement saying so. Therefore, I
ask you, Mr Speaker, to rule which parts of the question
are in order.
The SPEAKER — Order! The question asked by
the honourable member for Gippsland West sought
information from the minister in regard to the planning
process. The question is quite in order to be posed to
the minister.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
government has accepted most of the recommendations
of the advisory committee, which supports a new code
of practice for broiler chicken farms. The key aspect of
a code is to classify broiler farms into different
categories depending on their distance from other
sensitive uses. The only departure from the committee’s
recommendations is that the government will be
requiring tougher rules in relation to odour monitoring.
In relation to the honourable member’s question, I have
written to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal, and will shortly write to all councils, advising
them of the release of the report and the government’s
response. The code can now be considered as formal
government policy in any pending VCAT applications
or council decisions on broiler farms. I have asked
VCAT to bring this to the attention of parties that may
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be potentially affected. The code will not affect any
permits that have already been granted by VCAT, but
will affect future applications. The new code will be
inserted in municipal planning schemes as soon as
possible, but the advisory committee report requires
that certain steps be undertaken first. Most importantly,
a generic environmental improvement plan is to be
approved by the committee established by the Minister
for Agriculture.
In the meantime, the government’s policy on the code
is to be classed as seriously entertained planning policy
to guide councils and VCAT and enable them to refuse
inappropriate applications for broiler farms. In all such
applications, as in all planning applications, VCAT will
be an independent planning appeals body.

Essential Media Communications consultancy
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — I refer the Minister for
Health to his previous answer. Given that the
Department of Human Services briefed the minister’s
office regarding Essential Media Communications
contract breaches on 19 September 2000, and further
that the department advised that there were breaches of
Department of Human Services guidelines and
conditions regarding appropriate invoicing, cost
variations, expenditure and total contract value relating
to the contract, did the minister, his parliamentary
secretary or any members of the minister’s private
office approve the variations to this contract?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — I have
already indicated that the departmental officials
appropriately approved the variations — and that was
done according to appropriate departmental guidelines.
In addition to that, because I was concerned about the
matter and the fact that there was advice that in one
way the appropriate variation procedures had not been
followed, I asked the department for advice on that. The
advice subsequently received from the department on
1 June specifically indicates that the departmental
purchasing guidelines had been followed, that they
were correct, and that the previous memo, which
indicated that there was some contravention in relation
to that, was incorrect.

Tertiary education and training: funding
Mr HOLDING (Springvale) — Will the Minister
for Post Compulsory Education, Training and
Employment inform the house of the cost to Victoria of
changes to commonwealth labour market programs?
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment) — As many in

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday, 6 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

the house will know, this Friday I will be debating with
the federal minister, Dr Kemp, and ministers of the
other states and territories, the current Australian
National Training Authority (ANTA) agreement
funding offer, which is on the table. However, that
offer, while it is definitely better than the previous
offers — and Dr Kemp, for the third time, has increased
it after he said that he would not — has to be
considered within the context of cost shifting that has
occurred within the recent federal budget.
As honourable members will be aware, there has
already been cost shifting in relation to training —
almost $1 billion has been cut out of labour market
programs at a commonwealth level just to shift cost to
training, and those costs are being picked up by the
states and territories. Victoria has also budgeted for
$20 million to cover costs associated with the Common
Youth Allowance program, which was a
commonwealth decision. In effect, cost shifting has
already been taking place in relation to training in
Victoria.
If we look at the most recent announcements in the
2001–02 commonwealth budget over the next four
years, we see that training credits of up to $800 are
provided for 64 500 eligible job seekers under the Work
for the Dole program and training credits, again of up to
$800, are provided for mature-age and indigenous job
seekers. All honourable members would know that
$800 is totally inadequate for proper training. If you are
going to have a proper training program that will be
recognised according to industry needs and standards,
then $800 is a pittance — and of course the
commonwealth expects the Victorian government to
pick up the shortfall in that funding. The
commonwealth makes an announcement and expects
the states and territories to pick up the costs.
It is estimated that the cost from the 2001–02 Victorian
budget will average around $74 million over a
four-year period. That is an additional $74 million that
Victorian taxpayers will have to pay for announcements
made by the commonwealth government in its most
recent budget.
On the one hand they offer a few crumbs for the ANTA
training agreement, and on the other hand they take
them away by making announcements of proposals the
cost of which will have to be picked up by the states. At
a time when Victoria is experiencing almost 50 per cent
growth in its apprenticeships and traineeships, the
commonwealth must meet its mutual obligation by
properly funding training for young people.
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Essential Media Communications consultancy
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — I ask the Minister for
Health whether it is true that the only reason Essential
Media Communications was chosen for this bogus
consultancy was because of the impeccable credentials
of its senior consultant, Mr James McGarvey, whose
résumé submitted to the Department of Human
Services consisted entirely of working for a federal
Labor MP; for a Kirner government minister; for Greg
Sword, the ALP president; for John Brumby as his
private secretary from 1994 to 1996; for the ALP as a
key organiser for the 1996 election campaign; and most
recently, as the campaign manager for his own
parliamentary secretary, the honourable member for
Frankston East.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
answer is no. The honourable member has a certain
problem in that there was a full competitive process for
this appointment.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mornington!
Mr THWAITES — There was a full competitive
process.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Monbulk!
Mr THWAITES — That process was overseen by
the appropriate departmental bureaucrats. They chose
this organisation on the basis of criteria.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — Members opposite laugh
because they never did this. They never had a
competitive process. They are judging — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Wantirna!
Mr THWAITES — They look back on the time
they were in government, when time after time proper
process was breached. Before honourable members
opposite get too excited, we are talking about a contract
worth around $60 000 — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is showing disrespect to the Chair. I shall
not warn him again.
Mr THWAITES — When the honourable member
for Malvern was the parliamentary secretary, in one
year alone Corporate Kudos got $493 000 for a contract
on communications advice!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer!
Mr THWAITES — Corporate Kudos is the
company that took over the business of KNF. Or what
about this: in the year the honourable member was there
Turnbull Porter Novelli got a contract for $512 000, so
let us just look at the other side. Time after time it
happened in relation to various privatisation contracts.
In respect of Latrobe Regional Hospital there was a
bungled contract, and a consultancy of $496 000 just
for public relations around that contract!
As I have already indicated to the honourable member
for Malvern, proper process was followed throughout
this, both in the competitive process at the start and in
relation to following the guidelines of the Department
of Human Services right throughout the whole process.

Rural Victoria: arts projects
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — Will the Minister
for the Arts inform the house of the actions the
government is taking to promote community-based arts
projects throughout regional and rural Victoria?
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for the Arts) — I
thank the honourable member for his question and for
his interest in the arts. On this side of the house we have
an interest in the arts and culture in the state, rising to
an absolute passion.
I am delighted to announce today a boost of
$7.9 million for Victorian artists and arts organisations.
Contrast that with the former Kennett government’s arts
policy, which, as all honourable members recall, was an
edifice complex based in the central business district.
The government is delighted to announce that a
component of that $7.9 million extra boost for the arts
includes $5 million for regional arts, particularly
regional arts infrastructure.
It might be worth noting that the shadow Minister for
the Arts was quoted in the Herald Sun recently as
saying:
There has been nothing knew or fresh from government.
There have been a few add-ons in rural areas …
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Add-ons! Well, $5 million is not a bad add-on! I am
talking about performing arts centres right around the
state, including at Geelong, Bendigo and Swan Hill; the
Ballarat Fine Art Gallery; and that lovely little gallery
in Nicholson Street, Bairnsdale, will also receive some
extra money. But we are not neglecting the city. The
government is providing assistance for Craft Victoria’s
relocation and funds for the lovely and innovative
Theatreworks in St Kilda, in the seat of Albert Park,
which is held by the Deputy Premier.
The government has also increased its support for
access and participation in the arts. We want Victorians
right across the state to feel they can participate in arts
and culture, and particularly in the festivals. To mention
just one, the Dunnolly Gold Rush has now been
supported by this government.
It is not just regional Victoria; we are taking arts to the
world. We are promoting regional artists and arts
organisations in touring projects from Taipei to Tokyo,
Singapore to Seoul, Milan to Moscow, Paris to
Portugal, and Dublin to Dili.
One group that is flying overseas to represent Victoria
internationally is the Flying Fruit Fly Circus, which is
touring Hawaii and New Zealand. The opposition
might be interested to note that at the moment it is the
only group in Victoria doing more backflips than the
opposition! Another production touring at the Vienna
festival is performed by Tom E. Lewis, and I
recommend it to the Leader of the Opposition. The
production is called Lift ‘em Up Socks.
Finally, we are seriously investing in young musicians
and rock music development. The government’s policy
in arts and culture is to ensure there is access and
participation. We want to support rock musicians and
contemporary music development. So far as the arts are
concerned, Victoria is definitely the place to be.

TRANSFER OF LAND (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — Before the luncheon
break I referred to clause 5 and to a letter from Ms Pam
O’Connell from Monash University. Finally, I refer to
clauses 6 and 7 which do away with mandatory
destruction of old or historic certificates of title and
allow the registrar to save out-of-date certificates of title
so long as the certificate of title is altered so that it is
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clear that it can no longer be used to support land
transactions.
I have had the benefit of advice from Middletons
solicitors, in particular Mr Derek Begg, who looked at
the proposal and wrote that the amendment:
… is technical in nature, to assist the LTO, there is nothing
proposed that causes any concerns to me. In fact the
non-destruction power (new section 27BA) is the current
procedure anyway — obviously someone has realised there
was no legislative basis for the procedure.

In other words, for some time there has probably been a
breach of the law but the sensible course has been to
allow people to keep documents and certificates of title
that have sentimental value and have been altered in a
way that prevents them from being used for land
transfer purposes.
With those precautionary statements, the opposition
supports the bill and will not be moving any
amendments.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — The Transfer of
Land (Amendment) Bill represents almost an end to the
work that began in this place in about 1985 when we set
out to achieve what we then called Landata and to bring
online all land transactions. Some 15 years later we are
getting towards the end of that work.
The program has spread over three governments and
has been embraced by all, as well as by the industry. It
is an example of where technology, having been
introduced into land transfers, shifts the power and
influence from departments through to the people
involved in the industry and eventually the general
public. People will have access to all impediments on
land titles. Instant information, for which we used to
have to pay a lot of money and wait a long time — and
in some cases employ solicitors and real estate people
to get — will now be available online.
It is a large bonus for country Victoria that we have
been keen to achieve. Access to the land titles office
and all things relating to it will be virtually
instantaneous and we will not be faced with the long
drawn-out procedure that existed in the 1980s and
1990s. The bill will provide for fees for online services
to be set by regulation, which is a breakthrough. In a
number of areas we have had trouble getting the fee
structures for online services adopted.
An area that is particularly important to us is the
telemedicine operation. We have introduced
telemedicine services to many isolated areas but have
been unable to reach a fee structure or fee payment
system with the commonwealth so as to fully utilise it.
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The legislation overcomes that problem and will enable
fees for online services to be set. Of course, those fees
will vary depending on the service and the way in
which it is activated.
The bill will also enable out-of-date paper certificates
of title to be saved for historic purposes. In the
changeover to electronic form, our historic titles will be
able to be saved and looked after. Victoria’s titles office
has been one of the best and the systems it has had in
place over the years have been very good. Because of
their historic nature, to lose those paper titles to new
technology would have been an indictment of our
society.
The bill will provide for a Crown grant of land to be
immediately converted to electronic form and will
enable related activities to be instantly available and
understood. Also, when land is resold quickly — for
example, off-the-plan sales — there is no requirement
to produce a duplicate certificate of title.
This legislation has been ongoing over many years and
has achieved total support from all sides of the house. I
note that it is a little behind; it was due for completion
in March of this year. There is now a revised target for
April 2002. It is also interesting to note that the cost of
this operation is expected to blow out to $91.6 million,
an increase of more than $29.4 million or 47 per cent of
the original cost estimate, which is a reflection of the
effort and work that has been involved.
This was a huge task back in the 1980s, when it was
first tackled. As I said, it began in the early years of the
Labor government, continued through the Kennett
years and continues on under the Bracks government.
With all of us working together the task will eventually
be completed and the people of Victoria will be given
access to the information. Gaining access to much of
that information has been difficult for power-type
reasons. The capacity to identify impediments to land
titles through the Internet will be of great benefit to
everyone. No longer will it be the case of only one
person with the information having the power.
National Party members support the legislation and
wish it a speedy passage through the Parliament. I trust
that as we progress we will be able to achieve the goal
we set ourselves and provide good service throughout
Victoria for those involved in the sale of land.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr HOWARD (Ballarat
East).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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LAND SURVEYING BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 May; motion of Ms GARBUTT
(Minister for Environment and Conservation).
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr PERTON
(Doncaster) pursuant to sessional orders.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The bill comes to the
house as a result of a review of professional regulations
required by national competition policy. In preparing
the opposition’s response on the bill I was grateful for
the briefings I received from the department and the
Surveyor-General, Mr Keith Bell, who was
accompanied by Mr Mark Cleary and Mr Alan
McPherson. I am also grateful to the Victorian division
of the Institution of Surveyors and Consulting
Surveyors Victoria, which proved to be very helpful in
providing not only its resources but also those of
academics teaching in the field. In addition there has
been wide interest in the bill.
While articles on surveying do not appear on the front
pages of the newspapers on a daily basis, surveying is
one of the foundations of the certification of land
ownership in Victoria. As you are aware,
Madam Acting Speaker, Victoria and New South
Wales, together with South Australia, are international
shining lights in the field of land registration certainty.
The system of surveying in this state is very much part
of that.
The bill provides for a new system of registering
surveyors. It saves those surveyors who are already
registered but requires them to take part in an annual
registration system accompanied by professional
development, which is the modern way of regulating
professions and professionals and ensuring they remain
up to date.
The bill also sets out anew the role of the
Surveyor-General as it relates to land survey. It
establishes the Surveyors Registration Board of
Victoria and outlines its role, as well as providing a
system of appeal to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal for those who are dissatisfied
with the board’s decisions. It also puts in place a system
of offences.
I will not go over all the information referred to in the
second-reading speech and provided at the briefings, as
many members still want to contribute to the budget
debate. Most of the opposition’s views on the bill will
be put during the committee stage.
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One of the amendments I have circulated relates to the
role of the Surveyor-General. I have also circulated
amendments relating to the method of appointment to
the board and to a provision that legislatively puts in
place the minister’s undertaking to appoint the
Surveyor-General as the chairperson of the board.
The Surveyor-General has played an important role in
Victorian history. The reason Melbourne is such an
easy city to live in, travel around and navigate — —
Mr Wilson — It is the world’s most livable city!
Mr PERTON — As the honourable member for
Bennettswood says, in undertaking assessments of the
world’s cities, including looking at natural and artificial
environments and a number of other factors, the Centre
for Population Biology in the United States has rated
Melbourne, together with Seattle and Montreal, as the
world’s most livable city.
Mr Wilson interjected.
Mr PERTON — As the honourable member for
Bennettswood rightly points out, so much of that is a
tribute to the work of the early surveyors and
surveyors-general like Hoddle, who set up a grid
system for the city of Melbourne and ensured that it
was easy to get around, live in and work in.
As shadow minister my contact with both of the
professional associations and their members has been
positive. They were much involved in the review of the
profession.
The drafting of this bill does leave something to be
desired. Members of the opposition are aware there are
some power plays at work within the department and
that the position of Surveyor-General, which has had
such an historically important role, appears to be being
downgraded in status, control and responsibility. Other
public servants are seeking greater power at the
expense of the Surveyor-General. The surveyors
professional associations do not like that and their
members have made that clear during the drafting
process.
Obviously between the early drafts that were produced
between December and January and the draft that came
into the house, a number of the concerns of the
surveyors were made good. They now support the
general tenor of the legislation, but they believe the
amendments I am suggesting ought to be made in an
objective and cooperative drafting process. That is the
reason I will be moving them.
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With those few comments I indicate that the opposition
is not opposed to the legislation but will be seeking to
make amendments in the course of its passage through
the Parliament.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — As is the case with
the Liberal Party, the National Party does not oppose
the bill and will support the amendments to be moved
by the honourable member for Doncaster. I trust that
the government will give close consideration to the
adoption of those amendments.
I noted the honourable member for Doncaster’s
comments about the surveyors of the past and the role
they played in making Melbourne worthy of its tag as
the world’s most livable city. I can assure you that the
surveyors have also played a very strong role in country
areas, and probably made their greatest mark in country
Victoria during the gold rush, when they became
experts in their chosen field.
As technological change has come about some of the
mistakes of the early surveyors have been able to be
corrected, but it is amazing just how accurate they were
in their day. I remember some of the changes which
came about during my time as a councillor with the
former City of Swan Hill and which affected the oldest
part of the community. When the surveyor’s line was
put over it using the new technology the whole place
was found to be a little out of line. That is common in
many areas where improved technology is used.
This bill comes to us as a result of national competition
policy (NCP), which is something I suppose the
Parliament is getting used to handling. I am amazed at
how the Parliament handles some NCP reviews with
great gusto and runs away from others. With the
amendments to be proposed the measure has the
support of this Parliament.
The purpose of the bill is to replace the Surveyors Act
1978 and introduce annual registration for licensed
surveyors. It establishes the Surveyors Registration
Board and provides for investigation into the
professional conduct of licensed surveyors, which I am
sure is welcomed by the industry as well as by all who
deal with them. It also provides for fees for the
maintenance of the survey control network.
The National Party has consulted quite a lot on this bill,
and there has been general support throughout the
whole industry for the changes it will bring to the land
surveying industry. I trust the bill will have a speedy
passage and there will be a committee stage to handle
the honourable member for Doncaster’s amendments. I
am not sure what the arrangements are for today. By the
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look of the honourable member for Ballarat East, I
think it’s not looking good, mate! He has got that lower
lip — —
Mr Perton — That intransigent look which
says — —
Mr STEGGALL — That look of arrogance of
those in power!
Mr Perton — And which says, ‘We’ve stuffed up
but we’re not going to admit it!’
Mr STEGGALL — That’s right! But I am sure that
if he really considered the approach that the public
believes the government has towards life that he would
bring it on and make sure that we could introduce,
debate and discuss those very well-formed amendments
that will help this legislation gain the support of the
industry.
The National Party is not opposing the legislation and
will support the amendments to be moved by the
honourable member for Doncaster. I trust that this bill
will have a speedy passage through the Parliament.
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — I am pleased to
speak on the bill, which recognises the significance of
surveyors to this state as a result of 150 years of
outstanding work. We have heard about the work they
did in surveying Melbourne and other cities of this
state, as well as the work they have done in surveying
the countryside across the state. They are clearly vitally
important in terms of any transfer of land and in
determining what will be the appropriate boundaries for
that land.
This legislation has been brought forward after
significant consultation with surveyors around the state.
It is my understanding that through that consultation
various changes have been carried out. The legislation
initially puts in place an annual registration of
surveyors and sets a fee which will be paid to the new
regulatory board within the government to perform the
regulation as it applies to cadastral surveying in
Victoria.
In following through on the annual registration the
surveyors will need to provide their details of
qualifications so they can be formally registered. The
annual licence fee will be applied to this registration
and will be passed on to the regulatory body to be used
for professional development of surveying and to
ensure that the surveying industry is well supported and
maintains and improves its place at the forefront of
work in this area.
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The Surveyor’s Registration Board is established by the
bill. It will be a skills-based, eight-member board which
will advise government on the administration, policies
and strategic directions of land surveying and related
infrastructure. It will perform an important role in
helping to oversee the work of the surveying industry in
the state.
The bill also establishes the Surveyors Registration
Board of Victoria Fund. All fees or any fines and
penalties paid or recovered and any expenses incurred
by the board in carrying out its functions may be paid
into or out of the particular fund that will be established
The bill also retains reciprocal arrangements that are in
place to facilitate mutual recognition between states,
territories and New Zealand, so we are keeping in touch
with other states and also with New Zealand in terms of
ongoing work and arrangements in the surveying area.
It provides for investigations into professional conduct
of licensed surveyors through a system of preliminary
investigations and formal hearings so that, again, we
can be assured of the standard of those carrying out
work as surveyors in this state.
It enables appeals through the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal for any party affected by
determinations of the board with regard to refusal for
registration or renewal of registration and the
imposition of conditions of registration. They will be
referred to VCAT if any challenges are made in this
regard.
The bill also provides a regulation-making power to
support the introduction of a survey infrastructure
maintenance fee at a later time, something we will
continue to work with the industry to develop. It
enables a licensed surveyor to continue to have the
power to enter land, after giving reasonable notice to
the occupier, for the purposes of carrying out a land
survey. However, the surveyor will not be able to enter
into residences unless he or she has obtained written
consent. It relates to the conditions upon which any
surveyor can enter a property or residence and it
clarifies those issues. The bill provides for all current
so-called cadastrals, meaning land surveyors, to be
deemed to be licensed under the new bill upon payment
of their fee and it repeals the Surveyors Act 1978 and
makes consequential amendments to other acts.
As I have also stated, in working through the bill
members in the industry have expressed concern about
a number of issues from time to time. This government
has worked with Keith Bell, the Surveyor-General, and
the industry overall to attempt to redress those issues,
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clarify them and ensure that the legislation is presented
in the best form to enable this industry, which is very
important for the state, to work effectively. I am pleased
to see that through those consultations we have ensured
the position of the Surveyor-General will continue to be
a highly regarded position in this community and that
professional standards and development can be
maintained.
The many changes of recent years, where fewer
surveyors are required to work for the state, as it were,
and more surveyors are working in private practice —
the movement of the industry from the public into the
private sector is a move that has clearly been observed
over recent years — have left surveyors in an uncertain
position regarding their future, so I am pleased the bill
has been brought forward by the government.
With regard to the amendments proposed by the
honourable member for Doncaster, the government will
clarify its position on those later this day. I support the
bill and trust it has a speedy passage.
Mr WILSON (Bennettswood) — I am pleased to
join debate on the bill, which provides for a new
regulatory framework of land surveying in Victoria. It
has six main goals: firstly, to provide for the annual
registration of licensed surveyors to perform land
surveying in Victoria; secondly, to provide for
investigations into the professional conduct of licensed
surveyors; thirdly, it establishes the Surveyors
Registration Board of Victoria; fourthly, it establishes
the Surveyors Registration Board of Victoria Fund;
fifthly, it repeals the Surveyors Act of 1978 and makes
consequential amendments to other acts; and finally, it
provides for fees for the maintenance of the survey
control network.
The minister’s second-reading speech reveals that a
review of the Surveyors Act was undertaken in
accordance with the national competition policy
requirements as part of a joint departmental and
industry review of surveying regulation. The review
recommended that professional regulation continue in
order to protect the integrity of the cadastre, because it
underpins the government’s guarantee of title and
therefore provides significant benefits to the
community. However, the current regulatory
arrangements have become outdated and require
modernising to ensure the profession continues to
provide a high quality surveying service to the
Victorian community.
As the shadow minister, the honourable member for
Doncaster, outlined in his earlier contribution,
opposition members have consulted widely on this bill.
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We have ascertained that there is still a degree of angst
within the profession about this legislation. Indeed, I
have received representation from surveyors within my
own electorate, and therefore I hope the government
takes on board the shadow minister’s amendments and,
with the support of the National Party, produces a piece
of legislation that will enjoy broad support.
In his contribution the shadow minister gave a brief
outline of the reasons behind the amendments being
moved in his name, and I look forward to his further
contribution on those amendments.
Other honourable members have spoken of the
importance of the role of the Surveyor-General.
Following some research on his role I want to reflect on
comments made by the Honourable Alan Hunt in
another place in debate on the Electoral Commission
Bill as long ago as 1982. In debate on the bill he stated:
Both bills —

He was referring to the bill before the house and an
earlier electoral commission bill —
provide for an identically constituted commission chaired by
the Chief Judge of the County Court or his nominee,
complemented by the Chief Electoral Officer and the
Surveyor-General.

The speech continues:
The first of these safeguards is the absolute protection
provided by clause 4 for the Chief Electoral Officer and the
Surveyor-General against political interference in the
performance of their duties.

Mr Hunt made the point that the legislation provided:
… the same protection as the Auditor-General enjoys for the
Chief Electoral Officer and the Surveyor-General so that they
will have absolute confidence in performing their roles with
the impartiality and integrity demanded of them and will be
seen to be impartial and independent by the public at large.

It is important to place on the record how important the
opposition believes the role of the Surveyor-General to
be in Victoria. I commend the amendments of the
shadow minister to the house and hope that we see
support from the National Party and the government to
enable them to go through.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms DUNCAN (Gisborne).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 May; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Ms DUNCAN (Gisborne) — It is with great
pleasure that I speak today on the Appropriation
(2001/2002) Bill, commonly referred to as the
budget — and what a wonderful budget it is! I
particularly like the theme of the budget, which is
delivering today and building for tomorrow. That is
exactly what this budget seeks to do and in fact does. It
shows the government’s enormous foresight, something
that was lacking in the previous government, which
was all about cutting services and reducing money on
infrastructure in order to give Victoria a big, fat surplus.
It did not do a whole lot about delivering services and
doing the sorts of things that governments should do.
That is its primary role. It is not about accumulating
large surpluses; it is about delivering services to
Victorians for their taxes.
The budget builds on the achievements of the first
19 months of the Bracks government and is intended to
equip Victoria for the future, and we see this in all ways
in this budget, in the short, medium and long term. As
the Treasurer has said, it is a budget that is right for the
times.
The budget is certainly good for the people in my
electorate of Gisborne and for all Victorians. It
continues with the government’s rebuilding of our
health system and reinvesting in our schools and TAFE
institutes. It is about protecting our environment,
overhauling the corrections system and building
stronger communities. The budget brings particular
benefits to the electorate of Gisborne in the areas of
education, health and community safety, and with
regard to community safety the benefits are wide and
many.
The Bracks government has provided an additional
$51 million for the construction of eight new police
stations. I am happy to say that the township of
Gisborne will be getting one such new police station. In
addition the $51 million will help to replace
15 outdated stations around country Victoria. Again,
the township of Romsey in my electorate is another
beneficiary of this policy. The very old police station
will be replaced because it is inappropriate and no
longer able to meet the needs of the community. I
visited the Romsey police station several weeks ago
and saw first hand just how difficult it is for police to
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operate in that facility. Apart from being physically
inappropriate it has more than served its purpose.
The new Gisborne police station will be a 24-hour one.
It has been long and eagerly awaited by the people of
Gisborne. Honourable members may recall that I have
spoken about the police station previously. It has quite a
history. Essentially the previous local member of
Parliament had made promises in several previous
elections that the Gisborne police station would be
upgraded from its very poor facilities to a 24-hour
police station.
I believe the commitment has been made during the
past two or three election campaigns, yet we have seen
no police station on the ground nor any forward
estimates in the previous budgets to indicate it was on
the horizon. In fact quite the opposite occurred: not
only was no funding allocated for it in any of those
budgets, but an attempt was made to sell the land in
Robertson Street, Gisborne, which had always been
earmarked for the police station. It was only good luck
that at the time a number of councillors noted that
although the land had been declared to be in surplus it
was not.
The station will no longer operate from its existing site;
the new station will be built on land that is
appropriately located near the premises of the Country
Fire Authority, the State Emergency Service and the
ambulance station in what will appropriately become a
services precinct. Much concern dating back many
years has been expressed to me by the residents of
Gisborne about the response times they can now expect
given that when their police station was closed they had
to rely on the police station in Kyneton for most of their
servicing, which caused them much angst because they
feared that if they required police attendance it would
not be available in the time they needed it. The
allocation of $5 million to Gisborne for its new 24-hour
police station is a fantastic achievement that will give
the people in my electorate, in the township of
Gisborne and the surrounding areas, enormous peace of
mind. They will now have a fully equipped and
serviced 24-hour police station.
The township of Gisborne has grown considerably over
the past few years, as have the surrounding areas, and it
is appropriate and timely that work on the police station
be commenced. It will provide state-of-the-art
infrastructure for up to 50 police and other staff, and as
I said, it will give peace of mind to the people of
Gisborne and the surrounding areas.
The work is due to commence in March 2002, and I
hope it will be completed by December 2002. The
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$545 000 allocated for the replacement of the Romsey
police station is also welcomed by the electorate. It will
bring its facilities and infrastructure up to scratch and
equip it for modern policing. As I said, the station, as it
currently exists, is very inappropriate.
The Bracks government will spend $30 million on an
innovative information technology project to link rural
hospitals and health professionals throughout Victoria.
The funding will also put patients and doctors in
contact with specialists at major city hospitals. The
Bracks government is committed to closing the gap
between the health services provided to rural Victorians
and those provided to urban Victorians. No longer will
rural Victoria be the toenails of the state; instead it will
be an integral part of the foot. This initiative is a step in
that direction. The health technology project will ensure
that health services to Victorians, regardless of where
they live — whether they are in the heart of Melbourne
or the far reaches of the state — are state of the art,
highly effective and able to deliver an improved health
service to all Victorians, which is what the government
is on about.
In the last budget, as part of the government’s election
commitment, the Gisborne electorate was lucky enough
to secure $11 million for the redevelopment of the
Kyneton hospital. At that time it was envisaged that the
costs would be closer to the $12 million mark, so this
budget delivers an additional $1.7 million for the
project to ensure that the Kyneton hospital is able to
provide the best facilities possible. The $1.7 million
allocation is indicative of the emphasis this government
places on health services, and the Gisborne electorate
has been a beneficiary, yet again, of that commitment.
The government’s ongoing commitment to education is
one of the key planks of this budget. All the schools in
the Gisborne electorate will benefit from the
$23 million statewide allocation for computer upgrades,
including additional computers, hardware
improvements and networking. Those things are always
very welcome in schools, and the schools in my
electorate have communicated that to me. The Labor
government has also injected a massive $283 million
for education infrastructure that will contribute to the
government’s goals of increased retention rates and
participation in the knowledge economy. Under the
Middle Years of Learning program, money is allocated
to specifically target that area of great need in
education: this government and this minister understand
those middle years are critical in a student’s education.
I am pleased to say that one of the great beneficiaries of
the $283 million investment in educational
infrastructure will be the Bacchus Marsh Secondary
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College, which has received an allocation of $4 million.
The minister and I were privileged to go there to make
the announcement shortly after the budget was released,
and the feeling among the students and the staff at the
college was fantastic. The staff at the school were
extremely pleased with the budget and the great
benefits it would bring to the school and students now
and in the future. It reflects the theme of the budget:
delivering today and building for tomorrow.
The purpose of the new science and technology centre
at the Bacchus Marsh Secondary College campus is to
provide specialist facilities for aquaculture, horticulture
and viticulture studies, and it will also be the venue for
the science component of the Middle Years of Learning
program. The government will organise the
redevelopment of the centre in partnership with the
Ballarat TAFE institute and the Shire of Moorabool,
which will ensure maximum return on investment. The
staff and the school community are very excited about
the project and the prospect of being involved in its
development. As the minister said at the announcement,
it is state of the art; it is about innovation; it is about
making sure that our students have all the facilities and
the specialist staff that the centre needs to ensure it can
produce the best possible outcomes for Victoria in
science and technology.
Increasingly we see how important those areas are to
our economy and our society, and how our students
must be equipped to work in them. I was pleased and
privileged, as was the minister, to make that special
announcement at Bacchus Marsh. It will be exciting to
watch the project develop.
In addition, Tylden Primary School will receive
$843 000 for the redevelopment of its staff and
administration facilities and further money for
technology-enhanced classrooms and improved toilet
facilities. Again, that is a clear example of the
government’s commitment to small rural schools.
Towns such as Tylden were given nothing by the
former Kennett government. It is fantastic to see this
small community with the school pretty much at its
centre so excited at the prospect of its redevelopment.
The community has been given a fresh start after
feeling left out under the previous government’s
administration.
The Bracks government has again illustrated its
commitment not just to education itself but to education
in Victoria’s regional and rural towns. This government
and this minister are not about closing schools but
about enhancing and building on what we have by
investing today for the future of not only students but
towns and communities.
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As I said, all the schools in my electorate will benefit
from the statewide allocation of $23 million for
computer upgrades. This additional funding will take
the average computer-to-student ratio in Victorian
government schools to 1 in 5, which is fantastic. Again,
all schools in my electorate will benefit from the
$40 million statewide allocation for purpose-built
information and communications technology centres.
These state-of-the-art e-learning facilities will be
provided in every government secondary college.
These are some of the immediate and direct benefits
that electorates such as Gisborne are seeing. The budget
sets the scene for continued economic and jobs growth.
The government is about investing in new
infrastructure, about getting the climate right for
Victorian business and small business, and encouraging
a creative and innovative economy.
A key plank of the budget is the targeting of
employment. Victoria must have continued
employment growth. In the year to March 2001 some
68 500 jobs were created, which is fantastic for the
whole state. Again, it needs to be emphasised that while
we saw employment growth under the previous
government it was almost exclusively generated in the
Melbourne area. The wonderful thing about
employment growth in this term of the Bracks
government is that one in three of the jobs created is in
regional Victoria. The climate is being set across the
state so that towns in my electorate of Gisborne and
throughout regional Victoria will benefit from
improved employment growth. We do not want people
having to move to major cities to gain employment. We
need to create employment in those areas so that
communities in small towns can continue to develop
and thrive.
I turn to the great transport benefits the budget delivers
to our communities. My electorate has seen great
benefits from the wonderful Linking Victoria program.
There has been a substantial investment in the
Woodend railway station, which is aimed at ensuring
that train links from Bendigo to Melbourne benefit all
the communities along the way and that everyone gains
from the fantastic growth to be generated as a result of a
more efficient service and reduced travelling times.
The government recognises that it is trying to run a rail
system that aims to deliver 21st century rail services
while relying on 19th century infrastructure. The
investment in standardising the rail gauge is another
illustration of the progressive policies and the
preparedness of the Bracks government to invest in
infrastructure to generate benefits for the future. The
government has shown enormous foresight in putting
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together the budget. As I said, the emphasis is on jobs
growth, which has been delivered by investment in
infrastructure, reducing business taxes and encouraging
innovation. All of those things are enunciated in some
detail in the budget.
Businesses in my electorate have expressed their
appreciation of the business tax cuts. The tax reform
package announced in April is delivering better
business taxes, lower taxes, fewer taxes, no new taxes
and a simpler tax system — and there are fewer
taxpayers as a result. It has also reduced the paperwork
and cut red tape — and as I said, small businesses are
grateful.
The government is investing $193 million over four
years in initiatives to improve Victoria’s environmental
sustainability and biodiversity by tackling salinity,
protecting Victoria’s marine environment and restoring
flows to the Snowy River. We can see the
government’s commitment to the environment in the
allocation it has made to the marine national parks
project.
This is a fantastic budget. I heard opposition members
going on about the things that were not in the budget.
Some called out, ‘Where are the major projects?’, when
government members were speaking. I point out that
they are right under their noses; they are in my
backyard and their backyards. They are happening at
Victoria’s rail stations, schools and hospitals. Those are
the major projects, not the icons in the middle of
Melbourne. They are the serious investments that will
stand Victoria in good stead not just for today but for
the future. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — The Australian
Financial Review got it right in its editorial of 16 May
when it said:
The Bracks government’s second budget is a disappointing
document. The Victorian general government sector is about
to be pushed back into cash deficit, and that deficit is
projected to rise to almost $300 million in 2002–03.

In a comment piece in the paper on the same day Alan
Mitchell said:
Victorian Labor, it seems, is settling uneasily into the
financial discipline of government. The Bracks government
has budgeted to go from a cash surplus of $1.2 billion in
2000–01 to a deficit of $22 million in 2001–02. On present
policies, the general government cash deficit is projected to
increase to $300 million in 2002–03.
…
Needless to say, these figures are not exactly highlighted in
yesterday’s budget papers. They are tucked away at the back
of the 300-page budget statement, where the Victorian
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government complies with its obligations to present
comprehensive budget figures according to the national
uniform standard.

They certainly are tucked away, but when one goes
through the budget documents one can find other
references that are also disquieting. Table D4 in the
budget paper 2 for 2001–02 is the general government
sector balance sheet and shows that net debt in 2001
was $1.767 billion and that that will steadily grow from
2001 through to a figure of $2.363 billion in 2005.
Table D1 is the general government sector operating
statement and it shows the net lending and borrowing
figures, which go from a plus figure of $606 million in
2000–01 to a minus figure of $477 million in 2004–05.
This indicates that the kind of financial restraint that is
needed to keep the state ship afloat is sadly missing.
All of this brings back memories of the appalling
financial management, or lack of financial
management, that this state saw between 1982 and
1992 and that the Kennett government then had to
redress between 1992 and 1999. To its eternal credit,
that is what the Kennett government did, and the
Bracks government inherited a significant financial
surplus. I think all Victorians would hope that that
financial surplus will not be wasted — that it will not
be put to the sword by a government that is drunk on
spending but very low on sensible financial
management.
If members were looking for headlines on this budget
they could come in the following forms: higher
spending, lower growth, lower employment growth,
reduced investment levels, increased borrowings,
increased deficits, and an increase in the unfunded
superannuation liabilities of the state. These are the
kinds of headlines we are seeing.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr COOPER — As the honourable member for
Hawthorn says, it all sounds terribly familiar. It starts to
give all of us, particularly those who were here prior to
1992, the sorts of nervous tremors that we got around
budget time with Labor Treasurers ranging from the
now infamous Rob Jolly — the modern money
manager, as he liked to call himself — through to the
last in the line, Tony Sheehan, who had the appalling
task of having to try to sweep up the mess and do
something about it. To Mr Sheehan’s credit, he did the
best job he could, even though it was a task that nobody
could have turned around.
This budget is forecasting things such as lower
employment growth, reduced investment levels,
increased borrowings and increased deficits while also
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looking at higher spending and the consequences of
lower growth. It is a matter of concern and one that
should be of concern to this government. It is
something members opposite should be taking very
seriously. They were warned 12 months ago and they
are being warned again. They are being warned by very
sober and experienced economic commentators in
newspapers of some renown such as the Australian
Financial Review. Those commentators are saying to
this government: stop and have a bit of think before you
continue down the path you have set out upon.
Of course the government is setting its credentials in
regard to its spending. It is saying that it is going to
spend a lot of money. That is welcome and the
community will see some results for its money. In my
electorate, for example, a new primary school is to be
built in East Mornington. That will be welcome, as we
have seen five primary schools in the Mornington area
trying to cope with a significant increase in growth.
Over the past four or five years the bureaucracy in the
education department has maintained that those five
schools will be able to accommodate the school
population growth in Mornington. The school
principals in the area, the local member — me — and
others have said that we do not accept that; we do not
believe that is right, and finally the penny has dropped
and a new primary school is to be built.
On the other hand, while we are getting a new primary
school in East Mornington, a new secondary college is
needed in Somerville, which is another high-growth
area, but not only has the Minister for Education said
that a new secondary college will not be built but she is
intent on selling off the land so that no future
government can build a secondary college in that area.
The minister has outraged the community of Somerville
with her determination to get rid of a site which was,
interestingly enough, bought by Joan Kirner when she
was Minister for Education. Joan Kirner recognised that
there was growth in Somerville that would need to be
accommodated, but the present Minister for Education
says that she knows better. While I did not agree with
Mrs Kirner on many occasions, she certainly made the
right decision when as Minister for Education she
bought that land. She was under no pressure to buy it.
In fact, from the point of view of economic sanity it
was a purchase that the government of the day could
well have done without, given that it was trying to save
some money by that stage because the financial ship
was going down. However, Joan Kirner recognised the
need in a high-growth area, bought that land and now it
virtually has a for-sale sign sitting on it because of the
decision of the present Minister for Education.
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Along with a few other members who have a
significant interest in the major project of the Scoresby
freeway I attended an information forum for the
transport industry at the City of Greater Dandenong’s
Springvale offices on 20 April. Everybody in this house
now acknowledges that the Scoresby freeway is highly
necessary. The Labor Party has gone from a position of
total opposition to it when it was in opposition to now
being a major proponent of the project. The Minister
for Transport spoke at that information forum and I
took some notes. Those notes reveal that he said the
government is committed to the Scoresby project.
Victoria, meaning the Victorian government, wants the
Scoresby project declared a RONI — a road of national
importance — and the government wants road funding
to go towards the freeway.
The minister said that the Scoresby project could not
proceed without federal funding. His plea to all who
were there, including a number of members of the
Liberal Party, was to apply pressure to and get funds
from the federal government for the Scoresby freeway
project.
The project is something that all the people who were at
the forum are committed to. It came as pleasant news
when the Prime Minister announced that the federal
government would commit $220 million towards the
project. Virtually everyone welcomed the
announcement, but there were a couple of exceptions.
One was the Labor candidate for the federal seat of
Dunkley, the current mayor of Frankston, Cr Mark
Conroy. The Frankston Hastings Independent of
15 May quotes him as saying:
… the $220 million announcement was ‘a disaster’.

We are all waiting with bated breath for his next
announcement. Those of us who pay any attention to
what Cr Conroy says are looking forward with great
anticipation to his comment on the magnificent
allocation by the state government of $2 million to the
Scoresby freeway project — I repeat, 2 million!
Cr Conroy, the Labor mayor of Frankston, described
the federal government’s contribution of $220 million
as a disaster, yet he has been strangely quiet about the
miserly $2 million announced by the Victorian
Treasurer, Mr Brumby, in the state budget.
Cr Conroy has also not commented on the article in the
Herald Sun of 17 May headed ‘Freeway backtrack’:
Treasurer John Brumby appears to have become lukewarm
about the $1 billion Scoresby freeway, infuriating federal
transport minister, John Anderson.
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Asked on radio about the project, Mr Brumby said Victoria
did not have the capacity to pay for it even with the federal
government’s $220 million contribution.

Although the federal government has kicked money in,
the state Treasurer is now white-anting the
commitments of his colleague, the Minister for
Transport. We already have two voices coming from
the government on this — and no doubt there will be a
third and a fourth. The government is showing that
even though it pays lip-service to the Scoresby project,
it is still committed to the original position it held prior
to the state election in 1999 — that is, that Scoresby is
not on its priority list. The Bracks government is not
interested in committing funds to the project. When the
pressure comes on — when it has a chance to kick in
$220 million to match the federal government
dollar-for-dollar and get the project started — it walks
away. Putting in $2 million is an insult! It might as well
have not put anything into the budget.
However, I find it strange that Cr Mark Conroy is so
quick to blast the federal government but so slow to say
anything about the state government’s response — in
fact, he is so silent that one would have to describe him
as a hypocrite. The people of Dunkley are still waiting
to hear him comment on this issue.
People like Cr Conroy and others, who are so quick to
condemn, should also be talking about the forecasts in
the budget for lower economic and employment growth
in this state. The government has made those forecasts
because the proof is there already. It can be seen in
newspaper articles, such as the one that appeared in the
Herald Sun of 29 May under the heading ‘3300 jobs
lost in industry shifts’, as well as the lists that detail lost
jobs and investments.
The Liberal Party is keeping those lists because it wants
to know what is going on. The list I have, which is not
complete, shows that from January 2000 to May 2001,
12 662 jobs were lost as a result of businesses either
closing down or shifting interstate or overseas. Is this
the kind of record the government wants to stand on? Is
it the kind of record the government believes will be
welcomed by the community? The government has a
surprise coming if it believes that!
I go back to the days prior to 1992, when Victoria was
rightly described as the Rust Bucket State. It seems the
Bracks government has not learnt from the past; it
seems intent on repeating the mistakes of the
Cain–Kirner governments. Do we believe Mark
Phillips, the industrial reporter for the Herald Sun, is
wrong when he says:
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Victorian manufacturing has lost or is to lose more than
3300 jobs — and another 2650 are at risk.
…
Employer groups and unions warn the pain is likely to
continue, particularly in the traditional manufacturing sectors
of textiles, clothing and footwear, and engineering.
…
Bill Shorten, of the Australian Workers Union, believes jobs
are being axed because company managements are making
knee-jerk decisions.
‘There are some bad business decisions being made’, he said.

He would be a good judge, would he not? He has been
in business and risked his own money.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr COOPER — Bill Shorten has never risked a
dollar. Have you ever risked a dollar? Of course you
haven’t! You have never risked a dollar. Virtually
no-one on the government benches of this Parliament
has ever been in business or risked their own money in
business. The head of the Australian Workers Union
criticises businesses for trying to survive, but the reality
is they can survive when they go interstate or
overseas — they just do not seem to be able to survive
in Victoria.
And is it any wonder? Look at the tax regime the
government is applying to business. Workcover alone
has forced many businesses out of action. Taxes in
other areas have forced businesses out of the state or
out of business, yet the government proclaims itself to
be a friend of business. Well, it does not fool business!
Businesses are not fooled. They are walking away, and
that is not good news for the state, for young people or
for investment.
As I said earlier, when the government produced its
budget 12 months ago it got some warning signals. Not
only speakers on this side of the house warned
government members — although I can understand
government members wanting to ignore advice
proffered to them by members on this side. I do not
accept that it is a sensible response, but it is
understandable that they might walk away from any
advice opposition members might offer. However,
rational, sensible, middle-of-the-road commentators are
also offering advice to the government and the
government is ignoring them, too. It is about time the
penny dropped and the Treasurer and the Premier
started to think about some of the things said in the
editorial of the Australian Financial Review that I
quoted at the start of my contribution.
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It is a disappointing budget. A big-spending budget,
yes; but in all the parameters that make a state grow, it
is sadly lacking.
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — I will talk about the
budget today, but first I will mention St Augustine’s
prayer, which might also be called St Liberal’s prayer.
It goes something like, ‘Give me chastity — but not
yet!’. The Liberal version might be more like, ‘Give me
a decent opposition leader — but not yet!’, ‘Give me a
decent opposition leader who is not being constantly
challenged — but not yet!’, ‘Give me unity within the
Liberal Party — but not yet!’, ‘Give me a leader with
the numbers in his new seat, wherever that may be
because of the redistribution — but not yet!’.
What a pathetic response to the excellent budget
handed down by the Treasurer a couple of weeks ago,
producing $774 million in tax cuts for business.
An Opposition Member — But not yet!
Mr NARDELLA — That is something that the
Liberal and National party members only dreamed of
when they were in office. They do not know a good
budget when they see one.
What a pathetic carry-on about the Scoresby freeway!
What a pathetic response! Government members had to
drag the federal government members kicking and
screaming to the Scoresby freeway altar to get them to
put their own money in. They did not want to put their
money in. The only thing that forced them to put
money in was the Aston by-election and the tragic
passing of the former federal member for Aston. That is
the only thing that dragged them to the Scoresby
freeway altar. But it is not a fair dinkum marriage; they
want to get a little bit pregnant. They do not want to put
half the money into a RONI — a road of national
importance.
The state puts half the money into a road of national
importance and the federal government puts in the other
half. In this case half the money is about $400 million.
However, that miserly lot, which does not communicate
with its federal colleagues and does not care about
Victoria, put in only $220 million. What a pathetic
response to a really serious issue in the Scoresby area!
I congratulate the Treasurer on his excellent budget. It
is indeed excellent, especially for people in the west
and the outer west. That is my concern, because the
people out there are the electors I represent. My
constituents have received a large in-flow of capital into
their services. The budget brings $7 million into
schools in my electorate. Compare that to the situation
four years ago under the Kennett government!

1725

The honourable member for Mornington wants to talk
about running businesses. He was a minister who could
not run a business. The only thing he could do was flog
a business off so someone else could run it. He did not
have the capacity or the capability to run businesses
when he was a minister; yet he says government
members have no experience. Of course we have
experience. Government members probably have more
business experience than honourable members on the
other side ever will, because we know how to run
businesses.
We know what it is to struggle. We on this side do not
have a silver spoon in the mouth from the time we are
born. We do not create the One.Tels of the world. My
constituents go out and create real businesses and do
real work without the silver spoon in the mouth and
without the silver service. Members on the other side
have businesses created for them by mummy and
daddy. ‘Mummy and daddy will give me the money,
they will fix me up’ — that is the type of business they
run. Put them into government, however, and they
cannot run anything.
Look at their record in education. The former
government’s record in education was appalling:
360 schools were closed, especially in country Victoria;
8000 teachers went down the hole and were sacked;
2000 cleaners got the bullet just before Christmas
1993 — what a great Christmas present! For seven
years those great economic managers devastated the
Victorian economy — education, health and the
ambulance services — and I refer to the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service and the $32 million that was
wasted on the grubs who were pocketing that money.
Yet opposition members have the gall to say they are
the economic managers and the ones who look after my
constituents. Four years ago, not one red cent for
education was allocated to the western suburbs. Yet
they want to tell my constituents that they are better
economic managers. What a load of rubbish!
They are not even united. On one side there is the
National Party and on the other the Liberal Party. Last
night we saw that they are disunited. They cannot make
a decision together. They hate each other.
Last week the honourable member for Brighton, the
shadow Treasurer, responded to the budget. Her mate,
the honourable member for Warrandyte, had his own
press conference and stabbed her in the back because he
wanted all the kudos and the glory. He could not handle
the shadow Treasurer getting all the attention. What a
pathetic bunch! They do not care and have never cared
about my constituents. At least there is now a
government and a Treasurer that do care.
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Today I want to talk about broiler farms, which are a
concern in the Rockbank region. Local residents have
been drastically affected by the establishment of broiler
farms at Rockbank. They are facing a massive battle in
my area. Representations have been made to me and I
have gone out and talked to residents at various
meetings. I have put leaflets out informing the
community about the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) hearings both in
Melbourne and out at Paynes Road. I have made
representations to the Minister for Planning on this
issue, as has the community, and we have been listened
to.
Broiler farms are being built close to schools and
houses and are affecting people’s health. The odour is
driving people away from their homes and is bringing
down the value of properties in the region. There is
inappropriate planning and control in the area. During
discussions with the Minister for Planning I called on
him to adopt the draft broiler code of practice to bring
certainty within the area and, more importantly, for the
residents and farmers in areas such as Rockbank.
The honourable member for Gippsland West also has a
concern about broiler farms in her electorate. They are
insidious. There are no controls; they cannot control the
odour. I welcome the adoption of the important
direction given to VCAT on Monday by the Minister
for Planning.
Broiler farms are a major concern in my electorate. It is
an inappropriate industry for the area. I will continue to
work with the community to ensure I bring whatever
influence I can to bear on the broiler industry, along
with Melton Shire Council, which is appealing to the
Supreme Court against the last decision of VCAT —
and I support that action to stop broiler farms being in
the region.
The second issue I want to discuss concerns Leakes
Road. Leakes Road crosses the Western Highway at
Rockbank, which is an extremely dangerous
intersection. Honourable members who travel along the
Western Highway will know the intersection I am
talking about. Currently, a flyover is being built at
Hopkins Road, but a Leakes Road flyover needs to be
built. The Leakes Road intersection is past Hopkins
Road going towards Melton and Ballarat on the
Western Highway.
In the past I have raised the issue with the Minister for
Transport and have asked him to make representations
to the Honourable John Anderson, the federal Minister
for Transport and Regional Services. I have also raised
it directly with Mr Anderson. I appreciate the reply I
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received from Senator Ron Boswell, the federal
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Transport
and Regional Services. He reported that investigations
and preliminary work were occurring through Vicroads
as an initial step to building the flyover. On behalf of
my constituents in Rockbank, and other motorists using
the Western Highway, I asked that the work be
commissioned as soon as possible once that preliminary
work is completed. It is a federal highway and is not a
road of national importance like the proposed Scoresby
freeway, where the state government will fund half the
project and the federal government will fund the other
half. The federal government is responsible and the
work needs to be undertaken as quickly as possible.
The next issue I raise concerns the Deer Park bypass, a
$175 million project, and again a federal road project.
The bypass is needed to relieve the congestion and
improve the safety in and around Deer Park, especially
around Station Road and Robinsons Road and the
Caroline Springs area. It is important that money be
allocated to this project. This work needs to be done for
the economic benefit of the region.
The final road project I refer to is Anthonys Cutting
between Bacchus Marsh and Melton on the Western
Highway. I raised this issue with the former Minister
for Roads and Ports, the Honourable Geoff Craige,
when I was in the upper house before the last state
election. This stretch of road is dangerous. It has been
made safer by the erection of some barriers in the
middle of the road that stop cars crossing the median
strip and causing head-on collisions. However, it is
important that it be raised to freeway standard so that
there can be freeway conditions all the way from the
West Gate Bridge to Ballarat.
I welcome the extra funding allocated to Delahey and
Sydenham for bus services. Local residents and I have
asked the Minister for Transport to introduce the bus
services, which are extremely important to service
schools and residents who currently do not have any
bus services whatsoever. That is a legacy from the past
seven years of the Kennett government. These are new
estates where the previous government did not plan or
allocate money for bus and public transport services.
Mr Anderson from the Delahey residents association
and other residents have been calling for such bus
services for many years. There will be community
consultation on the new services. I want the local
community to get involved over the coming months —
and it is important the community is consulted.
The budget builds on the other $20 million put into the
Melton electorate over the past 18 months, adding up to
around $28 million. It is gratifying to see the
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technology and music wings at Melton Secondary
College coming to reality, and I would like the Minister
for Education to attend to open those facilities. The
government is building for the future in a real sense.
I take the opportunity to thank the Treasurer and his
parliamentary secretary, the honourable member for
Dandenong North, John Lenders, for coming out and
consulting with my constituents when the Harvey
review was being conducted. The honourable member
for Dandenong North listened to what was being said
by business people in my electorate. I ticked off what
they were saying and all of their concerns were
addressed. They were matters such as a reduction in
payroll tax, which is occurring over time, and the lifting
of the threshold rate for payroll tax. One of the matters
not discussed, although it was alluded to, was that the
threshold for land tax should go up, and it has gone up
to $120 000. That is a bonus for many of the medium to
large businesses in my electorate.
A raft of other measures were put in place. The removal
of the five taxes and the $774 million saving put in
place by the government are extremely important to the
business community. The Bracks government listens to
business. It wants job growth in Victoria. The great
problem — the Minister for Manufacturing Industry,
who is at the table, knows this — is that the federal
government does not care about Victoria.
I leave you with this quote from a comment by Rivka
Pile, which appeared on page 14 of the Age of 1 June:
I understand Louise Asher’s frustration with the
government’s promises ‘we shall — but not yet’. Her Kennett
government was all ‘now’; cuts to schools, now! Cuts to
public hospitals, now! Cuts to public transport, now!

The contrast is remarkable. The government really has
turned the corner in Victoria with the budget.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — I always enjoy
following the honourable member for Melton. I am
sorry he has to leave because I enjoyed his comments
on the stewardship of the Labor Party in government in
the 1980s. When the coalition took over it was
discovered the budget was only three-quarters funded
and that 25 per cent was funded by debt. We in the then
coalition knew we had enormous difficulties and
problems. It was very different from the budget position
this government found itself in some years later.
Today I will traverse issues with thoughts and ideas on
where country Victoria might travel, and I will pose
some of the questions that need to be asked and
answered. It is interesting to listen to the nonsense that
comes out of the mouths of so many honourable
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members when they refer to the country, which they
have no knowledge of at all, and to understand
that — —
Mr Maxfield — Do not talk about the National
Party like that!
Mr STEGGALL — I will talk like that because if
you can get your colleagues to understand what country
Victoria is about, what it is doing and what it is, instead
of using it as a political football, then you and I might
get on a lot better.
The changes made by the coalition changed the face of
country Victoria. I note the presence of the honourable
member for Ripon. He and I are working through what
would be the end of one of the most difficult changes in
the provision of health throughout small country towns.
It could not be left the way it was; we had to change it
and put it into a structure that would work.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — The honourable member for
Narracan might be surprised that the honourable
member for Ripon and I have been working with the
minister, both here and in Canberra, together with John
Forrest, the federal member for Mallee, to achieve what
I believe will be a good structure for the delivery of
acute and aged care when we eventually get the
solution for our isolated communities. Without the
change most of the hospitals in the area would have
been lost. The same could be said of the schools —
13 schools closed in my electorate and today have been
replaced by 5 or 6 top-class schools — and not one
parent or community would want to go back to the little
schools of 10 to 15 students. Those changes were vital
for our children. One of the biggest problems secondary
school principals throughout country Victoria had was
catching up the education of students from small
schools, and in some cases it took up to three years.
The National Party contributed to changing the face of
country Victoria, and National Party members are
proud of it. We did it not because it was popular but
because it was right. I am proud of where we took
country Victoria. Obviously we did not win the politics,
but we won a strong base for the country to move on
from.
I take the opportunity now to look at some of the issues
that need to be addressed — the next range of issues
that I hope governments and oppositions will consider
as we go through the policy areas in the future.
Technology has changed our approach to the country,
particularly in many of the dryland areas, where huge
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machinery and the latest technology is changing the
demographics and structure of our vast society.
We need to maintain human settlement that offers
quality of life in sparsely populated areas. How are we
going to do it? How do we protect the biodiversity and
conserve our natural resources and maintain a labour
force in country areas? The Europeans do that through a
huge range of subsidies, payments and grants they
make to the land managers, mainly the farmers. That is
not available to us in the current situation; with a
population of 20 million people throughout Australia,
that is not something we can expect to plan for.
The community infrastructure upgrades are needed in
the interests of on-farm cost savings and efficiencies.
Community road, bridge and rail networks must be
brought to a high standard to ensure reliable product
movement from farm to market. All our communities
are involved in exporting food and fibre production.
When we consider our transport and infrastructure
needs we must be aware that farmers, communities and
country towns are not competing with the town, city or
state next door: they are competing with the total
structures and infrastructure of South America —
including Chile and Argentina — South Africa and, in
some instances, America. In Thailand our dairy
industry competes with the industries of Poland and
other countries of Eastern Europe. We must try to
identify our needs for community infrastructure
upgrades and understand why we are doing the
upgrades.
In the future the government must respond to the ageing
populations of many areas of country Victoria by
ensuring that services and facilities are put in place to
meet people’s needs. Last year we had a marvellous
conference with La Trobe University in Melbourne on
small towns and the ageing. We considered the
demographic changes in our community in relation to
similar changes, particularly in the Midwest of
America. We all need to be aware and must appreciate
that active aged people will remain active until they are
in their 80s. The aged population now is different from
that of a few years ago. In country areas we are finding
that whereas people retire and go away — to the north
coast of New South Wales, the Mornington Peninsula
or somewhere else — —
Mr Hulls — Niddrie?
Mr STEGGALL — No, not Niddrie! We are
finding that whereas those people go away while they
are active, as soon as one of the partners dies or gets
sick, the remaining one usually comes back home to the
small town. We must be careful to ensure that we do
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not deny services to small towns because we are finding
that people who go away in retirement are later coming
back to the small towns.
We look to governments and to society to develop and
promote alternatives to land ownership. Leasing,
sharefarming, networks, alliances, joint ventures,
cooperative ownership and clustering of business are
already starting throughout country areas. I am aware
that the brothers of the honourable member for
Wimmera are involved in those types of land
ownership. We must consider alternatives so that the
burden of ownership of farms will not be the negative it
is in many areas and industries as we compete in the
international marketplace.
The right to farm is something about which I have
spoken many times. I am pleased that the government
has now responded to the paper produced and that the
committee responded to the issues we were looking at. I
understand that by the end of this year legislation will
be introduced that addresses some of those
right-to-farm issues.
I am delighted that the Attorney-General is with us. We
must get a system in place so that we take some of the
fear out of native title claims. We have some coming up
in my community right now. While most of it settles
down to the federal government through the National
Native Title Tribunal, the future operations of acts
relating to native title by which we will resolve many
native title claims will be the responsibility of state
governments. We will need the cooperation of the
minister and the department to ensure we achieve that.
On the issue of farms and ecotourism, the government
must nurture creative approaches to the operation of
non-farm businesses such as tourism in conjunction
with the farm business. We need to be able to create
knowledge, education and training. People talk about
the gap between the city and the country. The real gap
is in the understanding. The people of Melbourne have
so many pressures and things on their minds that they
do not understand what life is in the country and the
strengths and the needs there. We understand that the
people of Melbourne have enough hassles and
problems of their own. They dominate us politically,
financially and culturally, but they must take time out to
try — and governments must make sure that they do —
to understand what we do.
Earlier I was surprised that a member from the country,
the honourable member for Narracan, showed how
little people know and understand. He comes from a
beautiful part of Victoria in Narracan, which is an area
that has changed. It is one of the two different types of
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country in Victoria. Narracan and Gisborne would be
the two seats where the people have chosen a lifestyle.
They protect very strongly what they have. They are
not looking for new development, production or
industries, because they have a lifestyle and Melbourne
as a commuter base. That makes them different; I
understand that and I just ask that those members try to
understand the problems of some of our areas and what
we need in them.
One of the matters we are looking at and that I hope the
government may consider is payroll tax concessions for
investment in country areas. We must ask the question:
should we put in place positive discrimination such as
tax breaks in favour of businesses or community
operations in targeted small towns of, say, up to
1000 people? I will give honourable members an idea
of what that would mean in an electorate such as Swan
Hill so that they understand that things are quite
difficult. In my electorate such a scheme would include
the small towns of Sea Lake, Charlton, Birchip,
Wycheproof, Donald, Inglewood, Boort, Pyramid Hill,
Wedderburn, Serpentine, Manangatang, Nyah, Lake
Boga, Nyah West, Ultima and Piangil. If the
redistribution is put in place, the most likely additions
will be Murtoa, Minyip, Rupanyup and Warracknabeal.
That is just one electorate.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr STEGGALL — No, St Arnaud has more than
1000 people. I was referring to positive discrimination
for communities of fewer than 1000 people.
I refer to some of the new country industries that I
would like to see us and our science programs,
universities and education system move towards. We
need planned land use change on a large scale if we are
to position farmers and small rural businesses to make
more money without degrading the natural resource.
Planned land use on such a scale is new and will
challenge us. Only when farmers make more money
from sustainable industries will the social and
environmental capital of country areas be enhanced
rather than run down.
We must invest in the development of profitable
agricultural industries based on suites of different
perennials for different soils, systems and climates.
Those industries will have to stand the triple
bottom-line test of economic, environmental and social
benefit to offer long-term regional growth and
development. Believe it or not, those things are starting
to be talked about in northern Victoria and, I am sure, in
other parts of the state.
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On the production of alternative fuels such as ethanol
and other biomass-based products, we must begin the
transition to a biomass-based economy, which has the
potential to help restore the landscape and create
thousands of new jobs in Australia by halfway through
this century. This will require the planning of thousands
of hectares of sustainable crops including oil-producing
Mallee scrub and other food stocks. Plantings could
also produce eucalyptus oil, activated carbon, green
electricity and other products for increased farm
profitability. Small regional power plants would lower
the cost of fuel in regional areas and returns would stay
in the local area. That is interesting to look at, think
about and consider. Only an hour ago an email arrived
for me from America which summarised advances in
ethanol production from corn. It claimed that it is now
possible to get an economic return from ethanol. I will
not read the article now as it would take too much time.
These issues are not the stuff of dreams; they are
happening around the world. The minister would be
aware that in Western Australia Woodside and some
other companies are investing in large-scale production
of Mallee scrub — oil Mallees — for their water table.
These companies are building a plant which will
convert the scrub to eucalyptus oil, activated carbons
and the production of green electricity. As many
honourable members will already be aware, each of our
distributors has to supply a certain amount of green
electricity over the next few years. These types of
things are possible and, in some cases, already exist.
The minister has been involved with part of the
Murray–Darling Basin studies and the work that is
being done there. The past few years have seen
developments in land care, salinity plans and other
things that have been absolutely fantastic in the country.
They have changed people’s minds and thoughts about
the way they approach land use. That is just about over
for the major operations. Now there need to be
large-scale operations to make sure the Murray–Darling
Basin, particularly in the Mallee where I come from,
the Lachlan and some parts of New South Wales and
South Australia are able to get a stable operation in
place.
It is very exciting, but I do not see much of this sort of
development in the budget. I do not see or hear much
discussion in this place of these types of things. I wish
we had more, but we do not. Maybe the Minister for
Agriculture, who has been good enough to join us,
might consider coming into this place one day and
making a ministerial statement on the future of
agriculture as he sees it and let this Parliament, with the
majority of its members coming from Melbourne, hear
and discuss the issue for a couple of hours, at
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10 minutes a go, so that we could examine and explore
some of the issues which we as a society need and can
move toward. Today, enormous scientific knowledge
from both around the world and locally is available to
us. I believe there is a lot of goodwill in the corporate
sector. The federal government has shown similar
goodwill through its commitment to the
Murray–Darling Basin and the states. They can put up a
lot of money to tackle the issues in these areas. It has a
huge spin-off in all our country areas — country towns,
schools and hospitals, the whole box and dice.
That knowledge is available to us. The minister might
consider making such a ministerial statement. I hope he
does. This Parliament has not seen anything like that,
and I would very much appreciate it. It is only on a
debate such as the budget that honourable members can
move into that type of discussion which needs to
happen in this place. When you listen to the comments
that are made against the country by the city members,
mainly from the government, you are horrified to think
just how little they know.
I have to tell the house this: I had some friends up to
Swan Hill at the weekend. They suffered from a real
lack of knowledge and could not understand what was
happening in that area. However, they were fascinated
by what was going on and how we handled these
things. They do not know anything about that. The
media in Melbourne will never tell them of what we are
doing. Metropolitan-based people need to have a far
better knowledge of what this great country of ours is.
Gippsland, the south west, the north east, the north west
or northern or central Victoria are all very special
places and I am very proud of country Victoria; its
potential is fantastic. We must identify exactly who we
are, what we stand for and what our ability is to be able
to sustain our land and people bases and our business,
which is basically the export market. This is what we
have to do.
That is just a very short summary of some of the
subjects that I would have liked to have seen in the
budget.
Government members interjecting.
Mr STEGGALL — We’ve got a few more pages
here!
Members of the National Party would have liked to see
a little bit more in the budget. Some initiatives are in it,
and I hope we will be able to improve the operation of
country Victoria in the future.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.
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Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — The Bracks
government’s budget is one that reflects the balance
between economic responsibility and the needs of the
community. I note with interest members of the
National Party leaving the chamber and ignoring the
debate on the budget and the issues.
Mr Lupton interjected.
Mr MAXFIELD — I will not be diverted by the
comments from some departing members who
obviously do not want to hear about a budget that looks
after rural and regional Victoria. This budget delivers
for rural and regional Victoria. Certainly, it is a budget
on which I am very proud to speak. As I go through my
electorate I see where this budget has delivered in
spades. For example, the Ellinbank Dairy Research
Centre took delivery of $12.5 million to rebuild its
research facility. The excellent Minister for Agriculture
has put a huge amount of effort and resources into this
project. He deserves to be congratulated for showing
faith in the centre, which has already shown world
leadership in a range of areas. It will now be enhanced
and expanded by a fantastic development.
During my speech I will go through a range of other
issues, but I want to get on to a point where, sadly, there
have been some negatives in our community. For
example, the National Party has targeted the Latrobe
Valley in some sort of vicious and hateful way.
Personally, I cannot understand why.
Several weeks ago the honourable member for
Shepparton stood up in the house and made some sad
comments about the Latrobe Valley, which showed his
ignorance and indicated the view of our regions held by
the National Party.
He said that in the mid-1990s he visited the Latrobe
Valley. During his speech he suggested that SEC stood
for ‘slow, easy and comfortable’! He claimed that
workers in the Latrobe Valley were looking for an easy
life and suggested that they wanted to do as little work
as possible. The house has just been debating the
vilification legislation, yet sadly the National Party
wants to vilify the workers in the Latrobe Valley who
have delivered power to this state for many years.
When we switch on our lights we enjoy the benefits of
the power generated in the Latrobe Valley — but what
does the National Party say about that, through the
honourable member for Shepparton — —
Mr Maughan — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I wonder what this has to do with the
appropriation bill. The honourable member is spending
a lot of time referring to comments made by the
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honourable member for Shepparton on an electricity
bill. What he is talking about is irrelevant to the debate,
and I suggest you bring him back to the debate before
the Chair.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) —
Order! The budget debate is wide ranging, and
traditionally a great deal of freedom has always been
extended to honourable members.
Mr MAXFIELD — If honourable members
listened to my speech they would know that I am
getting to the rescue package in the valley. But the
honourable member for Shepparton said that workers in
the Latrobe Valley tried to do as little work as possible
and attempted to cut productivity. Those comments are
a tragic indictment of the views held by the National
Party.
The workers of the Latrobe Valley have suffered under
economic rationalism, including seeing their jobs
slashed. Did the Kennett government look after the
valley and show support for the people who lived there?
No, it just attacked the workers who delivered power to
this state.
I want to know whether the Leader of the National
Party supports the views expressed by the honourable
member for Shepparton. More importantly, I want to
know whether one of the upper house members for
Gippsland Province, the Honourable Peter Hall, who
supposedly represents the valley, also supports the
comments made by the honourable member for
Shepparton. I call on him to tell the Latrobe Valley
whether he supports those disgraceful comments. I will
wait with interest to hear their responses to the
appalling attack on workers in the Latrobe Valley.
Under the guise of protecting the people of Yarram the
Leader of the National Party has made a song and
dance about the closure of the Won Wron Prison. This
is a major issue in the area, and it needs to be handled
carefully to ensure the people down there are looked
after. Sadly the Leader of the National Party has
decided to play politics with this issue.
On hearing about the closure of the prison, the chief
executive officer of the Shire of Wellington contacted
Bill Bolitho, the Labor Party candidate for Gippsland,
and said, ‘Can you give us some assistance?’. Bill
Bolitho organised for a delegation to meet the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, and obviously
knowing that it was important to have a local member
involved, he also invited the Leader of the National
Party to attend that meeting.
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The Leader of the National Party tried to pretend he had
arranged it all, when in fact he was just invited to come
along. Unfortunately he was not putting his community
first; he was putting the desperate chase for votes first,
playing politics on an important community issue.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) —
Order! The honourable gentleman is now crossing the
line. He is engaging in direct attacks upon another
member of this institution. I caution him to return to the
matter before the house, which is the appropriation bill.
While he can range widely, there ought to be at least
some reference to money!
Mr MAXFIELD — I acknowledge your advice,
Acting Speaker! The budget makes me proud to be a
member of the Bracks government. In going through
my electorate I realise that education is a high priority
in the budget. Providing more than $10 million through
the education precinct in the Latrobe Valley is an
example of the Bracks government’s budget
commitment to educating youth in the City of Latrobe.
The young people of Latrobe have suffered from
neglect in the past. The Bracks government’s
commitment to the education precinct and the funding
announcement made by the Minister for Post
Compulsory Education, Training and Employment will
certainly hold our region in good stead. Additional
funding of $1.6 million has been allocated to Warragul
Secondary College as part of an ongoing refurbishment
program. I recently visited that school, which looks like
a complete bomb site as major renovations are being
undertaken. The additional $1.6 million will see it
develop into a wonderful secondary college that
everyone in the Warragul area can be proud of.
Moe is a town with tremendous heart and spirit. The
Moe police have worked under the most extreme
conditions imaginable. The previous Labor government
promised the people of Moe a new police station, but
sadly the Kennett government reneged on that promise,
so for the duration of the seven dark Kennett years we
had no police station.
The funding provided for the new police station in Moe
means that will soon see construction commence. Moe
will have a police station that will provide for the needs
of our police now and into the future. The police do a
wonderful job in Moe; it is certainly a force we can be
proud of. We need to give local police officers a police
station that will stand them in good stead.
In Trafalgar the Baw Baw Technology Centre is going
from strength to strength. The move towards
establishing a community bank to replace the
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Commonwealth Bank branch that was pulled out of the
town is certainly good news. It is a disgrace that the
Commonwealth Bank has removed itself, but the town
is moving towards a community bank, as is the
Newborough township, which is next to Moe. Sadly
Newborough has also lost some of its banking facilities,
so it is going down the track of setting up a community
bank.
While we are on the topic of community banks, I point
out that the Neerim South Community Bank is open
and performing according to expectations, if not
exceeding them. A community bank is also being
established in the township of Drouin. Although it is
not in my electorate at present, given the draft
boundaries I look forward to representing the town in
the future. The local people have jumped all the
hurdles, so the construction of the bank building in the
township should start very soon.
We are seeing a revitalisation of banking services right
across the area. As a local member I am proud to have
assisted in some small way to ensuring that we have a
banking service. The big banks abandoned us, but we
know our community banks will not. Who would vote
to close down their banks? That is why I am excited
about the community banks, which will be wonderful
for our area.
Mount Baw Baw is a ski resort that we inherited from
the Kennett government in bad shape. Government
funding has been invested in the mountain in the past
few months, and the lifts have been upgraded and their
safety improved. There has been a range of problems
on the mountain, which have resulted in a lot of
turmoil. However, the Bracks government is committed
not to sweeping these problems under the carpet but to
facing them head on and dealing with them.
I look forward to the successful future of Mount Baw
Baw. I will be up there next weekend for the opening of
the season, although I doubt that there will be any
snow. I also look forward to meeting members of the
local community and examining the plans for the
development of the great mountain and great resorts we
have there.
Below Mount Baw Baw the plans are progressing well
for the refurbishment of the Toorongo Falls area, which
has fallen into neglect over a long time. The
government is looking at proposals with its working
group to open up the Tarago Reservoir for recreational
uses, which will see a tremendous focus on tourism
through the region. Improvements are also being made
at Walhalla, with new caravan parks being installed.
Already through the community jobs program the
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unemployed have built a replica of the original
Walhalla railway station, which I had great pleasure in
opening the other day and which will be a great bonus
to the Walhalla community. The budget has taken into
account the focus on tourism in the area and the Bracks
government is committed to growing not only my
electorate of Narracan but the whole state.
The Minister for Agriculture is part of the ministerial
task force that is looking at a rescue package for the
Latrobe Valley. Soon honourable members will be
hearing the results of its report, which looks at the
wonderful revitalisation to be achieved with the support
of the Bracks government. It will be in stark contrast to
the neglect of the seven dark Kennett years.
Moving through my electorate to Noojee, by combining
three different government programs and with local
government support the streetscape and surrounds of
the Noojee township are being revitalised at a cost of
more than $180 000. Situated at the foothills of Mount
Baw Baw, Noojee is a fantastic and beautiful town, and
more and more tourists and people from the community
in general will come to enjoy the wonderful
environment there.
Unemployed people are doing a lot of the work. It is
not part of the work-for-the-dole scheme but real jobs
through real work programs, and includes training so
that when people finish their project they have a
certificate saying what experience they have gained.
They can say to a future employer, ‘This is the work I
have carried out. This is what I have done’. I am
excited about the work that has been carried out in
Noojee and about the community jobs program. Those
types of programs are now happening in other parts of
my electorate and the Bracks government should be
congratulated on them. Not only are they giving work
to unemployed people, they are also giving training,
hope and a future.
The government inherited some bad planning decisions
from the previous Kennett government in the form of
Boralla Farms at Labertouche. I value the Labertouche
area and I am working with the community on the
Boralla Farms issues and the potential threat to the
dairy industry. The government is looking at the code.
The protection of our farming regions is something that
I can describe only as very important.
To finish my comments on the budget and how it has
affected my area, a disappointing note for me as the
local member has been the Yallourn Energy power
station. Yallourn Energy has treated its workers in a
manner that can only be described as sad and
disgraceful. As somebody who has represented workers
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over many years it is sad for me to see a company that
is not really interested in negotiating genuinely with its
workers. It is not interested in working through the
issues in a way that can deliver a proper outcome.
I contrast that with Hazelwood Power, which operates
the neighbouring power station and which has recently
managed to reach agreement with its workers. That
agreement provided security for the workers, a
reasonable pay increase and efficient operation of the
power station. It means the operators can give the
workers reliable work and at the same time deliver a
good outcome to the power station owners.
I strongly urge Yallourn Energy to look at what has
happened at Hazelwood and to follow that path with its
own workers in working through its industrial relations
problems. The community cannot afford the mine
workers losing their jobs. It cannot afford to have
200 people made redundant. I plead with and implore
Yallourn Energy to care for its workers and to negotiate
properly with them towards a decent outcome that will
deliver security for the power station and mine workers
while at the same time delivering a good outcome for
the company. It is possible to achieve that, and I
strongly urge the company to sit down and negotiate
genuinely with its workers rather than engaging in the
appalling and heavy-handed tactics it has used up to
now.
I finish my comments on the budget by saying that it is
a wonderful budget. I am thrilled with the work that has
been achieved in my electorate over the past 12 months.
There are difficulties but with goodwill they can be
worked through.
Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) — I suppose one can
understand the theme from the film Deliverance.
Florian Andrighetto must have been terrible as a mate!
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Mr Wilson — Old habits die hard!
Mr ROWE — Certainly old habits die hard. It
reminds me of the 1986 and 1988 big-spending budgets
of previous Labor governments that delivered nothing
and created nothing but lost everything for Victoria.
One wonders how that has come about, because if one
looks at the budget on a percentage basis and compares
it to the federal budget one sees that the surpluses
inherited by the Bracks Labor government as a
percentage of gross state product are far in excess of the
surpluses created as a percentage of gross national
product under the federal government. On a percentage
basis the Victorian government had a lot more money
to spend, but where has it gone? It certainly did not go
on creating employment in outer south-eastern
Melbourne or on completing roads or major projects. It
has gone on recurrent expenditure — that is, paying
wages and paying back favours to the teachers union,
the Transport Workers Union, the Construction,
Forestry, Mining and Energy Union and all those other
sectional interest groups that supported the ALP while
in opposition and funded its election campaign.
When we look at the budget papers we find that this
year the Labor government has had windfalls in stamp
duty, land tax and payroll tax. One would think that
when a government has windfall gains and record
surpluses it would return at least the excess of what it
received over what the predictions were. But not this
government, despite its claiming to have given tax
relief to businesses and the wider Victorian community.
It certainly did not do that. Its so-called tax package is
in fact less than the windfall gain it received on land tax
this year.

I rise to speak on what people call a Bracks government
budget, but it is a Brumby budget, and like the wild,
elusive horses known as brumbies this budget is
certainly wild and elusive because it is the ‘not now’
budget. There is no direction in it for Victoria or
Melbourne. The budget has let down rural Victoria and
south-eastern and eastern metropolitan fringe. That
there is absolutely no commitment of funds to this
rapidly growing area of Melbourne shows that the
Bracks government and the wild Brumby have totally
neglected those people of Melbourne.

Let us look at the tax relief it has provided. The land tax
amendments were trumpeted as being a great benefit
for the small investor in Victoria, but the government
forgot to tell the people of Victoria that the new
valuations are yet to come into effect. Over the past
four years since the previous valuations, because of the
efforts of the Kennett government while running the
finances of the state, people have come back to Victoria
to purchase properties and establish businesses, which
has forced up land and house prices. So, what is the net
result of the land tax changes? More land tax! The
amount of land tax has increased to more than the
government collected last year. The government will
also receive more stamp duty than it collected last year.

This high-taxing, high-spending government’s own
budget papers show there is going to be a cash deficit.
The government is going to spend more money this
year than comes in from its revenue sources.

Let us look at payroll tax. The government has
trumpeted the payroll tax changes, but all the land tax
and payroll tax changes will occur in the future. They
will not be a net cost to budget at all. In fact, there will
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be a net increase in payroll tax, land tax and stamp duty
tax. On top of that, the government will receive the
increased revenue coming in from the GST which goes
directly to the states. This government has a bag full of
money, but it is wasting it and it has put Victoria into a
cash-deficit position some 20 months after taking
government.
We need only look at the Auditor-General’s Report on
Ministerial Portfolios tabled today to see a $600 million
unfunded liability in the Workcover system. This
government said the Workcover scheme would be fully
funded. It reintroduced common law and brought the
lawyers back into the system, but who is getting the
benefit? Not the injured workers; certainly not those in
my electorate — one woman had to wait seven months
for a benefit to be paid on the death of her
husband — —
Mr Maclellan — Slater and Gordon.
Mr ROWE — Slater and Gordon and the Labor
lawyers are pocketing the money.
We will not see any dramatic increase in capital
spending this year, because all the government’s capital
spending is put down for future years. We will not even
see it next year: the government will not create even
one job in Victoria out of capital expenditure next year.
It all represents future spending. The government has
successfully put Victoria back on the road to debt. It has
put Victorian and Victorians — every man, woman and
child — back in the red.
I turn to my electorate, which is fairly representative of
outer Melbourne. It is one of the areas, like Knox,
Casey, Dandenong and Whittlesea, that has been
neglected by the Labor government. I refer to roads
funding for the Cranbourne electorate. I have been
running a black spot program — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr ROWE — It is certainly part of a marginal seat
campaign. I always work in a marginal seat — if you
work hard the people appreciate it. I thank the
honourable member for his interjection. You need to be
in your electorate to understand your electorate. I am
afraid the Labor Party has lost that notion after just
20 months in office.
In the Cranbourne electorate I have been running a
black spot funding program by utilising one of the
avenues provided by the minister responsible for roads,
and I thank for him that. It has certainly given me an
opportunity to communicate with my constituents and
to be able to put projects up for funding. However, not
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one of the 13 projects has been funded. Not one! One
should not be surprised at that. One need look only at
the Cranbourne–Frankston Road, which the former
Kennett government put into the forward estimates of
Vicroads for funding two years ago!
Mr Maclellan — I remember a former Minister for
Transport, Jim Kennan, receiving a deputation about
that.
Mr ROWE — That was 15 or more years ago. The
Cranbourne–Frankston Road through Langwarrin has
not had one red cent committed to it. Conroy and
company and the honourable member for Frankston
East are running around making all sorts of noises and
blaming Vicroads, but it has been the no. 1 priority of
the City of Frankston for three years. It is the minister
for roads who has failed to allocate the funds. Freedom
of information documents show that although Vicroads
has it as its no. 1 priority for funding in the Frankston
area not one red cent has been allocated.
One can imagine that when a federal election campaign
comes along the minister will all of a sudden come up
with a magic pot of money so that Mark Conroy, the
Labor candidate for the federal seat of Dunkley, will be
able to race out and announce it. However, it is the
Labor Party and its political tricks — the Conroy tricks,
the Viney tricks — that have stopped this road from
being funded until now.
Thompson Road is a road for which the former
government announced a three-stage strategy. The first
stage was funded but stages 2 and 3 still require
funding — and not one red cent has been allocated.
I turn to the Berwick–Clyde Road. Plenty of money has
been spent in the electorate of the Minister for Gaming,
but the most dangerous section — the section the
former government declared a government main road
so that the state government would take responsibility
for it and fund it — is narrow, has B-doubles and
semitrailers carrying produce from farms and farm
machinery travelling on it. It also has mothers and
children travelling on it to the Clyde Primary School.
Again, not one red cent has been allocated.
I turn to the Cranbourne–Narre Warren Road. The
intersection of Greaves Road with Pound Road and
Centre Road has not had one red cent committed to it,
not even for the overpass or underpass — whatever the
government decides to do — at the Narre Warren
railway crossing.
I turn now to transport. During the election campaign
the Labor Party promised it would extend the electrified
rail line to Cranbourne. When formerly in government
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the Labor Party wanted to use federal funds to put
Sprinter trains on this line. However, through the good
work and dedication to an area that he once
represented, the honourable member for Pakenham,
who in the Kennett government was a senior minister in
the Department of Infrastructure, along with Alan
Brown, a former Minister for Public Transport,
negotiated with the then federal Labor government to
electrify the line. It was cheaper to electrify the line
than to run Sprinter trains.
What the Bracks government is now proposing is a
mickey mouse extension. When I worked with the
former Minister for Transport, Robin Cooper, we knew
that the cost of extending the line to the Cranbourne
complex would be $28 million. To maintain the train
separation and train timetable the line from Cranbourne
to Dandenong had to be duplicated, which meant
building a new line from the intersection south of
Dandenong into the Dandenong railway station.
The Bracks government has announced that it is
looking into a project — all the planning for a
duplicated line was done by the former Kennett
government — but it is looking into a mickey mouse
solution that will not provide the promised public
transport system. In addition, there has been no
allocation within that project for grade separations at
the Cameron Street intersection or at the
South Gippsland Highway.
Turning to schools, no money has been allocated for
stage 2 of the Tooradin Primary School, which has
comprised portable classrooms for 30 years. The former
government committed the money for stage 1. What
happened to stage 2? No money has been allocated for
stage 2! Following last year’s budget I had to embarrass
the minister by raising the funding issue in the media,
and miraculously the money was found.
In an announcement to be made in the next three
weeks, Rangebank Primary School will possibly
receive some planning money. The former government
was going to replace the portable classrooms at the
school. There is no announcement on the upgrade of the
badly needed Cranbourne Secondary College Victorian
certificate of education facility, and the government has
reannounced the building of classrooms at Courtney
Gardens and Langwarrin Park schools.
There is also no money for Carrum Downs Secondary
College. In referring to that college, I wonder about the
honourable members for Frankston East and Carrum
and their gratuitous intervention by sticking their noses
into the project. The former government commenced to
purchase all the land, and only one title remains to be
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purchased. It is currently up for compulsory acquisition
and the government is negotiating a price, which
obviously is a sensitive issue. What do the honourable
members for Frankston East and Carrum do but stand
on the damn block of land and say, ‘We definitely want
this land; we will get it and open a school within
12 months’, which will be miraculous, as the school is
not even planned.
They have driven up the price and not taken into
account the fact that an 84-year-old widow lives on the
property. Her distressed family rang me to say that the
government was pressuring her, and that the remains of
her husband are buried in the front yard of the property.
Obviously, the stories about the honourable member for
Frankston East moving to Carrum and the honourable
member for Carrum moving to Chelsea Province are
true. One would hope that they try to do something in
their own electorates rather than mucking up the early
completion of a school in my electorate.
I turn now to parks and the environment. The Kennett
government announced two years ago that it would
fund the $20 million Australian garden project at the
Royal Botanic Gardens in Cranbourne. This very good
project will create hundreds of ongoing jobs in tourism
as well as complementary occupations within
Cranbourne, but not one red cent has been allocated to
it in this budget. I have spoken to the people at the
botanic gardens, and they are hopeful they might get a
handout for some planning money. However, the
former Minister for Planning and Local Government
would be able to tell us that the planning has already
been done. The former government was to fund the
construction over five years, but not one red cent has
been allocated to the Royal Botanic Gardens in
Cranbourne this year.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr ROWE — Of course, the government will want
to bring private money into it instead of recognising
that it should be funding a great project for Australia,
Victoria and the people of Cranbourne.
This government has made an art form of opening
completed Kennett government health projects. The
Cranbourne Integrated Care Centre was an initiative of
a former Minister for Health, the Honourable Marie
Tehan, and the current Leader of the Opposition,
Dr Denis Napthine. The completed building was
opened in August 1999 by the then Premier, Jeff
Kennett. However, this government has only now got
around to opening the operating theatres, 20 months
later.
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That is a demonstration of the Brumby budget, which
has been handed down by this wild-horse, elusive,
hard-to-find, hard-to-catch and hard-to-get-to-deliver
Treasurer. The budget has ignored outer eastern and
south-eastern Melbourne. In particular it has ignored
the electorates of Cranbourne, Berwick and Pakenham,
which are growing at the fastest rate of any
municipalities in the state. Where has the money gone?
Nobody knows. Nobody could find the money under
Cain and Kirner, and nobody will be able to find the
money now, as has been demonstrated by some of the
goings on in the Department of Human Services in
feeding money out to projects that do not exist. This
government needs to recognise south-eastern
Melbourne.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I have been listening to
the honourable member for Cranbourne, who comes
from the former ‘gunna do’ government, which was
gunna do this and gunna do that. It was going to rebuild
the Geelong road, but it never got around to it.
Mr Rowe interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Cranbourne has had his
chance.
Mr TREZISE — That is why they are on that side
of the house and we are on this side. The former
government was going to do it but never got around to
it.
It is with pleasure that I support the Appropriation
(2001/2002) Bill. In doing so I take this opportunity to
congratulate the Treasurer, the Honourable John
Brumby, on handing down his first Bracks government
budget, which is a progressive document. This budget
continues to fulfil the Bracks government’s
commitment to grow the whole of the state. It also
continues to build and place emphasis on regional and
rural Victoria. It is not a Melbourne-centric budget; it
does not stop at the West Gate Bridge to the west.
The budget promises growth and progress across the
entire Victorian community, including Geelong and the
broader south-west of Victoria. No longer are regional
areas like Geelong being treated like the toenails of
Victoria. No longer do regional or rural Victorians have
to travel to Melbourne to see progress in their state.
Their communities are benefiting from the refocusing
of priorities under the Bracks government. Regional
and rural schools are being upgraded and teachers are
being recruited rather than sacked. Regional and rural
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hospitals are being upgraded and nurses are being
recruited, not sacked. Police stations are being opened,
not closed, and of course, police officers are being
recruited, not sacked.
The key to growing regional centres and rural towns is
jobs. As the honourable member for Ripon understands,
jobs are essential to growing communities. Unless they
have jobs, rural centres will slowly die. Hence the focus
of the Bracks government on job creation. The
government fully understands the value of jobs,
especially in country areas. It is a credit to this
government that more than 50 per cent of the jobs
created in Australia over the past 12 months have been
created in Victoria — and it is significant that one in
three of these new jobs has been created in regional
Victoria. Jobs are crucial to the survival of country and
regional centres such as those in my electorate of
Geelong. The Bracks government is delivering on jobs.
Prior to coming into this house I was employed as the
shipping manager at the port of Geelong.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr TREZISE — The port of Geelong was
devastated to lose my employment! I know that the port
will be significantly boosted by the standardisation of
the freight rail system. The end of different rail gauges
after more than 100 years will be a great boost for
regional Victoria, especially for cities like Geelong,
which are so dependent on efficient transport services.
Geelong is well positioned as an extensive transport
hub, and the standardisation of the rail gauge will
stimulate regional markets by providing efficient and
effective transport routes.
The 2001–02 budget offers more in transport than just
the standardisation of the rail system. The Bracks
government recognises the importance of ensuring that
regional centres like Geelong are linked to Melbourne
and interstate centres. The current upgrade of the
Melbourne–Geelong road is just one fine example. In
partnership with the federal government the Bracks
government has provided the $270 million needed to
upgrade this vital transport link — something which, as
I said before, the Kennett government was going to do
but never got around to. In the end it was the Bracks
government that had to initiate the upgrade of that road.
At the completion of this project Geelong will no
longer be relying on an outmoded and dangerous road
link to Melbourne. A three and four-lane dual carriage
freeway will ensure that Geelong’s road transport
linkages serve it well into the 21st century. As a
member of the parliamentary Road Safety Committee
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and as someone who has seen first hand instances of
carnage on the Geelong road, I must say that improving
the safety aspects of the road cannot be measured in
dollar terms. The Geelong road upgrade is a great boon
for my electorate of Geelong.
The fast rail link between Geelong and Melbourne goes
hand in glove with the Melbourne road upgrade. The
government has committed more than $550 million to
fast rail projects across regional centres such as
Geelong, Ballarat, Bendigo and the Latrobe Valley. The
link to Geelong will result in a highly reliable
45-minute trip to Melbourne, shaving around
15 minutes off the current service. As a person who
commuted to Melbourne daily for nearly 10 years, I can
assure the house than my former fellow commuters will
see this as a major step forward in their commuting
lives. It should also be noted that more than 2 million
passenger trips are taken on the Geelong–Melbourne
rail line annually.
Combined with the Melbourne road upgrade, the fast
rail link to Melbourne will make Geelong a more
attractive place to live for people who now work and
live in Melbourne. In travelling time the Melbourne
central business district will be just as close to Geelong
as many of the outer metropolitan suburbs. The fast rail
link and the Melbourne road upgrade will provide a
significant and ongoing economic boost to Geelong
through increased business and population growth.
As a father of two primary school children education is
important to me, as it is to all parents across Victoria.
As council president of my local school, Geelong South
primary, which is a great little school, I have seen first
hand the cruel effects of the Kennett government’s
education policy.
Mr Helper — The black hand!
Mr TREZISE — As the honourable member for
Ripon says, it was the black hand of the Kennett
government, which was an absolute disgrace! State
schools in Geelong are significant winners in this
budget. Around $13 million will be pumped into
Geelong’s state schools to upgrade facilities such as
libraries, science laboratories and information
technology facilities. In my electorate alone Herne Hill
Primary School, which became run down under the
Kennett government, will receive $1.4 million for a
total refurbishment. Fyans Park Primary School will
receive more than $800 000 for similar works.
James Harrison Secondary College, which is a great
school, will receive $2.5 million for a complete rebuild.
That is typical of the Bracks government’s commitment
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to state school education. In October 1999, just after
being elected, I visited the college at the invitation of its
principal, Diane Joseph. As I have noted on a number
of occasions in this house, what I saw was an absolute
disgrace and blight on education in Geelong. What was
once a proud technical school had been run into the
ground through a lack of maintenance funding. With its
boarded-up windows, holes in the walls, broken clocks
and holes in the floors, the place was a shemozzle.
The previous government’s obvious plan was to close
the school by stealth. Because of the lack of funding
parents would not be prepared to send their children to
the school, and because of the resulting lack of numbers
the school would be closed down. That was the Kennett
government’s secret plan for James Harrison Secondary
College.
The allocation of $2.5 million is the dawning of a new
era for the college. The once proud technical college
will again serve the students of East Geelong,
Whittington and Breakwater by providing quality
education with an emphasis on vocational education
and training subjects. The school’s strategic links with
the Gordon Institute of TAFE, which shares the school
site, provide a focus on technical-type subjects from
year 7 through to post-compulsory education.
The Gordon Institute of TAFE is benefiting
significantly from the Brumby budget. The institute,
which has been an icon of post-compulsory education
in the Geelong region for many decades, will receive
$15.6 million for an extensive upgrade. The funding
will ensure that the institute’s older buildings, which
front onto Latrobe Terrace, will receive a major
overhaul. The institute’s information technology
network will also be upgraded, ensuring that the
institute’s resources centre has the most modern
facilities. As I said from the outset, the Brumby budget
delivers on education in my electorate.
For the people of Geelong, health is also a winner in
this budget. As honourable members are aware, health
was one of the policy pillars of the Bracks government
when it came to power. The 2001–02 budget delivers
on health right across Victoria, including Geelong. The
people of Geelong have received their fair share of the
record $1.6 billion that this government has pumped
into the public health sector.
I am pleased to record that the Grace McKellar Centre
will receive $19 million to kick-start its major overhaul.
Under the previous government the centre, which is an
icon in the city of Geelong, was allowed to become run
down. The plan was to privatise this great Geelong
institution, but history has shown that the election of the
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Bracks government saved the Grace McKellar Centre.
As I said, it has now received the green light for its
upgrade. Its assured future as a provider of quality aged
care services in the region will be most welcome by
people in my electorate. I look forward to working with
Barwon Health in fulfilling the project over the next six
years.
The Brumby budget was warmly welcomed by the
Geelong community. A measure of its acceptance was
seen in the results of a poll conducted by the Geelong
Advertiser two days after the budget was handed down.
Of the 40 people who replied to the poll, 38 supported
the budget.
In closing, I turn to the report in the Geelong Advertiser
of 18 May, headed ‘State budget 2001: our readers
react’. It quotes the comments of a few of the readers
who took the time to register their thoughts with the
newspaper. Mr Paul Turner of East Geelong said:
I think the budget was quite reasonable. It’s creating jobs,
putting money into the schools, the roads and the hospital,
which is really a major issue in Geelong …

Miss Elizabeth MacPherson of Bell Post Hill said:
I just think the Bracks government has done a great job,
particularly after Kennett destroyed everything in Geelong.
They are starting to put it back.

Ian Williams of Hamlyn Heights said:
In health and infrastructure, I strongly believe this budget is a
good one for Geelong. The overall capital expenditure in the
budget is very good and Geelong is bound to benefit in a
number of areas.

This budget has delivered for all Victorians. It has
delivered to regional and rural Victorians, and it has
delivered to Geelong.
Mr WELLS (Wantirna) — I will start by recapping
the early period of my parliamentary career when I first
entered the house in 1992. At that time the new Kennett
government was faced with the results of financial
mismanagement by the Cain and Kirner governments,
which had had a number of advisers including the now
Premier and the now Minister for Health. The one
figure that always sticks in my mind is the $33 billion
of public sector debt that the former Kennett
government was faced with. Victoria was spending
more on interest repayments than on education and
health services. You would think that was scarcely
possible; but that was the result of the intellect and the
mismanagement of the Cain and Kirner governments.
To take that point one step further, let us go back to
1982 when John Cain first won government. Public
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sector debt in that year was $11 billion. Think about it:
the state took 140 years to rack up $11 billion in debt,
then just 10 years of Labor government to triple the
debt from $11 billion to $33 billion. What a disgrace!
As a young member of Parliament — younger, at
least — I joined the team that had to do an
extraordinary amount of hard work making tough
decisions to clean up the mess created by the
irresponsible actions of the Cain and Kirner era.
It is sad to find in the Australian Financial Review an
editorial headed ‘Bracks budget disappointing’. I will
quote a few small parts from that editorial:
The Bracks government’s second budget is a disappointing
document. The Victorian general government sector is about
to be pushed back into cash deficit, and that deficit is
projected to rise to almost $300 million in 2002–03.

For the non-accountants in the chamber at the moment
let me explain that it is important to make sure your
cash flow is steady, because if you rely on asset
revaluation for a cash flow for current expenditure in
the forthcoming financial year you will come unstuck
very quickly. You will then have to go back to
borrowing on your credit card for current
expenditure — or, in government terms, for paying
police wages, nurses’ wages and teachers’ wages. A
word of caution, therefore: if you do not keep your cash
flow higher than your actual expenditure flow you will
go into cash deficit very quickly, and to make up any
shortfall you will have to borrow.
As the Australian Financial Review predicts on the
figures issued by the Treasurer, there will be a
$300 million cash deficit by 2002–03. Victoria is going
to relive the Cain and Kirner days because the Bracks
government cannot manage its finances.
I now move to the budget as it affects my shadow
portfolio, the area of police. It was pleasing to note that
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
declares in the budget papers that Victoria Police
remains on schedule to meet its commitment to provide
an additional 800 operational police by June 2003. That
matches the election promise with which the Labor
Party went to the last election. The opposition will be
very keen to see if the government can achieve it.
Once again, however, the figures are not stacking up.
The minister is very keen to fudge the figures. The
police annual report of 30 June 1999, the last official
figures given to the Parliament, shows that the state had
9360 effective full-time police officers in Victoria. As
of 31 January 2001, we had 9402. I stress that those are
not opposition figures but figures from the police
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annual report and from the police force itself. Deduct
the 9360 from the 9402 and you find that the net
increase for the period from 1 July 1999 to 31 January
2001 was 42. That makes the budget claim look very
likely to be misleading, because the claim is that the
government is on track to achieve an increase of 800 by
June 2003.
Last week the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services again reiterated that the government was on
track to reach its target. The Liberal Party is checking
his figures, because he now says there has been an
increase of 422. The opposition will research his claims
and hope he is not including in his figures recruits in
training. The figure of 9360 in the annual report for
1999 does not include recruits in training. The
Victorian community was promised 800 police on the
beat doing operational work, not including police being
trained at the academy or being instructed on the beat.
The election promise is for fully sworn police in
accordance, and the minister should stick to that. The
opposition sincerely hopes he is not backing down on
that point.
The minister does not mention anything in the budget
papers about the police force rate of attrition. Surely a
promise of 800 additional police will take account of
attrition rates. Last year 450 police officers quit the
force and another number retired, making a total of
550 officers leaving the force. They are leaving in
droves. I believe there is a slow-down in departures at
the moment, but only because police want to see what
is happening with the Police Association log of claims.
Those who are on the edge of deciding whether to leave
the force await the outcome of the log of claims with
interest.
The opposition has made clear its position on the Police
Association’s log of claims. Firstly, the police deserve a
decent pay rise, which most people in the community
would agree with. Secondly, police should have decent
promotional opportunities. In other words, young
policemen or policewomen coming up through the
ranks should not be blocked in one position for eight or
nine years before they can apply for another bunk up.
Thirdly, they deserve better resourcing, a proposition
that would have bipartisan support. It still does not
make sense to me that after going to a crime scene
police have to write out notes, take them back to the
station, transfer the details to another book and take that
to the senior sergeant, who signs it off and faxes it in
before the information goes onto a computer. The end
result of all this is that experienced police from
Bendigo, Ballarat or Bairnsdale — those with 20 years
and 30 years experience — need to be kept in the force
for as long as possible!
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I was amused by a point made by the Premier on 3BA
in Ballarat. I refer to page 107 of budget paper 2, which
states that a total police and recruit strength of 10 300
will be achieved by June 2003. Yet on 5 April the
Premier said on 3BA that he would increase police
numbers to 11 300 in his first term, which in effect is an
increase of 2000 members. The Premier and the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services have
obviously mixed up their figures. I am sure it was an
innocent mistake, but it has not been corrected. The
Premier said on 3BA there would be a total police force
of 11 300, but the opposition will be happy if it gets to
10 300.
The minister’s statement that the government would
build four new prisons was welcomed by the
opposition. The government said it would build a
600-bed maximum security remand centre, a 300-bed
medium security prison and two new minimum security
prisons — a 120-bed facility and a 100-bed facility —
in rural Victoria. A 26-specialist bed unit was to be
built at Ararat prison. Opposition members welcomed
the announcement, because it added up to 1146 new
beds. However, when we looked at the budget papers
we found that the overall permanent capacity will
increase by only 716 beds, which means 300-plus beds
would have to be shut for the budget figures to be right.
On the one hand the government is promising
1146 new beds, while on the other hand it is promising
a net increase of only 716. That means, as stated in the
budget papers, that the Bendigo prison will be shut and
Won Wron will be closed — and the futures of
Beechworth and Langi Kal Kal prisons, given the
redevelopment of the prison system, are currently being
considered. ‘Currently being considered’ means they
will be shut. The government has no choice: they will
have to be shut if the net increase in beds is only
716 beds.
What can be done about the loss of valuable jobs at
Bendigo, Yarram, Beechworth and Langi Kal Kal? I
know a commitment has been made that there will be
no job losses in Bendigo, but if you shut down the
prison you will need to build a new one in the area to
secure those jobs. If the minister shuts down Won
Wron and Langi Kal Kal, I hope he takes into
consideration the fact that a couple of new prisons will
need to be built in those areas to protect the jobs. The
government also needs to consider the culture of those
country towns. They are accepting of prisons, so it is
easier to build new prisons in those areas.
The prison population figures do not stack up. I suggest
the minister review the figures before he shuts down
those four country prisons. At the moment the prisons
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are running at 115 per cent occupancy. If one looks at
world standards — and I am sure Victorian standards
would be the same — prison occupancies should be
running at 85 per cent to 90 per cent. Putting that aside,
a 115 per cent occupancy rate equates to there being
450 prisoners too many in the prison system. Add to
that the 200 who are locked up in police cells and there
are 650 prisoners too many in the system. A net
increase of 716 over the life of the 10-year master plan
shows that the figures do not stack up. It means we will
have crowded prisons for the next 10 years. I suspect
that when the opposition gets into government it may
have to open up some of the prisons that have been shut
down.
I refer to an article about the minister in the Bendigo
Advertiser — and I am glad to see him walking into the
chamber. He made a commitment to the people of
Bendigo that the prison should remain open. However,
something went wrong. Perhaps he was poorly advised,
because he went back and said that that would not be
the case. My view is that if the prison in the centre of
town were to be shut down, so be it. The site could be
used for better purposes, such as building a new school.
It is important that the minister give a guarantee that
those jobs in Bendigo will be protected. The prison
does not have to stay at its present site in Bendigo. It is
the protection of those jobs that is important.
In the minutes that remain I will talk about the Scoresby
freeway, which will run straight through the Wantirna
electorate. The government has made more backflips
over the Scoresby freeway than anyone could possibly
have imagined. At the last election Labor campaigned
on not building it, arguing that a planned $786 million
freeway link should be scrapped. Dr Paul Mees from
the Public Transport Users Association was excited
when it decided to scrap the freeway. Suddenly Labor
realised that it was not undertaking any new projects
and that all it was doing was finishing off the Kennett
government’s major projects. The Minister for
Transport said that Stud Road would be upgraded
instead. I do not know how Stud Road could be
upgraded, because there are houses on both sides of it.
The government would have to start buying real estate!
We then found out that the government was so opposed
to the freeway that it put $2 million into a Scoresby
transport corridor study. There has been so much public
consultation and so many studies on this road that I am
not sure what $2 million could have been used for.
Fortunately, the Prime Minister announced a funding
boost of $220 million to get the freeway project started.
What has the government done? Suddenly, there has
been a three-way backtrack.
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I will quote from an article in the Herald Sun on a radio
interview given by the Treasurer, Mr Brumby:
Asked on radio about the project, Mr Brumby said Victoria
did not have the capacity to pay for it, even with the federal
government’s $220 million contribution.

The government has been moaning and groaning for at
least six months about the need for the federal
government to come to the party on the Scoresby
freeway. The Prime Minister has declared it a RONI —
a road of national importance — which means funding
will be provided on a fifty-fifty basis. Funding of
$220 million has been set in concrete by the federal
government. We are now waiting for the Minister for
Transport to come up with his money so work can
commence on building from the Eastern Freeway to the
Monash Freeway. That is what we want done in the
first instance.
A government member interjected.
Mr WELLS — I am pleased with the minister’s
contribution. We can at least make a start by putting it
towards a cab fare!
We are now in limbo. The people of Wantirna and
Aston need to know what the Minister for Transport is
doing about the Scoresby freeway. The Liberal Party
believes that, based on available figures, the link from
the Eastern Freeway to the Monash Freeway can be
built for around $440 million. The federal government
has put up $220 million, and if the Minister for
Transport comes up with the other $220 million a start
can be made on linking the freeways. We do not want
the link built halfway to the Burwood Highway and
have all the traffic dumped there. That would not make
sense.
We await the minister’s announcement with
anticipation. There will be a clear difference between
Liberal and Labor at the Aston by-election. The
Liberals will make a commitment to build the Scoresby
freeway, Labor will not. That is an important difference
for people to take into account in deciding how they
will vote in the by-election.
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) — I welcome the
opportunity to speak on the Appropriation 2001/2002
Bill. In speaking on the second budget of the Bracks
government, it is appropriate to reflect on the handing
down of its first budget only 12 months ago. The
building blocks for this and future budgets of the
Bracks government were provided in our first budget.
This second budget delivers for today and builds for
tomorrow. The Bracks government is injecting
desperately needed funds back into the key areas that
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people are interested in — education, health and
infrastructure.

budget speeches the ‘Asher apparitions’, given the
continual references to the ghosts of the Kennett era.

The legacy of the former government will linger long in
the memory of many country Victorians. They
remember the 176 country schools that were closed; the
12 country hospitals that were forced to close; and the
country rail lines that the former government cruelly
closed.

I refer to the comments by the Leader of the National
Party that this budget does not have the vision that
country Victoria is looking for. I find that incredibly
hypocritical. I believe this is the budget the National
Party wanted to hand down when it was in government,
but National Party members did not have the guts to
stand up to the former Premier when he was closing
schools, hospitals and train lines in their electorates.
They were beaten into submission by the former
Premier and forced to take whatever he handed out to
country Victoria. They did not stand up for their
electorates, so for the Leader of the National Party to
criticise the budget for not having a vision for country
Victoria is incredibly hypocritical. As I said, this is the
budget he would have dearly loved to hand down if he
had had the opportunity. Given the National Party’s
dwindling numbers in this house, I do not believe he
will have that opportunity.

Compare that legacy to the legacy of this and the last
budget. Since coming to government the Bracks
government has injected over $600 million into
education, and more than 2000 teachers are now back
in our schools. This budget alone puts $1 billion back
into our health system, which is sorely needed. The
government is also building for the future. The
$500 million in capital works for our health system in
this budget alone is a significant investment.
Most importantly, I also refer to the money in this
budget for the re-opening of four closed country rail
lines, on top of all the initiatives in the first budget of
the Bracks government. The re-opening of our country
rail lines, which were closed by the former government,
symbolises — —
A government member interjected.
Ms ALLAN — It is a great decision, and it is great
to see the minister who has done such a lot of that work
in the house. What better symbol can there be for
country Victorians than a government that cares for and
believes in its people? Ours is the government that is
re-opening their vital transport links. I believe that is the
most important decision the government has made over
the past 18 months, and it will serve those country areas
well long into the future. Compare this government to
the former government and its former Premier, who
preferred to call country Victorians ‘the toenails of the
state’. That is their legacy to country Victoria.
It is interesting to note the budget replies made last
week by the shadow Treasurer and the Leader of the
National Party, which contain many similarities. They
are clearly two people who have not jumped off the Jeff
Kennett bandwagon, even though it was long ago
halted by country Victorians and even though the
wheels have well and truly fallen off.
The two budget replies given by the shadow Treasurer
in 2000 and 2001 have focused on the Kennett
government legacy. I remind the shadow Treasurer that
that legacy continues to haunt Liberal and National
Party members throughout country Victoria. Indeed
you could almost call the shadow Treasurer’s last two

In some ways this is a typical National Party budget
because it provides for great and historic initiatives in
the area of rail. It also builds bridges. The honourable
member for Murray Valley must be happy with the
bridges that are being built with money from this
budget. I will quote specifically from the Weekly Times,
which is often held up as a paper that is in tune with
what country Victorians are saying. They welcome this
budget. The editorial of 16 May states:
The 2001 Victorian budget marks a reversal of fortunes for
rural and regional Victorians, who have suffered from years
of neglect.

Years of neglect! The honourable member for
Benambra is nodding in agreement. The editorial goes
on to say:
… the government has set the groundwork for reviving what
has been for too long regarded as Melbourne’s back paddock.

That sums up the feelings of many country Victorians.
When you hear National Party members continue with
their criticisms it continues to highlight their irrelevance
throughout country Victoria.
A recent poll in the Bendigo Advertiser based on the
federal electorate of Bendigo was published on 6 April.
It had the National Party vote at 1.8 per cent — I repeat,
1.8 per cent! That does not bode well for the future of
the National Party throughout country Victoria.
I turn to the area of infrastructure in particular and
remind the house of the former government’s legacy in
this area. It spent $2.1 billion on major projects in
metropolitan Melbourne and only $17 million in
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country Victoria. Again, this illustrates another
shameful legacy of that government.
I am pleased to say that I am part of the government
that has turned this spending ratio on its head. It
highlights the expenditure on fast rail links between
Bendigo, Ballarat, Geelong, Gippsland and Melbourne.
This is a key initiative for the government and it is
welcomed by country Victorians.
Mr Delahunty interjected.
Ms ALLAN — I’m a lot younger than you, Hughie!
It is interesting that — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Wimmera is out of his
place and being disorderly.
Ms ALLAN — It is interesting to note comments by
the Leader of the National Party, who is trying to pull a
bit of a stunt by calling on the Minister for Transport to
explain to the people of Bendigo, when Parliament sits
in Bendigo on 16 August, the details of the fast rail
project between Bendigo and Melbourne. The Minister
for Transport does not need to do this because the
people of Bendigo already know the details of the
project. They know who promised the fast rail link
feasibility study during the 1999 state election
campaign: they know it was the Labor Party that
promised to do this study. They know it was the Bracks
Labor government that last September saw the Premier
and the Minister for Transport announce that fast train
links between Bendigo and Melbourne were going full
steam ahead.
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trains do not matter much if you are travelling between
Brighton and Spring Street. You do not need a fast train
if you are only travelling there, but I can tell you that
they matter greatly to the people of my electorate in
Bendigo East and throughout central Victoria.
Another important transport infrastructure project in my
electorate is the Calder Highway. This budget allocates
$13 million as part of a three-year allocation of
$25 million. However, it is interesting to follow the
honourable member for Wantirna’s comments on the
Scoresby freeway. We have been duped and dudded by
the federal Liberal–National government on the Calder
freeway. There have been constant delays in the
allocation of funding.
Mr Plowman interjected.
Ms ALLAN — They have to be dragged kicking
and screaming. I will repeat that for the honourable
member for Benambra in case he did not catch it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Benambra will have his
turn.
Ms ALLAN — It is interesting to note that the
honourable member for Benambra is not within cooee
of the Calder Highway and it would be interesting to
note if he has ever travelled down it!

People in Bendigo already know that this project is
under way. They know the details and that planning
work is being undertaken at the moment. Indeed, the
Minister for Transport has made two visits to Bendigo
in the past few months alone when he talked to the
people about this project. He has done the same in the
electorate of the honourable member for Ballarat West
and has talked at first hand with the community, as I
have done, about this important project.

The John Howard government had to be dragged
kicking and screaming to provide money for this vital
transport link between Melbourne and Bendigo. It
passes through the honourable member for Gisborne’s
electorate. These delays have blown out the time lines
on this project, and unnecessarily so. The state
government is committed to a completion date of 2006
for the Calder freeway between Bendigo and
Melbourne. However, the federal government will not
come to the table on this. It will not pinpoint a
completion date, and people in Bendigo and central
Victoria continue travelling down a second-rate
highway completely unnecessarily and continue to be
dudded by the federal government.

However, the Liberal Party seems to be a bit confused
on the fast train links. There seems to be some
contradictions on their side about where their policy is
on fast train links. The shadow Treasurer constantly
carps on about budget blow-outs and the amounts this
government is spending. Then the shadow Minister for
Transport turns around and says, ‘Oh, there’s not
enough! We need to spend more money on fast train
links’. Where does the Liberal Party stand on the issue
of fast train links in country Victoria? Quite clearly it
shows that its members are not interested in it. Fast

I turn briefly to three important and specific projects for
Bendigo. The first of these is the new air ambulance
service. This budget provides funding for the service to
be located in Bendigo. It is a service provided to
country Victoria and one that will help save lives.
Critically ill patients can now be transported to
Melbourne in around 30 minutes — a vast
improvement on the 100-minute trip that has to be
taken by road. The honourable member for Ripon will
be pleased to know that this is an election commitment
that has been delivered by this government
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A second major project in the electorate of Bendigo
East is the radiotherapy unit at the Bendigo Hospital,
which is a greatly needed facility and one for which
increased funding has been provided in this budget.
The third major project is an exciting new initiative in
my electorate which comes with an allocation of
$10.7 million for programs and works at the Epsom site
of the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment. The funding is for research and science
and will help make Epsom and Bendigo a hub in this
area of country Victoria.
I conclude on another major announcement that the
honourable member for Wantirna touched on in his
budget reply speech — that is, the closure of the
Bendigo Prison. This has been called for from a number
of quarters for a number of years. The prison is located
slap bang in the centre of town. It is a 140-year-old
prison that is quite outdated and certainly does not
come up to the standards of modern-day prisons. As I
said, a number of people within the Bendigo
community have been calling for the prison’s closure.
The opportunities for this site have also been
highlighted, in particular by an editorial in the Bendigo
Advertiser of 20 March this year, which says:
A vacant jail does, however, raise countless possibilities for
the use of the vacant complex.

There are many opportunities for the use of the
complex, and this has been welcomed. The City of
Greater Bendigo wanted the prison to be closed. The
council did not feel it was an appropriate facility in that
area. It has undertaken a master plan of the entire
Rosalind Park precinct and has called for the Bendigo
prison to be closed over time — so that was certainly in
the council’s future planning. The feedback from the
prison workers is that they are welcoming this
announcement, particularly considering that not one job
will be lost — all jobs and prisoners will be transferred
to a modern and expanded facility at Loddon.
This closure provides a unique opportunity for my
community to look at proposals for redevelopment of
the site. However, it is interesting to note that an
honourable member for North Western Province in
another place, the Honourable Ron Best, has been
desperately trying to lift his measly 1.8 per cent of the
vote in Bendigo and whip up a campaign around the
location of the new prison there. It is interesting when
you consider that Liberal Party and National Party
members have now announced — I think the minister
can confirm this — 18 different locations in country
Victoria for the new prison, promising every
community from the border to the sea that they will
have a prison in their electorate. The honourable
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member for North Western Province has joined this
wild-goose chase.
In 1994, when the former government was looking at
locating a private prison in country Victoria, which was
eventually located at Sale, it dragged 56 country towns
into the net — into the sham — led by the former
Minister for Corrections, who was also the Deputy
Premier and Leader of the National Party. It forced
56 country communities to go through planning
amendments, as the City of Greater Bendigo did. That
city went through an extensive rezoning of land at
Huntly against the wishes of local residents, only to be
thwarted by a government that had no intention of ever
locating the prison in Bendigo. This government will
not do that, and that is why the minister has made clear
statements around the closure of the Bendigo prison.
We will not unnecessarily waste the council’s time nor
alarm community residents.
The minister has received a letter from a constituent
who is supporting the prison not being located in his
area, and he asks the question, ‘Would Mr Best like the
idea if the prison were in his street?’. I think we all
know the answer to that — you bet there is no way he
would like the idea of a prison in his street!
This budget continues the good work of the
government on the task of rebuilding country Victoria
after the seven-year legacy of the former government. It
is a legacy that will not be quickly forgotten. The
rebuilding will take a long time to complete, and this is
the budget that rebuilds for the future.
Ms McCALL (Frankston) — I was tempted to start
my speech with a joke, just to try to change the nature
of the debate, because we were all getting a bit
over-serious, overzealous and excited. I suggested a
joke to a couple of my colleagues, but I was warned it
might be a bit politically incorrect, so I will begin with
a couple of quotes instead.
Let me ask first: what are budgets all about? They are
about taxes — the raising of them and the spending of
them. Benjamin Franklin said in a letter to Jean Baptiste
Le Roy in 1789:
But in this world nothing can be said to be certain except
death and taxes.

What is the role of government? The role of
government is to raise taxes, and on the question of
taxation, I have a definition here that states:
Taxation is a form of theft permitting the government to
bludge on your earnings. The amount and the forms of
taxation reflect the sociopolitical prejudices of the party in
power.

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
1744

ASSEMBLY

On the other side of that equation is something called
tax cuts, and a quote related to tax cuts is as follows:
Tax cuts.
An impossibility. Apparent tax cuts conceal the fact that the
government is in fact always going to end up with more of
your money.

That is what this budget is all about. It is all about high
taxes that enable the government to be a high-spending
government. I relate this specifically to the seat of
Frankston, and to the issues that are important to the
community of Frankston. These are the things that I
bring to this Parliament, as they are part of my
experience as the member for Frankston for the past
five years.
The first one has to be transport. The issue of transport
on the Mornington Peninsula has been enunciated by
the honourable members for Mornington and
Cranbourne. It is an issue I have raised in the chamber
many times. It is a standing joke on the Mornington
Peninsula that if you want to get your child a job you
buy them a car because transport has, was, and always
will be a major issue because of the shape of the
Mornington Peninsula and the difficulty of the road
infrastructure. The previous government endeavoured
to meet some of those necessities by increasing the
private bus lines, by moving towards the widening of
the Moorooduc Highway in my electorate and by
moving to encourage plans for the Scoresby freeway
and revisit the issue of the Mornington Peninsula
freeway.
It is therefore very disappointing that neither the second
stage of the widening of the Moorooduc Highway, nor
more particularly the installation of a set of traffic lights
at the corner of Robinsons Road and the highway, will
take place. The latter intersection has become notorious
among the community of Frankston as a black spot
because it serves an elderly people’s home, an aged
care facility, two senior schools and one primary
school. It has been a total miracle to me that nobody
from any of those institutions has yet been killed, but
we have had a couple of serious injuries.
I go from there to the Mornington Peninsula freeway. I
know it has been talked about for the past 15 years and
will probably be talked about for the next 15, but the
most important thing is to keep talking about it, because
the more we do the more likelihood there is that it will
stay on the agenda and move closer to the top.
However, the project the opposition puts at the top —
the former government was keen to move on this, and I
am happy to say the federal government has agreed to
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put money into it — is the Scoresby freeway. As my
colleagues from Wantirna, Mornington and Cranbourne
have said, it is an integral part of a road network that
will link Ringwood to Frankston. Frankston and the
northern boundaries of the electorate of Frankston will
be very well served by the opening of the freeway.
Recently I went down to look at the Frankston end,
where there is already part of the slip road and a
construction around Rutherford Road. I urge the current
government to think beyond the mere $2 million it has
allocated in this budget so that at least we can start
work and the people of the Mornington Peninsula will
not feel their freeway has been scotched or backtracked.
There is cause for concern, as was evidenced in the
Herald Sun on 17 May:
Treasurer John Brumby appears to have become lukewarm
about the billion dollar Scoresby Freeway.

Even worse, the mayor of Frankston, who seemed to be
so quick to criticise the federal government for its
investment of $220 million, suddenly went quiet when
the state government was prepared to give a paltry
$2 million.
From transport I move to the issues of safety. I am very
pleased that the police minister is in the chamber. I am
not going to take the opportunity to take a cheap shot at
him — I’m sure I can use another opportunity to do
that — but I will talk about the issues of safety, police
numbers, the lockups, the Magistrates Court, and so on.
Those issues are very important to the community of
Frankston.
I begin by commending the police at the Frankston
police station. They get awfully bad press. They are
continually criticised, and they were for the 18 months
of the Labor campaign of the member for Frankston
East. They were vilified in a number of ways for their
behaviour or for their non-response to calls. The
Frankston police do a remarkable job in very difficult
circumstances. They would argue there have been
management issues, and there have clearly been
understaffing issues, but the community of Frankston
would recognise that it is much more satisfactory to
have experienced police working on the streets than it is
to rely too heavily on rookies. Although I acknowledge
the Labor government’s statements that it will increase
the number of police on the pavement by 800 — and I
am still intrigued to know how it will get to that
figure — the community is just as concerned to retain
the experienced police it already has. That is one of the
most important needs.
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One of the biggest problems in the police force is
natural attrition. I endorse the comments of the
honourable member for Wantirna that the police need
to be reasonably paid and reasonably supported. They
are a most important sector of the community who at
the moment are obliged to perform duties that are
probably not within their ambit — that is, as prison
wardens in the lockups at police stations. I know the
police find this an onerous task, particularly at the
Frankston police station, where the lockup has been
filled to capacity for a number of months.
It is a very difficult situation. I am constantly lobbied
by members of the community who have loved ones in
the lockup. Whatever the community’s view on
whether the people are guilty or not, the fact is that
access to their families is difficult and limited.
Sometimes the police have to deal with exceptionally
difficult drug-related cases because they have nowhere
else to send these people. The rhetoric is terrific but in
practice we have to deal very rapidly with the issue of
the overcrowded lockups, particularly in Frankston.
The Magistrates Court does an excellent job; I have
spent some time there and intend to spend further time
there. I commend the registrar at the Frankston
Magistrates Court, Ian Sigg, and the staff who have
been instrumental in setting up a pilot program for a
diversion program for young people and first offenders.
It is an exceptionally good move given the
community’s recognition and concern that sometimes
first offenders need to be given a second chance. That
does not mean that the community would turn around
and say, ‘We think that what you did was wrong and
we will let you get away with it’, but it is a recognition
that all of us are entitled to make a mistake in this life. I
commend the government and urge it to keep
supporting the diversion programs for as long as it can.
They are well received by the community and by the
Magistrates Court as an alternative to imprisonment.
However, I am disappointed with the government’s
budget figures for victims of crime. This chamber is
well aware of the interest I take in issues of domestic
violence, child abuse and sexual abuse and their causes.
I am concerned that there has been a severe cut in
funding for victims of crime. I know that my
community legal centre and legal aid people have been
concerned and disappointed about that.
Ms Duncan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Gisborne!
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Ms McCALL — I turn now to the issue of health
and community services. A couple of groups in
Frankston are very dependent on funding from
government and have looked to this government and
certainly to the previous government for support. One
of them is Anglicare. Its Strengthening Families
policies and pilot programs have been remarkably
successful on the Mornington Peninsula. It also has a
program for dealing with difficult children, as well as
one I particularly like for dealing with difficult parents.
The programs have been extremely successful and well
received, particularly within the primary school
community, where staff are stretched to capacity
dealing with social difficulties and problems that have
not come anywhere within the realms of a primary
school in years gone by.
It is recognised that these programs play a fundamental
role in the communities of Frankston and the
Mornington Peninsula. I urge the government to look
carefully at the continued funding of Anglicare, given
the good job it does.
I have some real concerns about the commitment of the
Minister for Community Services to preschools. The
shadow Minister for Community Services has raised
this issue a number of times, and I am disappointed that
there was not a greater recognition in the budget of the
phenomenal work done by our preschools. I would like
to suggest that always giving the money to parents of
preschool children does not solve the problems as much
as supporting and sustaining the excellent staff and
teachers who work in the preschools. There are
wonderful preschools, both state and privately owned,
in my electorate. They do a phenomenal job for the
community and I would like to see them more
adequately resourced through a budget process.
For five years I have been a fan of the famous
Frankston Hospital. I have defended it and will
continue to do so. The hospital serves one of the largest
growing communities in the state. There is no question
that there are considerable strains on its capacity,
whether through ambulance deliveries to the accident
and emergency department or the provision of aged
care, given the lack of aged care facilities on the
peninsula. It is not totally the fault of either the
commonwealth or the state governments. It is
recognised that the aged community on the peninsula is
short on resources and facilities, and this has put a
phenomenal strain on the Frankston Hospital.
There has been a policy decision that so far as possible
our public hospitals do not take on the role of providing
aged care facilities. There has been a move to try to
discourage patients from going into aged care beds in
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hospitals and blocking the system from access by more
urgent cases. The budget gives the Frankston Hospital a
further $9 million. That is good, although it is not
exceptional. Over five years the hospital got
$30 million. I hope that trend will continue because the
hospital serves a very grateful community. It works
under difficult circumstances and does an excellent job.
I would like to think that the money that is currently
being frittered away on an ambulance royal
commission would be better served helping public
hospital communities in a more appropriate way.

will say it again: one of the great things about that
slogan was that it was positive. It meant we were active,
enthusiastic, prepared to take risks, visionary and able
to look to the future. We now have a government that
says, ‘We will do some things in the future, but not yet.
We will consider doing a number of other things, but
not yet’. The Liberal Party when in government was
visionary, and I refuse to apologise to either the
community or to this chamber for what it did. It looked
to the future — at major projects, long-term
investments and at jobs.

When it comes to drugs and rehabilitation the
Frankston electorate is probably no different from any
other. A percentage of the community are addicted to
drugs. There is no question that difficulties are
experienced around the Frankston railway station
because it is the end of the railway line and people tend
to congregate there. It is easy for them to come along
and do a deal in the street. I have been there a number
of times and watched these deals go down.

The previous government would not allow such things
as the drain of 3300 jobs from Victoria, many of which
have gone to South Australia and Queensland. We need
a government that recognises that having a vision
means creating a positive environment for everyone. I
am disappointed with this budget, but I am sure that —
as has been written many times on children’s school
reports — if they try harder they may do better.

I have pushed for five years and I intend to push for
many more years as the member for Frankston for more
detoxification and rehabilitation services. I do not
support safe injecting rooms but I urge the government
to look within its budget coffers to find more money for
the areas of detoxification and rehabilitation.
They are the areas of most concern. We have to take
seriously the problem of drugs and get people off them
and keep them off them. It is all very well saying, ‘Get
them off the street and into a safe injecting room’, and
it is all very well to pump as much money into
education and the school system as possible — I
support that. In fact, I urge the government to put as
much money as it can into education programs to assist
students from as early as primary school and to
continue the great work done by the Kennett
government through the Turning the Tide program.

Mr LONEY (Geelong North) — It is with great
pleasure that I make a contribution to the budget debate.
I support the budget and congratulate the Treasurer on
this, his first budget. I say without any hesitation at all
that this budget is the most magnificent first budget
brought down by a Treasurer in this place since the
previous Treasurer delivered his first budget!
The contribution we just heard from the honourable
member for Frankston was interesting for a couple of
reasons. Firstly, it appears she is yet another Liberal
who cannot say sorry. Secondly, near the end of her
contribution she talked about jobs performance under
the former government. I take up that point, because in
the area in Geelong where I come from, the Barwon
South Western Region, the record on jobs shows that
during the seven years of the Kennett government not
one new full-time job was created in the area.
An Honourable Member — How many?

I also encourage the government to continue to support
the Freeza program, which provides
drug-and-alcohol-free entertainment. On the
Mornington Peninsula we are looking at projects
relating to safe partying so young people can rave on —
that is the term used, but I am now almost too old to
appreciate it — and enjoy themselves while their
parents know they are safe. I urge the government to
continue to support those initiatives commenced under
the Kennett government. They were good initiatives
that were visionary and forward looking.
In the time remaining to me I would like to make some
observations about the loss of the slogan, Victoria —
On the Move. I have said it before in this chamber and I

Mr LONEY — There was not one. In fact, there
was a net loss of full-time jobs over those seven years.
If the honourable member for Frankston East cares to
check the current figures she will see that that trend has
been remarkably reversed and that the Barwon South
Western Region is now enjoying the biggest jobs
growth of any part of Victoria, and the unemployment
rate is now below the state average.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LONEY — It is good to hear the shadow
minister applauding that achievement of the Bracks
government. It is wonderful that he is applauding the
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fact that today we have jobs in Geelong, whereas under
his government we did not.
This budget is very much about rebuilding Victoria, and
it certainly needed rebuilding! When looking at the
budget papers it is instructive to consider where we
have come from to this point. For seven years I sat in
this house, as did the honourable member for Melton
and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
who are both in the chamber now, during which time
we saw many things being brought in through budgets.
In the area of education we saw hundreds of schools
closed and thousands of teachers sacked. We saw, for
example, in my area a huge increase in the number of
students who were not staying at school and completing
their education, and retention rates fell remarkably. In
the area of health, we saw the closure of hospitals,
thousands of nurses going out of the system, the
cutback in programs and the bizarre experiments with
ambulances. All those sorts of things went on during
those seven years.
In the area of transport, we saw the closure of rail lines
and the privatisation of Melbourne’s bus fleet. Later —
and I must get this right; it was not the privatisation of
the trams and trains — we saw, if I remember the
correct term, the periodic franchising of trains and
trams. In the area of energy, we saw the total
destruction of the former State Electricity Commission.
It was broken up in such a way that we are now not able
to guarantee the delivery of electricity to the citizens of
Victoria on the days when they need it.
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which it was done so that the greatest attack was made
on country Victorians. Members of the opposition
come in to this place today and say they are proud of
that fact. It is amazing stuff of which to be proud, I
should have thought!
Mr Plowman — We have cheaper power.
Mr LONEY — We are still to see that one. This is
the great gleaming light, the light in the sky. It is the
UFO of the Liberal Party that it keeps chasing down the
street. Somewhere out there as a result of the Liberal
Party’s electricity experiment a dim light exists that is
called cheaper power prices. Its members say, ‘One day
we will get there’, but like those UFOs in the sky, they
are light years away. The opposition must carry that
one.
The opposition, when in government, decided that it did
not want to govern because governing was too hard. It
decided to behave like a liquidator and went in to cut,
slash and sell. Governing was too hard so it decided not
to govern but get rid of everything — put it out so that
someone else would make the decisions. The people of
Victoria got to a situation where at the 1999 state
election they said, ‘Enough!’. It was a simple
message — enough and goodbye. It was a bit like The
Weakest Link: the people of Victoria decided who was
the weakest link and said goodbye. Since then, what has
occurred in the past two budgets, and this budget builds
on it significantly, is the restoration of the infrastructure
that is needed so that Victoria can again properly
operate as a community.

Mr Plowman — You know that is not true.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Benambra will get his turn.
Mr LONEY — I will take up the interjection from
the honourable member for Benambra. He knows very
well that under the former government the Victorian
Power Exchange produced a document that mapped out
the future and said that if Victoria continued down this
path it would have power shortages in the summers of
the years to come. That is precisely what we are having.
The warning was there and is publicly documented.
Mr Plowman interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Benambra is being
disorderly.
Mr LONEY — It is attributed to the types of
changes made by the former government and the
destruction caused to the energy industry by its
disaggregation. Even more destructive was the way in

In the seven years the former Kennett government was
in power the Victorian community was attacked. The
infrastructure required by communities was attacked
aggressively and non-stop at every opportunity. There
were few icons going up outside Melbourne — and the
former Kennett government was very much a
government of icons. It was convinced that so long as
you had an icon somewhere there was no need for
people to eat, go to school or visit a hospital. So long as
people had an icon they would be satisfied and happy.
The whole approach of the former Kennett government
was the provision of icons. It was not about a
community, building a society or putting in place the
infrastructure people rely on in their day-to-day lives to
fulfil them in some way and be better able to participate
more fully in the community. Nowhere was this more
apparent than in rural Victoria, which was left for dead.
Mr Mulder — Rubbish.
Mr LONEY — The honourable member for
Polwarth is part of the toenail brigade.
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Mr Mulder — I live in rural Victoria — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Polwarth is out of his seat.
Mr LONEY — I turn to a paper that the honourable
member for Polwarth is probably not familiar with —
the Weekly Times! The edition of 16 May issued after
the budget carries on the front page the heading
‘Freight rail boost at the heart of $700 million regional
budget’. An article written by Peter Hunt states:
Massive investments in freight rail, education, science and
innovation, are the hallmarks of what Victorian Treasurer
John Brumby has labelled his ‘Big Picture Budget’.
More than $100 million has been committed to rural and
regional schools, $50 million to Agriculture Victoria’s
research institutes and $96 million to upgrading the state’s
dilapidated freight rail system.

Who allowed it to become dilapidated, one might ask?
It goes on:
These projects are part of a $700 million budget package for
regional Victoria, announced in yesterday’s state budget.

Inside the Weekly Times on page 4 you find statements
like ‘Rail gets a $160 million injection’. It goes on and
on with various articles about the effect of the budget
on regional Victoria. In relation to rail it says on page 4:
The state government is steaming ahead with almost
$160 million in freight and passenger rail investments in
regional and rural Victoria.

Even at Swan Marsh!
Mr Mulder — Pirron Yallock railway station!
Mr LONEY — Sorry, Pirron Yallock. It goes on:
Mr Batchelor said the government’s investment was not just
about standardising the complex network of broad gauge
lines.
The upgrade will also free up the movement of rail freight
from the other states, where Victoria’s broad-gauge lines have
been incompatible with standard gauge rail lines in New
South Wales, South Australia and Western Australia.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
Before honourable members become too excited, the
time has come to halt proceedings for the dinner break.
The Chair will resume at 8 o’clock whereupon the
honourable member for Geelong North will have the
call.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.

Mr LONEY — Prior to the suspension of the sitting
I was explaining to the house how the previous
government had ripped the guts out of the social fabric
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of this state. I want to continue some of those remarks. I
had been making the point that nowhere was this worse
than in rural Victoria. In the current budget we are
seeing the turnaround in fortunes of country Victoria. I
would like to refer to one of the great rural newspapers,
the Weekly Times. On 16 May this year, in an editorial
headed ‘A budget that delivers to the state’s forgotten
residents’ the Weekly Times had this to say:
The 2001 Victorian budget marks a reversal of fortunes for
rural and regional Victorians who have suffered years of
neglect.

Seven long dark years of neglect!.
A Government Member — Especially around
Lara.
Mr LONEY — Fortunately the local member was
able to do something for the people around Lara. The
Weekly Times goes on to say:
Treasurer John Brumby has delivered on electoral promises to
revive regional health, education, science, rail passenger and
freight services.
…
The Brumby budget is also set to help small rural and
regional hospitals turn the corner after struggling to cope with
the impact of case mix and rising salary costs.
The budget has already poured $160 million into freight and
passenger rail after years of line closures and asset sales.
…
… the government has set the groundwork for reviving what
has been for too long regarded as Melbourne’s back paddock.

That was the case. But if one looks at this budget and
what it delivers, and if one takes a single region of
Victoria, such as the Barwon–Western District region,
part of which I am fortunate enough to represent, one
can see the massive injection of funds into
infrastructure. The $19 million for the aged care
facilities at the Grace McKellar Centre is long overdue.
The centre was totally neglected by the Kennett
government. In fact, it was worse than neglected,
because members on the other side wanted to sell the
hospital beds at the centre — they put them on the
auction block. This government has not only said that
those beds will stay in public hands but has committed
itself to refurbishing that facility.
Honourable members can see in the budget an
expansion of some $12 million to $13 million at the
Barwon prison in my area, which will create a large
number of jobs. There is more than $15 million for the
Gordon TAFE facility and even more money to ensure
that Geelong Road is above flood level — another
$15 million. Numerous schools in my electorate have
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received funding for capital works and programs,
particularly for innovative programs. I am delighted
about that because the schools of Geelong’s northern
suburbs are fantastic state schools and deserve the
support they are getting from this government.
I could speak about this budget, its effect on my
community and the positive nature of it for hours.
However, I am noted in this place for brevity. Victoria
has turned the corner with this and the last budget. This
state is now motoring along very well. Services are
being delivered to the community. The ripping apart of
the social fabric that even Lloyd Williams talked about
last week, that even he recognised on his road to
Damascus conversion, is over.
I conclude the way I started. I congratulate the
Treasurer on the budget he has brought down, and I
congratulate the government for delivering on the
promises it made to Victoria.
Mr LUPTON (Knox) — It just goes to show what
the government benches are like after honourable
members have had a couple of wines, or something
else. I have never heard so much rubbish in my life. I
do not like to talk about the past but I feel I must
because of the contributions made by a couple of
members opposite. Statements have been made about
what the Kennett government did. The honourable
member for Geelong North spent the first 10 minutes of
his diatribe talking about the past and how the Kennett
government had done this and had done that. However,
he really got up my nose when he talked about how the
Kennett government had destroyed the State Electricity
Commission (SEC).
The honourable member for Narracan made a
magnificent contribution earlier in the day! It was wide
ranging: he talked about everything one could think of
with no basis of truth or fact in the whole thing. He
talked about how the SEC in the Latrobe Valley had
been decimated and how it was all the fault of the
Kennett government.
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Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works
(MMBW) and the Gas and Fuel Corporation. Because
of my involvement with the SEC from 1989 until
December 1991, I am aware that the SEC experienced a
cut in staff numbers from some 24 000 people to
14 000. Twelve months later, when the Kennett
government won office, the number was down to about
8000 — that is not bad for a government who claims it
did not turn around and rip the guts out of country
Victoria. Similar trends occurred with the Gas and Fuel
Corporation and the MMBW. I say to the government:
don’t come into this house — unfortunately the
honourable member for Morwell is not here at the
moment — and talk about the Kennett government
ripping out the guts of country Victoria!
I can remember sitting in an office in the SEC when the
unions came in to discuss with us the possibility of the
SEC superannuation fund purchasing a supermarket in
Traralgon. That was to be used to help workers who
had been displaced by the Cain–Kirner governments. In
looking at it as an investment opportunity the unions
were saying that we should purchase the supermarket
so that we could make a long-term investment because
of what the Labor Party had done. I am getting sick and
tired of hearing people who have no idea of what went
on — such as the honourable members for Narracan
and Geelong North — saying that the Kennett
government cut the staff numbers.
It was not the Kennett government. I was there
administering the superannuation fund; I was there and
oversaw the getting rid of the 10 000 people from the
SEC on the direction of Cain and Kirner over a period
of two years.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Mr LUPTON — If the honourable member for
Narracan wants to keep on interjecting I am happy to
take him on because I have more facts than he will ever
learn in 100 years! It was an absolute disgrace.
Mr Maxfield interjected.

Let me tell you a couple of facts, Madam Deputy
Speaker. On 1 September 1989 the Cain–Kirner
government decided it would downsize for the purpose
of privatisation — —

Mr LUPTON — While you keep on interjecting,
just go back to who sold off half of Loy Yang — was it
Cain and Kirner or was it Kennett? It was Cain and
Kirner.

Mr Trezise interjected.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LUPTON — That is right. I did say I did not
want to talk about the past, but the rubbish that you
people have been throwing up has got to be answered.
In 1989 Cain and Kirner decided that they would
downsize the former State Electricity Commission, the

Mr LUPTON — Add to that the MMBW and the
Gas and Fuel Corporation. They mucked up the whole
lot because of the way they tried to run the state. Bear
in mind the fact — —
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LUPTON — When the Kennett government
came to office there was something like a
$32 000 million — —
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The principal reason for the deterioration of the cash budget is
the growth of recurrent spending. The primacy given to
spending can be particularly seen in the treatment of
superannuation liabilities. The government says all of its
unfunded superannuation liabilities — estimated to be
$12.4 billion at the end of June 2001 — will be funded by
2035.

Mr Maxfield interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Narracan!
Mr LUPTON — Madam Deputy Speaker, I would
truly love to take him on — he just invites me to
respond. All it shows is that you do not have to have a
long neck to be a goose.
When the Kennett government came to office there was
something like a $32 000 million debt. I repeat:
$32 000 million!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LUPTON — In the case of the federal
government, there was an $80 000 million debt when
Howard came to office. You people cannot handle
money!
Let me get on to the current budget. In the Brumby
budget — this man is the Treasurer! — he said that this
is the budget that is right for the times, and that this
budget delivers today and builds for tomorrow.
Unfortunately, we are getting back to the Cain–Kirner
days where we are delivering today and will have to
pay off tomorrow.
The honourable member for Geelong North made great
play of quoting articles from the Weekly Times, which
is a well respected newspaper, about how good the
budget was. Let me quote from the Australian
Financial Review, which probably has a bit more
credence than the Weekly Times. In the editorial of
16 May — —
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Narracan!
Mr LUPTON — You’re going to learn! But it
cannot get into a thick head.
The editorial of 16 May headed ‘Bracks budget
disappointing’ states:
The Victorian general government sector is about to be
pushed back into cash deficit, and that deficit is projected to
rise to almost $300 million in 2002–03.

By 2035! Half the people in this joint will not be here!
By then you might have the books balanced. It states
further:
Cash deficits and growing unfunded superannuation are
expected to increase the Victorian general government
sector’s net financial liabilities by almost $1 billion to
$15 billion by 2005.

Now listen to this bit:
All of this is hardly ruinous, but it does reflect a disappointing
lack of fiscal discipline from this new Labor government.

Further in the same editorial it states:
New resource companies with operations in Queensland and
Western Australia are now less likely to locate their head
offices in Melbourne.

Yet honourable members have heard the Treasurer in
this place, week after week, saying that the government
is doing a magnificent job and is bringing new
industries to the state.
I turn to another article in the Australian Financial
Review of 16 May headed ‘Numbers are not looking
good for the Premier’. Alan Mitchell comments:
Victorian Labor, it seems, is settling uneasily into the
financial discipline of government. The Bracks government
has budgeted to go from a cash surplus of $1.2 billion in
2000–01 to a deficit of $22 million in 2001–02.

The government is budgeting for a deficit. That is not
good economic management. Yet here we are with this
government — under this Brumby, the Treasurer —
turning around and going for a deficit! The article goes
on to say:
More than half the turnaround is the result of a $700 million
increase in recurrent spending, although capital spending is up
by $460 million. Higher recurrent spending is the main
driving force behind the projected increase in the cash deficit
in 2002–03.

I find this very disappointing. We have heard all the
talk from government members side saying that this is a
wonderful budget, yet here they are planning for a
deficit in this current year. We are already expecting
growth to be less than the national average.
Unemployment will increase, of course, and things will
go from bad to worse.
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One of the problems that will really touch us is the
situation in relation to Workcover. In the
Auditor-General’s Report on Ministerial Portfolios he
said that Labor has fallen short on its management of
Workcover with an extraordinary $600 million
blow-out in a mere six months.
Six hundred million dollars in a mere six months! Yet
the Labor government, the government that fell into
office because of three Independent Labor people — —
Mr Viney interjected.
Mr LUPTON — The honourable member for
Frankston East interjects out of his place to say that the
Independents were elected. The Labor government is in
place only because of the Independent Labor members,
yet the government still mucked up Workcover. The
former Kennett government was moving towards a
surplus, but instead the Labor government has produced
a $600 million blow-out in six months.
I refer again to the Auditor-General’s report — —
Mr Viney interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Frankston East!
Mr LUPTON — The Auditor-General further said
that the most significant development impacting on the
blow-out was the Bracks government’s enactment in
May 2000 of the Accident Compensation (Common
Law and Benefits) Act 2000. This is a loss 10 times
greater than in any financial year under the previous
government.
Yet the Minister for Workcover stood in this house and
said the department was in the red. There it is: the
Auditor-General has found that what the minister said
is totally incorrect.
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I have raised in this house two or three times the fact
that those two schools were built to take 450 kids and
both now have over 670 kids — and next year it will be
worse — yet there has been no response to the report I
requested. The report tabled by the government was
flawed and incorrect, and the government is now
revisiting it. In the period from 1998 to the present I
have not been able to get the facts on whether we need
a new primary school in the Rowville area.
Fairhills High School gets $35 682 and Ferntree Gully
College gets $21 777. That is as far as education
funding goes in Knox. Fairhills High School has had an
enormous problem with safety. The parents cannot get
in and out of the school with their children, and the
school is on a busy road, but they will not see any
funding to relieve that matter.
The former Kennett government was planning to build
the Knox hospital. It was promised and was to be built
all in one stage. Then the Labor government came into
office and canned it straightaway, just as it scrapped the
Scoresby freeway. That was in 1999, so it all turns
around. The Labor government scrapped the hospital
and is now planning to put money into the Angliss
Hospital and the Maroondah Hospital, according to
Cr Scates, the mayor of Knox. He has been quoted in
the Knox Leader of 22 May as saying:
The state government promise to Ferntree Gully’s Angliss
Hospital would not be enough to solve its long-term
problems …

If honourable members look at what is happening at the
Angliss Hospital, they will see that waiting lists are
growing.
On the matter of transport, what roads have been
promised for the Knox electorate? Zilch! The bus
service from Rowville to Glen Waverley and
Ringwood is to be improved, but no funding is
available.

A government member interjected.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr LUPTON — Labor government members, who
know they are in government because of the
Independent Labor members, skite about how much
they have got.
Turning to education funding for the Knox electorate,
Heany Park Primary School will get $561 000 and
Lysterfield Primary School will receive $161 000 to
modernise facilities.
Mr Robinson — That is good!
Mr LUPTON — The honourable member for
Mitcham interjects, but what he has to remember is that

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Will the
minister please lower his voice!
Mr LUPTON — That would be appreciated,
Madam Deputy Speaker. Road projects commenced
under the previous government and not finished off by
this government include the duplication of Wellington
Road between Stud Road and Taylors Lane, Kelletts
Road between Stud Road and Taylors Lane, and a third
lane between Scoresby Road and Ferntree Gully Road
on Burwood Highway, which was meant to offer three
lanes of traffic all the way from Stud Road near Knox
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City to Upper Ferntree Gully. It is with regret, however,
that I find there is no money in the budget to provide
those facilities, which would ease traffic in the Knox
electorate and improve travel from the electorate to
Ferny Creek, Gembrook and other places.
Getting back to the Scoresby freeway, the freeway land
is there, the environmental impact studies have been
done, and everything is ready. Some media releases on
the matter are extremely interesting.
Mr Holding interjected.
Mr LUPTON — The honourable member for
Springvale, who interjects, would not even know where
Stud Road was. On 8 August 2000, the then acting
Minister for Transport in another place, the Honourable
Justin Madden, was reported in a media release from
the Ministry of Transport as saying:
… construction of the long-awaited project could begin as
early as 2002.
…
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I refer to another media release dated 9 February from
the minister, which states in part:
Planning for the freeway has been completed. An
environmental effects statement (EES) has been finalised and
examined by an independent inquiry panel which
recommended the construction of the Scoresby freeway and
associated public transport improvements.
The project is ready to proceed.

The federal government has given $220 million; where
is the state government’s money? A media release
dated 16 May, again from the Minister for Transport,
states:
An important breakthrough for the Victorian government and
the people living in the Scoresby corridor …

That is in relation to the government’s promise. It
continues:
The Victorian government welcomes the initial offer from the
commonwealth and congratulates the Prime Minister on
declaring the Scoresby freeway a road of national importance.
…

In the first stage, $65 million is being sought from the
commonwealth government to begin work on the section
(stage 1) between Ringwood and the Burwood Highway in
2002–03. Matching funding would then be required from the
Victorian government.

It is only about three weeks ago that the Prime Minister
announced the allocation of $220 million to the
Scoresby freeway project, to be available from 1 July,
yet the acting Minister for Transport said $65 million
was being sought from the commonwealth government
‘to begin work on the section’ — his words, not mine.
And how much money is allocated by this government
in its budget to the Scoresby freeway project?
Two million dollars!
The acting transport minister also said in his press
release:
We’re seeking a commitment from the federal government to
back this initiative so that design work can proceed without
delay.

The feds have done it, so where is the money from the
state government?
I quote again from a press release of 28 November
2000, this time the words of the Minister for Transport:
Victoria stands ready to fund its share of this vital piece of
transport infrastructure and the commonwealth needs to
commit its fair share.

I emphasise again that the federal government has
given $220 million, effective on 1 July this year.

Yesterday’s state budget also included $2 million for a study
to investigate all public transport options in the Scoresby
corridor.

The government cannot have it every way. It is having
two bob each way and yet nothing is coming out of it.
The people of Knox and the surrounding areas all the
way down to Frankston expect something.
I turn to look at the enormous amount of funding in the
budget — and I am talking about increases in taxes. I
refer to budget paper 2. At page 219, it states:
Revenue from conveyancing duties in 2000–01 is estimated
to be some $220 million higher than the budget forecast …
increased revenue from stamp duty on marketable securities
of $62 million, reflecting buoyant share market activity …
an increase in mortgage duty of $22 million …
an increase in financial institutions duty of $18 million.

Under the heading ‘Taxes on property’ it states:
Taxes on property include land tax and the metropolitan
improvement levy … $27 million higher than the budget
estimate.

Payroll tax is expected to be up by $86 million, taxes on
insurance are expected to be $11 million higher, taxes
on motor vehicles are expected to be $17 million
higher, revenue from fines is expected to be up
$96 million, and public authority income up
$24 million. Total grants received are expected to be
$74 million higher.
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Budget paper 2 tells us what the government is earning
but it does not say how the government will expend it
in the Knox electorate. The money that has been
allocated is minuscule. The federal government has
given a guaranteed $220 million for the Scoresby
freeway effective from 1 July but where is the state
government’s money to match it? It has been bleating
and moaning for so long yet has put in only a
four-paragraph submission on the Scoresby freeway.
Now it has upped it a little more but where is the
money for the freeway, which will benefit both people
living in Knox and those living in the area all the way
down to Frankston?
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for Major
Projects and Tourism) — I am pleased to speak on the
second Bracks budget. I will refer to my electorate and
to my portfolio areas, but it is a bit hard to do too much
in the short time available.
It was interesting to listen to the honourable member
for Knox, because cabinet met out at Knox recently. I
noted all the goods things the council said the
government is doing. One can see from all the road
signs, including those on black spot funding, what
Labor is doing in electorates it does not hold. Councils
will say they want the government to do more, and it
will tell them it wants them to do more.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! If the
honourable members for Springvale and Mordialloc
want to yell at each other they can take themselves
somewhere else.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — The government is
delivering a lot more in the basic areas where the
community expects its tax money to go.
Mr Holding interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Springvale will cease
interjecting!
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — Those areas are
education, hospitals, law and order and
infrastructure — and that is exactly what the budget
does. My electorate is the fastest growing in the state
and the largest, as shown by the redistribution map.
There is a huge pent-up demand for new schools and in
allocating an extra $18.9 million the budget delivers
more for schools in the south-east, particularly in the
City of Casey.
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Last year the government allocated resources to areas
that were promised during the election campaign.
Funding has been allocated to stage 1 of a new
secondary school in the southern part of Berwick. The
honourable member for Berwick has said that the
government made a commitment to open it in 2002 but
that it will not open until 2003. He has not been down
there to see the school under construction and probably
does not read the local papers now that he does so much
work on conspiracy theories. The budget delivers on
stage 2 of the new secondary college in the southern
part of Berwick, which will open in 2002. Later this
year it will employ a principal and take enrolments for
next year.
All that was confirmed at a large public meeting, which
the honourable member did not attend. Not only was a
new secondary school announced for the southern part
of Berwick last year, but a new primary school and
secondary school, which the community wanted to be a
combined primary-secondary school, will also be
funded. The government agreed to it being a unique
model. In the past such schools have been the result of
forced amalgamations by the former government of
neighbouring primary and secondary schools. This
school has been designed for a greenfield site and is a
smart design. It is a smart way of doing things when
land is reserved for a primary school adjacent to land
reserved for a secondary school.
The government announced stage 1 funding for the
school last year and stage 2 funding has been
announced in the budget. That primary-secondary
school will also open next year. It was overlooked for a
long time by the previous government. Young kids
were required to travel 7 kilometres as the crow flies to
get to the nearest secondary school. It is an area with
many one-car families and poor public transport. The
government is delivering schools closer to where
people live in the growth corridor, as well as upgrading
existing schools.
The budget also delivered on stage 2 of the final
upgrade of Hampton Park Secondary College. Last year
there was money for stage 1, and there is money in this
budget to complete that project as well. That is an
example of another school that was bursting at the
seams and had been forgotten by the previous
government. There is much catching up to do and many
schools in the growth area are bursting at the seams, so
the government is pouring money in to open new
schools and fix up existing schools to reduce that
pressure.
The government is also putting money into areas other
than capital infrastructure, such as the Middle Years
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program, which in the City of Casey is about $750 000.
Last year the government put resources into the primary
to grade 2 years, the very early formative years in
literacy and numeracy. It is also reducing average class
sizes, but a lot of work still has to be done. Many
schools are overcrowded and it will not be possible to
do that completely in all of them, but there is a need to
keep focusing on it. More resources have been
provided, with an 2200 extra teachers last year and this
year. The government has put a lot of effort into that
and is continuing it. However, this year more effort is
going into the Middle Years program, those early years
of secondary school where young people need
assistance.
The government has also put $2.1 million into
technologically enhanced classrooms in the same
region. In the past schools had a formula — the ratio
objective being one computer to five kids — but they
had to come up with $3 for every $1 provided by the
government. Schools in lower socioeconomic areas
such as Hampton Park, Doveton and areas of
Dandenong in my electorate rely on the education
maintenance allowance. How could they raise money
from parents on low incomes, whether they were
working or not, to buy computers to meet that ratio?
That formula was changed in the budget and the
government will make sure it is not about who can raise
more money locally. Irrespective of their ability to raise
resources, all communities have student learning needs,
particularly in information technology for young
people.
The budget commits $1.9 million for planning the
redevelopment of the Chisholm TAFE Dandenong
campus on Stud Road. That TAFE institute is bursting
at the seams and needs a new capital works upgrade to
meet the demands on it. At the moment the area to be
redeveloped is the site of the old Dandenong technical
school, which was closed in the early 1990s. The
facilities are obviously in need of upgrade to ensure that
the students have the best facilities.
The key part of the budget is the $2.13 billion
investment in infrastructure, the largest in any single
year. The previous government focused on civic
projects, which are important — they are also targeted
in the budget — but it overlooked spending on roads,
schools, hospitals, law courts, police stations and
technical and further education colleges. That is where
this money will be reinvested so that the best facilities
are made available to the community. That also helps in
reducing ongoing recurrent costs. You can do your job
much more efficiently in better designed and lit
buildings using new electronic technology. The way
workplaces are organised can affect costs.
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Part of that funding will also go into transport. It is
good to see that in the budget a further $800 000 has
been allocated to improve bus services in Hampton
Park, Narre Warren, Berwick and Lyndhurst — all
fast-growing suburbs in the City of Casey that have
been overlooked in the past. This extra funding will
ensure that bus services run into residential estates to
encourage people to use public transport rather than
discouraging them from doing so because it is too far to
walk to the bus from their homes.
The budget also provides for a large reinvestment in
buses. Dandenong is the heart of the bus industry, and
companies such as Volgren will no doubt have the
opportunity to be big winners as a result of this new
investment. It means jobs for the Dandenong region
and good, modern, energy-efficient, disability-friendly
transport for the community. The budget also puts
another $54 million into the Hallam–Narre Warren
bypass, which continues to progress well and on
schedule. That will be a huge bonus for the local
community and beyond into Gippsland.
I heard the honourable member for Knox talk about the
importance of the Scoresby freeway. The government
agrees that it is important, but the honourable member,
like the Prime Minister, is trying to dud the community.
It is not possible to build a $1 billion-plus freeway as a
road of national importance (RONI) — which means
fifty-fifty funding — if you are given only
$220 million. The sums do not add up, and the local
communities and councils also know it. The chair of the
local government group on Scoresby transport,
Cr Kevin Walsh from the City of Greater Dandenong,
also understands that the federal government is trying to
dud the eastern and south-eastern suburbs. Enough
money is available to extend the Scoresby freeway to
the Burwood Highway and dump the traffic on the
doorstep of Aston, with nowhere to go but through
residential streets.
You would think that the Prime Minister would be
smart enough to realise that if he did that he would be
caught out. How does the Victorian government pay for
the rest of it? It would be irresponsible for the
government — when it is supposed to be a fifty-fifty
arrangement — to say it would do the rest. We cannot
afford to do the rest when we have so much extra work
to do across Victoria, particularly in building new roads
in municipalities such as the City of Greater
Dandenong and the City of Casey.
The federal government should stop ripping off the
people in the eastern and south-eastern suburbs and
make sure the Scoresby freeway is funded on a
fifty-fifty basis. If the government accepts a 22 per
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cent-funded project, all other RONI projects around
Victoria, such as the Pakenham bypass, might get not a
fifty-fifty contribution from the federal government but
a 22 per cent contribution. The federal government does
a fantastic job of shifting costs onto state
governments — and it did so again in the recent federal
budget.
I now refer to my portfolio areas, where so many great
things are happening. In tourism, an extra $4 million
has been allocated to international marketing. The
marketing budget is currently $8.2 million, so an
increase of $4 million is phenomenal. The industry is
rapt because it knows not only that Melbourne will be
promoted but that regional Victoria will be promoted as
well. The government believes regional Victoria is
capable of flying the flag for Victoria internationally
much more than it has in recent years. People know
about Melbourne, but they can forget that this is a
compact state. It is easy to get to the fantastic locations
across Victoria, and visitors need to know there is more
to the state than Melbourne.
The international tourism market is now more nature
based. Tourists know cities — they like Melbourne as a
romantic, cultural and event-focused city — but the
market is also moving to offer experiences that are
perceived as natural. That means ensuring that visitors
have a city experience and a regional experience. The
government will use the $4 million to work out plans
for those regions that can raise money from the private
sector and from local tourism agencies, so the extra
funding will result in tourists spending more dollars. If
we can double that, it would be a great effort for
Victoria.
The Victorian government has long complained to the
federal government that it is not doing enough to show
Victorian product. The commonwealth said, ‘You are
putting in only $8 million. If you put in more we will
consider doing the same, and we might be able to join
up together to spend the dollars on marketing’. We put
in the extra, but the commonwealth did not.
In real terms commonwealth funding has fallen by
$2 million. The federal government is telling Victoria
to wave the flag for Australia, yet while we are
increasing funding it is not. However, we will work
with the tourism regions and the airline and
accommodation industries to see which regions we will
put those dollars into so we can get the best value for
them while promoting more regional product.
The federal government has increased the departure tax
by $8 to $38, which will raise of the order of
$64 million. Has any of it gone into tourism marketing?
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No, absolutely not. You would think that the
commonwealth would put a little of that increase —
$2 of the $8 would have raised $16 million — into
working with us on overseas markets. Victoria has one
quarter of Australia’s population. If we put in
$4 million, the federal government could put in
$16 million for the rest of Australia.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — The honourable
member for Bellarine, who represents a great tourist
area, asks why I am not talking about the state. I am
talking about the state. If the federal government put in
more money and we worked with them on marketing,
we would get a better result for the state.
The government is also delivering on an election
commitment to provide $2 million for the upgrade of
the Bonegilla migrant settlement centre. We are
working with the Albury-Wodonga communities,
including those involved in Albury-Wodonga parks and
Albury-Wodonga investment, so that the great
opportunity for Bonegilla to be a museum and
educational and interpretative centre is not lost but
realised. Bonegilla is a celebration of our multicultural
past. More than one million Australians are descendants
of people who came through the centre.
As some of those former residents become nostalgic
and their children and grandchildren begin to want to
know where their parents and grandparents came to,
imagine the marketing opportunities and the capacity to
create a tourism experience that is also an education
experience! The government has committed itself to
that vision, and together with the local communities it is
working towards achieving that. The government said
during the election campaign that it would deliver, and
it will do what it said it would. The government is
celebrating multiculturalism, but we are being smart in
creating another tourism product for north-eastern
Victoria that will no doubt be very popular.
Funding of $5.4 million has been provided to identify
potential sites for and operators of new facilities to treat
and store the hazardous waste that is unavoidably
produced by Victorian industry. The previous
government had a crash-through approach, trying to
force decisions onto local communities and dumping
waste in landfill. The government made an election
commitment that no more prescribed and toxic waste
will be dumped in landfill such as at Lyndhurst, which
has a mixture of commercial, household and prescribed
waste.

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
1756

ASSEMBLY

Wednesday, 6 June 2001

The government has committed the budget dollars to
enable it to work with industry and communities to
come up with better solutions. It wants to make sure
that the focus is on industry looking at its waste
treatment processes, including the increased use of
recycling and the recovery of hazardous waste
products. Companies make choices about the materials
they use and how much waste they produce.
Households are good at recycling and reducing their
waste, and the hazardous waste industry needs to do the
same. The government has put in place a process by
establishing the hazardous waste siting advisory
committee, which consists of representatives of
industry, conservation groups, local government,
academics and the community, all of whom agree on
the need to work together to meet that challenge.

economy, so it is exactly what the government is on
about — social development and good economic,
sustainable development.

We all have to lift our game if we are to achieve
sustainable and long-term economic outcomes for our
community. We all use products that end up in the
hazardous waste stream, so let’s not be hypocritical
about it. We will always have it; the issue is what we do
with it. We either do it the old way, by dumping it in
landfill, or we find new ways of doing things by putting
pressure on industry, developing new technologies and
working with local government and local communities
to produce good results.

This is Labor’s second budget. It contains no surprises,
because it is from the same mould as those produced by
the Cain–Kirner governments. Today we found out that
the Auditor-General has uncovered mismanagement in
the Workcover system, with $600 million having been
lost in just six months. Under this government
Workcover has had bigger deficits and increased
premiums. I challenge the government to rule out any
further premium increases as a result of the blow-out.

The committee is working well, and in July expressions
of interest will be sought for the establishment of soil
recycling facilities. Forty-one per cent of hazardous
waste is in soils that can be recycled. The work is also
being carried out in consultation with the Environment
Protection Authority and planning authorities.

All that does is reinforce in people’s minds the fact that
the Labor government believes in high taxes, high
spending, lower economic growth, lower employment
growth, reduced investment, increased borrowings,
increased deficits, increased unfunded superannuation
liabilities, no major projects and nothing for ordinary
Victorians. In the short term this budget delivers
nothing but increased recurrent expenditure.

The government has also made a funding commitment
of $2 million for the Royal Melbourne Showgrounds.
The government is committed to redeveloping the
showgrounds, but some estimates put the cost as high
as $150 million. In the interests of the community the
government must assess what is a reasonable amount to
spend on a good economic outcome so that the future of
the showgrounds is sustainable. The $2 million will go
towards some essential work. The government will
work to ensure that it has something that is more
realistic and appropriate to fund. If the government did
not have to put $160 million into Federation Square, all
of the $150 million worth of work at the showgrounds
could have been done. We can thank the previous
government for denying us that opportunity!

Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the appropriation bill. It was good to hear the
Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs
talk about the Bonegilla museum. It is unfortunate that
he has failed to save the Hellenic Museum, which
closed because he was unable to come to an agreement
with the Greek government, despite the fact that the
Premier travelled all the way to Greece to try to get an
exhibition for Melbourne.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr KOTSIRAS — You have failed.

It is interesting to read an article that appeared in the
Australian Financial Review of 16 May under the
heading ‘Bracks Budget disappointing’. The article
states:
The Bracks government’s second budget is a disappointing
document. The Victorian general government sector is about
to be pushed back into cash deficit, and that deficit is
projected to rise to almost $300 million in 2002–03.
…
Cash deficits and growing unfunded superannuation are
expected to increase the Victorian general government
sector’s net financial liabilities by almost $1 billion to
$15 billion by 2005.
…

This is a great budget that delivers on the basics. It
delivers on rebuilding community infrastructure and on
restoring people’s confidence that the government
listens to what they want, including the services they
want. The budget is also about continuing to build the

… it does reflect a disappointing lack of fiscal discipline from
this new Labor government.

Another article by Alan Mitchell on the same day
states:
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Victorian Labor, it seems, is settling uneasily into the
financial discipline of government. The Bracks government
has budgeted to go from a cash surplus of $1.2 billion in
2000–01 to a deficit of $22 million in 2001–02. On present
policies, the general government cash deficit is projected to
increase to $300 million in 2002–03.
More than half the turnaround is the result of a $700 million
increase in recurrent spending.
…
This government … is dipping into its fiscal inheritance.

This is a bad budget. There is not one new project and
there are no major tax cuts, despite the fact that
Victorian businesses are moving interstate or closing.
The Bracks government is not doing enough to win
new industry investment to this state. Instead we are
losing industries to other states. The government has
increased Workcover premiums and reduced its
opposition to extreme union behaviour. Its failure to
make large and consistent cuts in payroll tax is hurting
industry.
The companies that have closed operations or moved
interstate include Virgin Airlines, BHP, Kraft Foods,
Nestles, Heinz, IBM — and the list goes on. In just six
months a total of 12 662 jobs have been lost. In two
years, members of the government have shown they are
more interested in themselves and in enjoying the
extras that come with being in government than in the
wellbeing of Victoria.
Education has suffered as well. This has been the worst
budget for education for 10 years yet we all agree that it
should be our no. 1 priority. There are no year 7
national targets for reading, no additional money for
professional development and fewer students receiving
the education maintenance allowance. The retention
rates for senior year regional students have gone down.
This government is underspending in capital works, and
class sizes have gone up. It seems that it is all talk and
no action.
My electorate of Bulleen misses out once again. It has
received no new major funding despite the fact that I
have raised a number of issues with ministers and
departments about the need to upgrade Thompsons and
Templestowe roads. I have spoken to Vicroads about
Bulleen Road. I was advised that I needed to go through
the minister’s office. Last year I did so in writing but
have received no reply. So far the process has taken
almost six months.
If you look at the budget papers you will find that most
of the major cities receive a mention, with the exception
of the City of Manningham. The cities of Greater
Dandenong, Boroondara, Knox, Monash, Whitehorse,
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Casey, Glen Eira, Mornington and Kingston are all
mentioned, but no mention is made of the City of
Manningham. This shows that the government does not
consider that Manningham is a major city. That is an
insult to the city’s residents, because they are treated as
second-class citizens. The rhetoric and slogan of
‘Growing the whole state’ is simply misleading. This
slogan should really be about growing the areas that the
Bracks government wants to win again at the next state
election.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr KOTSIRAS — No, it is a press release. Not a
single mention was made of the City of Manningham.
I turn now to the area of multicultural affairs.
Unfortunately the minister has left the chamber.
According to a press release dated Tuesday 15 May:
Government departments would continue to address the needs
of people from different cultural and linguistic backgrounds
under new initiatives announced in today’s state budget.

Unfortunately there has been no major initiative —
absolutely none. The budget papers for 2000–01 put
aside $0.8 million for advice, $0.1 million for
consultation, $2.4 million for excess and $1.6 million
for grants. This totals $4.1 million for the year.
The budget papers show that advice has gone up to
$2.1 million and consultation and grants to
$1.8 million. These amounts total $3.9 million. The
difference between funding for 2000–01 and 2001–02
is $1 million. The government has taken away
$1 million from the area of multicultural affairs. This
shows that from a total budget of $23.5 billion the
government is spending only $3.9 million. This is
approximately 0.02 per cent of the total budget.
It is interesting to note how much it costs this
government to provide its bureaucrats with a brief. In
2000–01 500 briefs were written at a cost of
$2.9 million. This worked out to be $5800 per brief. In
2001–02, 420 briefs were written at a cost of
$2.1 million or $5000 per brief. That is an enormous
amount of money for briefs, let me tell you!
In 2001 money was put aside for funding to enable the
resources for the development of web pages for ethnic
organisations. It was $10 000 for 2000–01, $10 000 for
2002–03 and $10 000 for 2003–04. Unfortunately, in
this year’s budget there is no money for that type of
funding.
Despite these cuts, the government has been able to
look after itself. On page 270 of this year’s budget
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papers under the heading ‘Ministerial and
parliamentary support’ it says:
Additional funding has been provided to support ministers to
more effectively carry out their duties, and to assist
government in the development of economically, socially and
environmentally responsible policies.

That is costing $3.8 million in 2001–02, $3.8 million in
2002–03 and so on. However, the government has not
provided any extra money for language services,
Multicultural Arts Victoria or ethnic advertising to
ensure that all Victorians are aware of the initiatives
and policies of the government. There has been no
increase in community grants and no additional funds
for anti-racism campaigns and no mention of the office
of business skills migration.
Under this government, multicultural affairs has
dropped from the agenda. The government is happy to
spend $35 000 on research on the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Bill but is not prepared to put more money
into services that are required by ethnic groups.
As I said, those in the government are more than happy
to look after themselves. They have provided
$3.8 million for more staff to advise the ministers on
what they should do.
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excellent budget, which is forward looking and builds
jobs in Victoria now and into the future. Having
listened to speeches on the budget for a large part of the
day there has been a clear example of people hearing
only what they want to hear. In fact, an observer of
these speeches today might well wonder if we all live in
the same state.
The views expressed on the state of the government’s
economy and what is happening in relation to jobs in
Victoria has been disparate, but there are some facts
that support the case that Victoria is in a very healthy
economic position. They are all written in budget
paper 2, if honourable members care to read them.
I was a little surprised that in his address the honourable
member for Bulleen spoke about declining jobs in
Victoria. I am not sure where he got that from, because
on page 39 of budget paper 2 in figures provided by
Treasury — not by the media machine of the Labor
Party or the government — it says:
Labor market conditions were much stronger in Victoria than
in the rest of Australia over the past year. Some 68 500 new
jobs were created in Victoria, which was well over half of all
new jobs created in Australia during this period. Of the new
jobs in Victoria, more than one in three were created in rural
and regional Victoria.

Another feature of interest is that last year’s budget
showed that the Independents received $1 million in
2000–01 and $0.7 million in 2001–02. That comes to
$333 000 for each Independent member of the
Parliament for the first year and $233 000 for each of
them in following years.

That is more jobs than were created in the whole seven
years of the Kennett government — and if Treasury
says it, it must be true — yet the honourable member
for Bulleen would have us believe the jobs situation in
Victoria is not good. So, I direct him with enthusiasm to
page 39.

It is also interesting to see that the Independent member
for Mildura said why he is supporting the ALP. In a
press release dated 17 October 1999 he states:

Other members on the opposition side have spoken
about what they see as the poor economic situation for
Victoria, and I direct them to the bottom of page 41,
where it states:

With the support of the Independents, it will be accountable
and democratically reflective.
…
My decision has been made on the basis that I have two
difficult choices. I believe Labor will listen and act upon our
needs …

I would like to know how they have spent the
$333 000. They talk about being open and accountable
and yet they are not prepared to come into this house
and tell us where they have spent the money.

State final demand … grew by 0.9 per cent in Victoria during
2000, compared with a 0.1 per cent decline in the rest of
Australia. Consumer spending growth was softer in Victoria
than nationally over the past year although this followed a
number of years of growth well above the national rate. While
housing activity fell sharply following the introduction of the
GST —

and we all know which government was responsible for
that —

As I have said, this budget does not deliver. It is
disappointing and represents a lost chance. Victorians
will pay for it in the future.

it held up much better in Victoria than in other parts of
Australia. Victorian business investment stabilised at record
levels in the first half of 2000–01. Victorian merchandise
exports grew strongly in the first half of 2000–01, helping to
offset weaker domestic sales.

Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — I have pleasure in
supporting the bill. I congratulate the Treasurer on an

Labour market conditions were also much better in Victoria
than in the rest of Australia. Employment increased by 3.1 per
cent in Victoria over the past year compared with only 0.7 per
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cent in the rest of Australia. Similarly, Victoria’s seasonally
adjusted unemployment rate of 6.2 per cent in March was
below the national rate of 6.5 per cent. Victoria’s population
growth also exceeded the national average supported by a
continued influx of people from other states and territories.

The economic position in Victoria is excellent, and with
the budget that has been put forward by the Treasurer
honourable members can look forward to that growth
continuing. It is a very sensible budget, relying strongly
on growth in infrastructure. That growth has two strong
benefits; firstly, it provides jobs in the short term in
building that infrastructure; and secondly, it also creates
job opportunities in the long term.
Policies in budgets of all governments should address
what to me is the most important issue in our country
and state — that is, providing jobs for people who want
to work. It is a sad state or country that does not see that
as its major priority. I am pleased to say that the budget
does that, because the effects of being unemployed on
people who want to work are quite massive. Not only
does it personally affect their self-esteem and
happiness, but it frequently leads to serious social
problems that cost the economy a great deal of money.
The sorts of programs the Treasurer has outlined in this
budget are essential to ensure that job opportunities in
Victoria are maximised.
In the budget papers the Treasurer outlines what we
will be doing as a government. Firstly, we will be
investing heavily in social and economic infrastructure.
Of course we will be building infrastructure that all of
Victoria can benefit from, such as the railway lines to
the country, and not programs such as City Link, which
provide tolls for one section of the community. The
residents of Essendon and the surrounding areas still
believe it is unfair that the Tullamarine Freeway should
have a toll on it because it has been there for 20 years.
Under the previous government’s road policies a
section of the community had to pay for using one road
while the rest of Victoria paid centrally for all those
roads. It is unfair and unjust.
Mr Jasper interjected.
Mrs MADDIGAN — People from the country were
strongly affected by the tolls. I know people from
Bendigo in particular — perhaps it is one of the reasons
Labor won both seats in Bendigo so well — were
outraged by having to pay a toll every time they came
to the city to go to the doctor or for some other type of
appointment.
Secondly, the Treasurer identifies the building of a
creative and innovative society, and some of the
initiatives in biotechnology are important in that regard.
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These are areas where there will be job and export
opportunities in the future. I also strongly endorse the
establishment of the Victorian Endowment for Science,
Knowledge and Innovation. The government is lucky to
have someone of the stature of Barry Jones involved in
that. In partnership with private industry Victoria can
look forward to getting great opportunities.
Thirdly, there is improving environmental
sustainability. The Minister for Environment and
Conservation is in the house. The work she is doing in
relation to salinity, marine parks and other
environmental issues is appreciated by all Victorians. I
congratulate her on her budget initiatives.
Fourthly, the Treasurer identified enhancing Victoria’s
business environment through the Better Business
Taxes package. Even the Liberal Party had to admit this
has good parts to it. It has been widely endorsed by the
community, and is seen as a breakthrough in attacking
problems with business taxes. It is the first time any
government has been game to stand up and put forward
a package that will be of great benefit, particularly to
small business, which is the biggest employer of people
in Victoria.
The fifth element identified by the Treasurer was new
programs to strengthen the Victorian community
through multi-year strategies in the key areas of health,
education and community building. Of course there
needs to be a lot of community building after the years
of the Kennett government, many of whose policies
were divisive — they further divided the wealthy and
the less affluent. The policies the government is now
bringing into Victoria in relation to large spending on
health, education and other community programs are to
be endorsed.
I particularly congratulate the Minister for Education on
her capacity in developing great employment strategies.
Strathmore Secondary College in my electorate is one
of the schools benefiting strongly from the Victorian
Space Science Education Centre, and $6.4 million is
being put into that project. This is a great triumph for
one of the young teachers at the college, Michael
Pakakis, who heads the science school there. It was his
idea. He came forward with a proposal last year. That
proposal was sent to the minister, who asked her
department to investigate it. From that has come this
massive proposal, which will benefit not only
Strathmore Secondary College but all of Victoria’s
students and teachers. It will be an education centre for
teachers to learn about teaching space education, as
well as for students to experience space education
technologies.
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It is interesting that the federal opposition leader has
identified space technology as a huge growth area for
the future, and one that the future federal Labor
government will be investing in heavily. Obviously
having this centre already developed should give
Victoria a great edge.
Strathmore Secondary College will also benefit by
getting stage 3 of its technology-enhanced classrooms
as the last stage of its master plan. It will receive more
than $1 million for that completion. Essendon Keilor
College, another first-class secondary college in my
electorate, will be given more than $600 000 to
modernise its technology facilities, which places it
more than halfway through its technology plan.
Both the secondary colleges in my electorate —
Strathmore Secondary College and Essendon Keilor
College — are centres of excellence in education, as
indeed are the excellent primary schools. The middle
schools funding will support not only these two
excellent colleges but also one of the few schools in
Victoria that goes only to grade 8, Moonee Ponds
Central School.
A number of other budget items are of benefit to my
community. I was surprised when the honourable
member for Bulleen informed the house that there was
no money in the budget for community legal services.
That would come as a surprise to the Attorney-General,
because he is under the impression that there is
$4 million extra a year for such services. The state has
been forced to put this money into the budget because it
is another area where the commonwealth government
has not met its responsibilities. I know that community
legal services across the state, including the well-run
Essendon Community Legal Centre, will be keen to
share in the increased funding.
I have an interest in funding for other projects,
including the provision of $1.6 million for library and
community networks. The Treasurer has shown a
commitment to improving information networks, and
this funding for libraries will be widely welcomed by
Victorians.
Overall my community is very satisfied with the sorts
of policies that the Bracks government has introduced
since it was elected in 1999. Some of the more recent
initiatives that have been welcomed include Rescode
and the introduction of the single dwellings bill.
Essendon, as a middle suburb with little spare land, was
severely affected by the lack of clear guidelines and
prescriptions in the Good Design Guide. During the
Kennett government era, Essendon residents were
continually having to mount major campaigns to try to
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save the character of their neighbourhoods, and as a
result many people in Essendon are now instant town
planning experts. Following an extensive consultation
process that enabled large numbers of Victorians to
participate, the introduction of Rescode will bring about
a much better planning system. It has already been
greeted with much enthusiasm by community and
planning groups in my electorate.
The Racing (Racing Victoria Ltd) Bill, which was
recently passed, has been strongly endorsed by the
premier racing club in Victoria, the Moonee Valley
Racing Club. The club wrote to me saying how
delighted it was with the bill and the minister’s
second-reading speech. According to the club the new
body will bring an independent and fresh approach to
racing and will therefore have its support. I understand
that that view is shared by not only city racing clubs but
country clubs as well.
As a result of work done by the Minister for
Environment and Conservation, Moonee Ponds Creek,
which was almost totally neglected throughout the
years of the Kennett government, is at last getting
attention. The government has already committed a
large amount of money to a litter program along the
creek, and I look forward to further work being done to
restore Moonee Ponds Creek from the concrete drain it
has been allowed to become. If you look at the creek
you can see that over the past 10 years or so little
money was spent on its upkeep. I am glad to say that is
changing.
The other issue over which the people of Essendon will
forever hold a grudge against the Kennett government
is the closure of Essendon hospital. The previous
government closed the hospital with no consultation
and no concern for the efforts of Essendon residents
over the years in donating money to the hospital, often
when they had little money to spare for themselves. I
am pleased to say that although the contracts were
almost completed by the time it was elected, the Labor
government has been able to negotiate with the
developers, and I thank them very much for their
cooperation in returning some public health services to
the site.
Mark Santini and Mark Casey, the main partners in the
development at Essendon hospital, have allowed the
government to use 800 square metres of space in the
building rent free for three years, which will enable it to
move back some badly needed community health
services that were lost to the people of Essendon when
the Kennett government closed the hospital. My
community is proportionally an older one, and that is
expected to be so until at least 2021. The closure of day
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services at Essendon, including rehabilitation, podiatry,
physiotherapy, occupational therapy and diabetes
support, disadvantaged older and frail residents. The
previous Premier’s response — that they could go to
other hospitals like Epping — perhaps more than
anything else showed his total lack of understanding of
the western and northern suburbs. Even though the
planning has just started, residents are keen to see those
services return.

We used to sit during the day for three days, and we
rarely had a Friday sitting. If there was to be an
extension of the sitting, it took place the next week. I
recall the former Leader of the National Party, Peter
Ross-Edwards, saying on many occasions after we had
found out the dates of the autumn or spring sessions
that we should write off the week following the last
scheduled sitting week because we would need to
return to the house to complete the sessions.

The other problem in Essendon that I lay at the feet of
the commonwealth government is the lack of aged care
beds. I know how hard the Minister for Aged Care has
worked to try to get the federal government to fulfil its
responsibilities, especially when the state budget has
provided more money for aged care support.

It certainly suited the country members of Parliament
better to sit on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays at
those times. City members have no idea of what the
position is like for country members of Parliament in
with having to travel long distances. For instance,
yesterday — —

Overall this is an excellent budget that has been
received well by the people of Victoria because it
provides for growth not only in the short term but also
in the longer term.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — It is with pleasure
that I join the debate on the appropriation bill. It is hard
to know where to begin, given that honourable
members have only 20 minutes in which to present
their views on the budget.
As I have said many times during debates in this place,
I have a clear idea of what I seek to do in representing
the people of the Murray Valley electorate, which is
based around the great city of Wangaratta and has as its
northern boundary the Murray River. Country people
have always faced special difficulties. I get annoyed
when I hear honourable members talking about what is
or is not happening in country Victoria. Many of those
comments are made by city-based members of
Parliament who have not travelled into country Victoria
or experienced what is going on in the north-east or in
other parts of the state — and I will return to that issue
later.
A member of Parliament who represented the Liberal
Party in the 1980s always talked about how the
Parliament was performing when he spoke on the
appropriation bill. He believed the Parliament should
perform better. Over the years I have seen changes
made to the sitting hours. When I first entered
Parliament, on Tuesdays the sitting commenced at
4.00 p.m., on Wednesdays it started at 2.00 p.m. and on
Thursdays it started at 11.00 a.m. Some people would
call them family-friendly hours, and I suppose they
were, and some honourable members, particularly some
Labor Party ministers, have called for a return to those
family-friendly hours.

Government members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Peulich) —
Order!
Mr JASPER — They can keep talking, Madam
Acting Speaker, because I will keep raising my voice
above theirs. Hansard will certainly hear it.
Government members may hear some of the comments
made in the 1980s, which they would not know
about — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr JASPER — They may learn something. The
honourable member for Pakenham, who has been in
this Parliament longer than I have, would recall and
relate to some of the comments I am making.
Yesterday I rose at 5.30 in the morning and left home at
6.30 a.m. to drive to Parliament to be here by 9.30 for a
National Party meeting. We then had a sitting of the
Parliament that went through to 4.30 a.m.! We then had
to be back here at 9.00 a.m. to start the sitting at
9.30 a.m. We do not have family-friendly hours.
On many occasions during the previous Parliament we
heard the honourable member for Altona, the current
Minister for Finance, saying that we needed to have
family-friendly hours. She suggested that the house
should complete its sittings by 6.00 p.m. or 7.00 p.m.
Country members are quite happy to have the sittings
extend into the evenings because we are in Melbourne
for three days each sitting week. I live 3 to 4 hours
away, and the honourable member for Wimmera lives
much further away than that. On Thursday evenings
when we finish the sitting at, say, 6.00 p.m., I usually
wait until 7.00 p.m. for the traffic in metropolitan
Melbourne to die down before driving for 3 hours to get
home, so I usually ring my wife to tell her I will be

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
1762

ASSEMBLY

home between 10.00 p.m. and 11.00 p.m. Sometimes it
is suggested that the sitting be extended until a bit later
on Thursday evenings, and we sometimes sit until
10.00 p.m.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! The level of audible conversation in the
chamber is a little too high. Even the Chair cannot hear
the debate. The honourable member for Pakenham!
Mr JASPER — What does the member for Murray
Valley do about that situation? Should he stay in
Melbourne overnight and drive home the next day? Of
course not, because he has appointments in his
electorate on Friday, so he leaves at 10.00 p.m. or
11.00 p.m. to drive home. That is the sort of situation
we have had.
I congratulate the government on the way it handled the
legislative program last week, which I believe is good
so far as the sitting of the Parliament is concerned —
that is, it stated at the beginning of the sitting week that
six bills, or whatever number it may be, would be
debated.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr JASPER — I acknowledge the comments made
by the Leader of the National Party that that method
was introduced by the previous government. However,
the mistake that has been made in the past is that if six
bills had to be debated by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday and
the debates of only two of them had been completed by
then, the other four were not debated. Many honourable
members would simply say, ‘They are going to the
Legislative Council, let it debate them. It will return
them to the Legislative Assembly if it has
amendments’. Often there was no debate on certain
bills in this house. I have seen less debate taking place
in recent years than I have ever seen before. In years
gone by this Parliament certainly debated legislation.
The sitting times of the house are set down by the
Leader of the House in conjunction with the manager of
opposition business and the National Party Whip,
whom I know has had discussions on this matter. When
bills are introduced into the house on Tuesdays, they
decide which bills should be debated further and which
honourable members will be able to speak on them.
Last week was one of the most successful weeks of
debate in this Parliament for many years. We have seen
that change, but last night everything was blown apart.
Mr Richardson — No, it was good!
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Mr JASPER — The honourable member for Forest
Hill is another member who, like me, entered
Parliament in 1976. He also has a long memory.
I think we should continue with the way the program
was handled last week; it was a step forward in
allowing an appropriate amount of time for debate.
Legislation that comes into Parliament should be able
to be debated.
In recent years, probably over the past 10 years, we
have seen honourable members referring to various
clauses when speaking in the debate on the
second-reading of a bill. The second-reading debate of
a bill should be on the principles of the legislation and
not on the various clauses. Because we often do not
have time for bills to go through the committee stage,
honourable members tend to speak on clauses during
second-reading debates, so committee-style debates
often take place during the second-reading stage. As a
result, honourable members tend to speak for longer,
particularly the lead speakers for the Liberal Party and
even those for the National Party.
The Standing Orders Committee, of which I have been
a member for many years, has had its ups and downs.
Former Speaker Coghill worked very well in making
sure the Standing Orders Committee met on many
occasions. Even back in the 1980s, before the time of
former Speaker Coghill, when the Honourable Robert
Fordham was the Leader of House and the Labor Party
was in government, the Standing Orders Committee
met regularly. The committee reviewed the standing
orders and made many changes to them, and reports
were prepared for Parliament. Many of those
recommendations have never been implemented.
Former Speaker Coghill made sure that the committee
met on many occasions, but I must say he did not
handle it well.
I was a member of the Standing Orders Committee
from 1996 to 1999 and it never met once during that
Parliament, which was a disgrace. I am not sure why it
did not meet. I raised the issue with the Speaker but
never received what I thought was an appropriate
response. I applaud the current Speaker because the
Standing Orders Committee is meeting and seeking to
address the issues that we as members of Parliament
must address, including the sitting times of the
Parliament and what we should be doing. I am not
suggesting that changes should not be implemented, nor
am I suggesting that the changed sitting times, where
the Assembly now sits earlier in the day, have not been
an advantage. However, honourable members saw the
results of that yesterday, when after a very long sitting
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we returned at 9.30 a.m. today. That should not happen.
Parliament should sit for a reasonable number of hours.

can get enough sleep — for the next day. City members
do not understand those issues.

I believe Parliament should sit in the evenings, as has
always been the case since I have been a member.
Sitting until 10, 11 or 12 o’clock causes no real
difficulties because all honourable members handle
such hours even when the Parliament is not sitting
when attending functions in their electorates. Those
issues should be examined.

I have listened with interest to speakers, particularly
those on the government benches, and I say again that I
am sick to death of hearing city members and some
country members saying that nothing has happened in
country Victoria for the past seven years. Don’t tell me
that! Honourable members should come to my
electorate of Murray Valley. The Minister for State and
Regional Development understands. North-eastern
Victoria is not going backwards. The redistribution
took nothing out of Murray Valley; it shifted a small
piece.

All honourable members should remember what
country members have to do. Country members have a
second-home allowance, which has been the subject of
some criticism by former Labor Premiers. The issue
was not addressed through the 1990s and I do not think
will be addressed now. Peter Ross-Edwards, a former
Leader of the National Party, strongly supported a
home in Melbourne for country members to enable
their wives and families to be in Melbourne on
occasions.
City members can return to their homes at night or their
families can come to this place, but put that to a country
member! My wife says that she has brought up our two
children, and she is right, because I have been away so
much. City members are also away, but a country
member suffers more. I am of the view that many city
members of Parliament do not understand what
happens so far as country members are concerned.
When the Parliament finishes at 6 p.m. on Thursday
city members can attend functions in their electorates,
but try doing that as a country member!
I return to the second-home allowance. Country
members who are members of committees and who
attend committee meetings outside sitting times do not
receive an allowance because they receive a
second-home allowance. There is no comparison
between a second-home allowance and an attendance
fee for a committee meeting. Given there is no
allowance country members are not encouraged to
come to Melbourne of a Monday or stay through until a
Friday, unless they are keen on the committee — —
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr JASPER — Do you agree or disagree? I do not
care what side of the house a member is on, if I do not
agree with what is said I will respond accordingly.
Clearly the issue of an allowance for attending a
committee needs to be addressed. I strongly support
country members setting up a home in Melbourne
should they wish to do so in order to have their families
with them on occasions, or to rest overnight — if they

An honourable member interjected.
Mr JASPER — I am talking about the north-eastern
part of Victoria. Don’t say it is going backwards.
Country Victoria wants more; we all want more. There
are difficulties for people living in country areas. I
heard the honourable member for Essendon talking
about City Link and the difficulties faced by her
constituents in paying tolls. So far as I am concerned
there was one way only to build City Link — that is, by
a private enterprise company hooking those roads
together. How do you pay for it? Not by a levy on
petrol, for goodness’ sake! All people in country areas
would be paying for city roads, and they have an
absolute need for fuel that people living in Melbourne
do not. I support a toll that is paid by the people who
use it.
I become angry when I hear those sorts of things. The
honourable member for Bendigo East still wears
rose-coloured glasses. I said in a previous debate in this
place, ‘Come to north-eastern Victoria and you will see
what is going on’. Some $8 million is currently being
spent on schools, and the 35 schools across my
electorate of Murray Valley will all benefit. Although
some of the projects were approved prior to the change
of government, I give credit to the government for
carrying those projects forward and ensuring that the
money is there.
Difficulties have occurred in Wangaratta, where an
industry has recently closed, of which the minister is
aware. I strongly support the action taken by him and
his department in meeting with people and trying to
assist them. Wangaratta is not going backwards, it is
going forward, as is the rest of the electorate, because
of its industry, primary production, water, tourism,
great lifestyle and great climate. Those are the pluses. I
attend meetings where people say, ‘We haven’t got this
and we haven’t got that’, to which I reply, ‘I know all
the negatives, let me hear the positives. There must be
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something good going on’. What we must do is expand
those positives.
There is no doubt that I was not the former Premier’s
white-haired boy. He and I disagreed on many things,
not the least being trains in country Victoria. I applaud
the fact that trains are returning to country Victoria. I
would like to see more money committed to trains in
north-eastern Victoria, and I have spoken to the
minister about helping the north-east by bringing the
broad rail gauge back to the standard gauge.
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Mr JASPER — The Minister for Major Projects
and Tourism has said that the festival of jazz is a
hallmark event. I asked him what money the
government was putting in and was told it just goes on
publicity. However, we would like to get funding
support. If the minister is so keen on what is happening
in country Victoria, he should have a look at the major
events and ensure they are funded. We do not want a lot
of money, but the government should ensure that
funding support is provided.
An opposition member interjected.

Members say that we are going forward and that the
previous government did not do anything. What they
have not said is that in 1992 the debt was over
$32 billion and the coalition government had to change
that. It had to ensure that there was a major turnaround
in the state so far as the economy was concerned
because in 1992 we were broke. I applaud the actions of
the former coalition government in turning the finances
of the state around. We hear the Treasurer saying that
the debt is down to $5 billion and that the government
will reduce it by half over the next few years to
$2.5 billion. I applaud that, but the Treasurer should
acknowledge what the debt was and what it is now, and
that the government is now sitting in a very good
position with a pot of gold. It has the state in a strong
financial position to go forward.
I listened to the comments of the honourable member
for Geelong North over the intercom, and he was
making derogatory comments about country Victoria.
We will go forward into the future. I heard the Minister
for Major Projects and Tourism talking about what is
going on in country Victoria and promising that the
government would support the country. For goodness’
sake, he can start by helping the winery walkabout next
weekend.
Another great function taking place this weekend is the
Rutherglen Country Fair. I am pleased that the Minister
for Sport and Recreation has accepted my challenge to
come to Rutherglen and meet me on the celebrity grape
tread. It will be a great weekend. Thousands of people
will come to north-eastern Victoria to taste the great
wines that come from our region and to participate in
the country fair.
I mention the Wangaratta Festival of Jazz. Ten years
ago a small group of people started the jazz festival and
now Wangaratta is the jazz capital of Australia and well
known throughout the world.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! The level of audible conversation in the
chamber is too high.

Mr JASPER — The bridges are another huge issue,
but unfortunately I cannot cover that in the time
available. I said at the outset that I wanted to cover a
huge range of issues and I have covered one of the
issues I think is important — that is, the operation of
the Parliament itself. Members should never forget that
country members are in a special position compared to
those in metropolitan Melbourne, and we want to see
that we get the quality of assistance that is being
provided to members in metropolitan Melbourne. We
are going forward, but never forget that the strength of
the state of Victoria emanates from agriculture and
other support provided by those living in country areas.
Melbourne is a great city, but without country Victoria
it would not be what it is today, and nor would the state.
The budget needs to address these sorts of things into
the future.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! Before I call the honourable member for
Springvale, I advise all honourable members that the
level of audible conversation in the chamber is much
too high. I ask members to lower their voices. It is quite
difficult to follow the member who is on his feet.
Mr HOLDING (Springvale) — It is a great
pleasure to make a contribution this evening to the
debate on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill. Like the
previous Bracks budget this budget delivers a lot for my
constituents in Springvale and the people of Victoria.
As a member of this government I have much to be
proud of in this budget.
I listened carefully to the contribution made by the
honourable member for Murray Valley, and I certainly
recognise the unique role played by members from
rural and regional constituencies in representing their
people in this Parliament, but I hope members from
rural and regional areas also maintain an interest,
involvement and engagement in the unique problems
facing people in metropolitan areas.
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In her contribution the honourable member for
Essendon mentioned the problems that were addressed
by the Minister for Planning through Rescode. In my
electorate of Springvale we face an awesome illicit
drug problem — used syringes and drug paraphernalia
as well as the chaotic street drug problem on the main
road in Springvale. I hope that as honourable members
from metropolitan areas reach out and engage with
members from rural and regional areas the dialogue
goes both ways and members from rural and regional
areas are able to appreciate and maintain an interest and
engagement in the unique problems faced by many
metropolitan areas.
This budget has a great deal of good news for
Springvale. I mentioned this morning in a member’s
statement the massive capital investment in the
Springvale Primary School — the $1.6 million upgrade
announced in this budget. This is an opportunity for the
Springvale Primary School community to realise its
vision and to have its master plan implemented. The
master plan will improve safety at the school and
enable the school site to be consolidated into one
physical location. It will enable better curriculums to be
delivered and better sporting and recreational facilities
to be provided. At the same time it will protect the
heritage features of the school in a way that enhances
the urban environment in the Springvale area. It is
terrific news for the Springvale Primary School that that
capital investment has finally come through.
In the past the Bracks Labor government has approved
injections of capital for neighbourhood houses. It has
introduced the best-value legislation to improve the
accountability of local government and do away with
the divisive and retrograde measures in the compulsory
competitive tendering regime. We have seen an
injection of funds to provide more affordable
kindergartens for young families. That is certainly
appreciated in the Springvale area.
We are now seeing the implementation of the Smart
Bus scheme on route 888 down Springvale Road
between Nunawading and Chelsea. That is great news.
It means public transport is being provided to people
outside the normal bus hours. It means a better range of
services and more accessible and relevant public
transport.
We have seen lower classroom sizes in our primary
schools. That is very important in focusing on early
years of education. The government is ensuring that
people get a good start in life and that their educational
opportunities are optimised by focusing on the critical
early years, prep to year 2. It is doing that by meeting
its election commitments in relation to classroom sizes.
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We have seen increased black spot funding. This is
extremely important. The state government has
announced through the Minister for Transport
$240 million for the special statewide black spot
program. This is the most significant investment in
black spot funding by any state government in
Australian history. It is a genuine attempt to reduce our
road toll. It demonstrates a willingness by the
government to put its money where its mouth is and to
make sure that local communities have the resources
needed to tackle the critical problems caused by black
spots.
The government will make sure that a significant
amount of the money goes to rural and regional areas,
where road infrastructure is such an important issue. At
the same time, in keeping with so many of its policies,
the Bracks Labor government provides for community
input. It asks local councils, communities, organisations
and individuals to nominate black spots for the program
so that the widest possible body of experience is drawn
on to make this program a success.
The Bracks government is involving the Victorian
people in many other areas of public administration by
asking them what they think. These things are often
derided by opposition members. They call it
government by committee or by task force. They are
quick to criticise the range of committees and
consultation processes that are in place. They see it as
an excuse for not making decisions when in fact it is a
recognition that by providing opportunities for people
to participate in the decision-making process we make
them stakeholders in the outcome. It is a critically
important hallmark of all of the things that the Bracks
Labor government has been doing.
Ours is a government with a progressive social agenda,
and I want to say something here that comes up again
and again in my role as the member for Springvale.
People approach elected members about different
pieces of legislation, and three pieces of legislation that
have come before the Parliament come to mind in
particular. The first is the legislation in relation to
supervised injecting facilities, which was passed in the
lower house but which I was sad to see was defeated in
the upper house. The second is the Statute Law
Amendment (Relationships) Bill, which provided legal
recognition of gay and lesbian relationships. Thirdly,
and as recently as last night, this chamber debated the
racial and religious tolerance legislation. Those three
significant pieces of legislation are evidence of the
progressive social agenda set by the Bracks Labor
government.
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Often in my electorate people approach me and say,
‘The majority of people in your electorate disagree with
this piece of legislation’. It is a commonly held view
that as an elected member you must slavishly follow the
majority opinion in your electorate, particularly when
the majority of submissions, letters, emails, or
correspondence you receive in your office might
disagree with proposed legislation, and they seek that
you vote against it. It is important to put on the record
that I see the role of a local member not as a delegate of
an electorate — you are not required to simply slavishly
follow whatever your assessment of majority opinion
is — but rather as a representative. If you are a
representative of your electorate then you owe it your
best judgment on what the best response is to the
various pieces of legislation that come before the
chamber.
Some residents have approached me in good faith and
said that I must do what the majority of electors in the
seat of Springvale — or Lyndhurst, or whatever it
might be called in the future — seek that I do.
However, I say to them that as members of Parliament
we have to make sure that rather than slavishly
following majority opinions we instead provide the best
judgment that we can for our constituents.
I am proud to be part of a government which has a
progressive social agenda and which is willing to tackle
difficult issues that often are not popular in electorates.
Elected members are willing to use their best judgment
to decide what is the best social agenda for the
community to best place it to meet the challenges we
will all face going into the 21st century.
I will focus the remainder of my remarks on something
I also canvassed in my speech in the appropriation
debate last year — that is, the important issue of the
Commonwealth Grants Commission’s (CGC) report on
funding relativities between the different states and
territories. This is a critical issue that all Victorians
need to get across. The government has a critical role to
play in educating Victorians about existing anomalies
and discrepancies in the current CGC formula and
making sure they understand that we, as Victorians, are
ripped off by the formula. We must be active and
vigilant in making sure that the formula is addressed
and reconfigured to provide a fairer distribution of
commonwealth funds to the states and territories. I use
as my resource chapter 7 of budget paper 2.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr HOLDING — For the benefit of the honourable
member for Doncaster, it is at page 127. Under the
heading ‘An unfair and growing burden’, it states:
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The CGC’s assessment of the relative needs and
revenue-raising capacities of each state and territory has a
major impact on state finances as the commonwealth
government typically accepts the CGC’s recommendations on
relativities, which are issued annually in February.

Therefore the relativities that are presented to the
Victorian people each February via the CGC are
providing a disproportionate level of funding to states
other than Victoria, New South Wales and Western
Australia — and the discrepancies are growing year by
year. Budget paper 2 goes on:
In its 2001 update of relativities, the CGC reduced Victoria’s
relativities for forgone financial assistance grants
substantially.

It goes on to say:
It shows an effective subsidy from Victoria, New South
Wales and Western Australia to the other states and territories
of about $2.2 billion in 2001–02 …

That is $2.2 billion on the CGC’s figures.
Let us take instead the test of GST revenue that is
returned to the state where it is raised. If we allocate
Victoria’s share of GST revenue raised versus GST
revenue returned to it, the state is getting 83 cents in
every $1 Victorians are contributing. This means that if
we use this as the basis for calculating it, the subsidy
from Victoria, New South Wales and Western Australia
to the other states and territories rather than being
$2.2 billion actually becomes $2.7 billion.
It has to be asked whether the states and territories that
are being subsidised by Victoria, New South Wales and
Western Australia are as deserving as would originally
have been believed. None of us would disagree with
funding a territory such as the Northern Territory,
which is a diverse, decentralised territory that has
unique service delivery and tax revenue raising
opportunities at its disposal. No-one would disagree
with states that are relatively revenue and service rich
providing a subsidy to the other states to make sure they
can enjoy the same services. No-one would disagree
with providing a subsidy to a state such as Tasmania,
the economy of which is perhaps not as developed as
the economies of other states or does not have the same
opportunities available to it as the economies of other
states.
However, should we be subsidising Queensland?
Queensland has a negative debt position and has the
lowest state-based taxes of any state or territory in
Australia. Why should the people of Victoria fund what
is effectively a low-tax strategy being pursued by the
people of Queensland to entice business in other east
coast and southern states to shift to that state?
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Why should we subsidise the Australian Capital
Territory, which has the second-lowest net debt of any
jurisdiction and the highest level of per capita
disposable income? According to the budget documents
its per capita disposable income is $29 000. Victoria is
the next highest with $22 000, but the people of
Victoria are expected to subsidise the people of the
ACT. That is unfair.
The budget documents go on to reveal that the subsidies
from Victoria, New South Wales and Western Australia
are large and growing. I am pleased to note that
information in the budget documents shows that,
finally, the major subsidising states, if we want to call
them that — Victoria and New South Wales, and
possibly now also Western Australia — have shown a
willingness to tackle the issue in a sophisticated and
coordinated way. We saw it arising out of the historic
Albury-Wodonga meeting held between the Victorian
and New South Wales governments on 26 March 2001,
and the commissioning of:
… a major review to investigate the current system of
commonwealth grants distribution and to propose
alternatives …

Those words are from chapter 7, page 132 of Budget
Statement 2001–02, or budget paper 2.
It is significant that Victoria has finally shown that the
government can address such problems in a coordinated
way involving other states to ensure that Victorian
people are not continually ripped off by the
Commonwealth Grants Commission formula, which is
biased and disproportionately impacts on Victorian
people. That results in Victorians subsidising
low-taxing and low-debt states such as Queensland, and
territories such as the ACT, which has a higher
disposable per capita incomes than the people of
Victoria to the tune of $29 000 per capita compared to
$22 000.
The budget implements the government’s response to
the business tax review. I am pleased to see that
Victoria will have a lower business tax regime, making
its businesses more competitive. Business taxes and
charges will come down, and that is all good news for
Victorian businesses.
Overall, it is a tremendous budget for the people of
Springvale. It addresses the problems that Victoria
faces going into the 21st century. It invests in
infrastructure and in critical services such as health and
education. It looks to the future, but in a financially
responsible way. There are still great challenges, and I
urge the government to continue its forthright policy of
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tackling the chronic problems posed by the unfair and
biased Commonwealth Grants Commission formula.
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) — The budget debate is, once
again, an opportunity for honourable members to
review the government’s aims and objectives, and its
performance, particularly over the past 12 months.
It is not a pretty picture. It is clear to me, for example,
that the Bracks Labor government is already showing
signs of beginning to unravel. The budget has given the
government a big opportunity to demonstrate its
leadership and its future intentions for all Victorians.
However, there is basically nothing in the budget
papers to give Victorians much inspiration, especially
country Victorians and the people of the Bellarine
electorate.
By doing nothing, a government can fool most of the
people some of the time; but towards the end of its
second year of office the Bracks Labor government in
action is already beginning to wear very thin indeed.
Instead of living up to its pre-election rhetoric on the
social reform policy accompanied by fiscal
responsibility, it is characterised by vacillation,
potential fiscal irresponsibility and the return, sadly, to
the Cain and Kirner years of government.
The government has absolutely no idea about clear,
directional policy. It does not tell it the way we would
like to hear it. It provides Victorians with no vision for
the future and seems to have no idea of what makes an
economy take. It has no idea that the private sector is
the wealth generator. Probably the reason it does not
understand that is that most honourable members on the
government side of the house have never been involved
in the private sector.
The government seems to think that to solve the
unemployment problem it has only to put on more
public servants. It has no idea that the public sector is
paid for ultimately by the private sector. It is as simple
as that. Sure, modern society cannot function without a
focused public sector, the sector responsible for
facilitating and sometimes providing essential services
such as health care, education, law and order and public
transport. However, if those services become
top-heavy, they will cripple the economy as they did in
the Cain and Kirner years of government, those sad
years of total fiscal neglect.
There are signs in the budget that the government is
already starting to spiral downwards. Recurrent costs
fuelled by union demands have that ominous look
about them already. The huge current account surplus
of $1.2 billion delivered to the government by the
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former conservative government, boosted by net overall
tax revenue increases, provided the Labor government
when it came into office in 1999 with the best
opportunity ever for creating a competitive future for
Victoria and driving the state into a brilliant new era.
Instead, however, that huge surplus has already been
squandered by the Labor government.
The electorate has not forgotten that in 1992 the former
Cain and Kirner governments, which were Labor
governments, left to the incoming coalition government
a legacy of a $2 billion current account deficit. Is it any
wonder that in those early years of the coalition
government spending had to be cut significantly? Yet
honourable members on the other side of the house
complain about the cuts introduced by the former
Kennett government. It had absolutely no option but to
introduce those cuts. Victorians have not forgotten the
pain that caused, and they do not want to go through
that again.
Mr Trezise interjected.
Mr SPRY — In response to the interjection from
the honourable member for Geelong, I am not the only
one who is saying this. Well-respected commentators
such as those who write for the Australian Financial
Review have criticised the budget for its growth in
recurrent spending, as indeed did the Auditor-General
in his November 2000 report on the finances of
Victoria.
Apart from its inherent paralysis, which I cannot
understand — the only way to explain it is to say it
shows a lack of understanding of how to properly
manage an economy — there are signs that the
government is losing confidence. Its inability to launch
major new projects is worrying. It cannot even deal
with the projects the former government left it, and that,
too, is worrying. The Bracks Labor government has had
plenty of money in its Growing Victoria reserve to fund
vital infrastructure projects, but if its handling of its rail
infrastructure initiative exemplifies its capacity to put
ideas into action, the government must be judged a
failure.
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signed off by Access Economics, to cover its fast rail
projects. That suddenly and miraculously turned into a
$1000-million nightmare. How did it grow from
$80 million to $1000 million? Does the government
have any idea of budgeting and forecasting? Again,
apparently not. In the meantime the much-vaunted
private component of Labor’s public-private
partnership seems further away than ever.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
Under sessional orders the time for the adjournment of
the house has arrived.

Farm dams
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — I ask the Minister
for Environment and Conservation to at long last live
up to and deliver on something she has promised to
do — that is, release the final report of the Blackmore
committee on the farm dams review. The minister
promised she would release the report on 8 June, which
is this Friday. I call on the minister to live up to her
promise and make the report public. She has been in
receipt of the report since early April, and she
announced in a press release dated 11 April that:
… she would now take time to consider the report and would
release the report and a government response by 8 June 2001.

The problem is that the minister took her response to
the report to cabinet. Cabinet was not satisfied with the
minister’s proposals and sent her packing. Cabinet
members told the minister they were not prepared to
tick off the proposals until she had done some more
work on them. Unfortunately for the minister this was
quickly leaked, and is a further embarrassment for an
accident-prone, bumbling minister.

The people of Geelong were buoyed by the promise of
faster and more comfortable rail services to
metropolitan Melbourne, and so were the people of
Ballarat, Bendigo, and Traralgon. Almost two years
later we are still waiting. Constituents are asking
whether this government is capable of delivering. The
answer is apparently not.

The problem for the minister is that there is no way she
can deliver on her promise to release her response by
8 June because cabinet does not meet again this week
and will not meet next Monday, so it will be 18 June
before it meets again. The first part of the minister’s
promise has not been met. However, she can still
deliver on her promise to release the report on 8 June,
and I call on her to do so. There is no reason for her to
withhold it. She knows what she has to do, even though
she has failed to do enough to satisfy her cabinet
colleagues.

I refer to the $80 million question. That was the figure
Labor quoted in its pre-election policy, which was

The report is critical to farmers and people in rural
communities across Victoria, who have a keen interest
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in it. It does not matter whether they are horticulturists
in the Dandenongs, members of the south-eastern
growers network in Cranbourne, dryland farmers in the
north-east who wish to include irrigation in their
operations or viticulturists in the Grampians or
Pyrenees. They are all desperately interested in the
results of the review and the recommendations in the
report.
The minister’s failure to release the report is holding up
significant agricultural investment across the state. Tens
of millions of dollars of agricultural investment is on
hold because this minister has not yet come in with a
solution to a problem that she said she would address
by the start of this year. She delayed the draft report by
two months last year, and she has delayed the release of
the final report by two months again this year. She has
failed to meet her own promise, and she has failed to
satisfy her cabinet colleagues. It is about time she
delivered.

Housing: Thomson estate
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I refer the Minister for
Housing to an issue relating to the redevelopment of the
Thomson housing estate in East Geelong. For the
information of the house, the Thomson housing estate
is currently undergoing a major redevelopment, which
includes the construction of about 70 new public-sector
homes, 50-plus private sector homes, and an upgrade of
5 already established homes on the estate. I ask the
minister to advise the house of the status of the
Thomson redevelopment.
Last year I was pleased to accept an invitation from the
minister to chair the community steering committee that
is overseeing this magnificent project. The committee is
made up of local residents, the principals of the Tate
Street and St Margaret’s primary schools — with
whom I enjoy working and who have a major role to
play in the community of Thomson — representatives
from the City of Greater Geelong and officers from the
Office of Housing. Administration officers from the
Office of Housing have assisted me over the past
12 months and have played an important role in helping
out people who need relocating.
The committee ensures that all residents are kept fully
informed of the progress of the development. That role
is important when one considers that the homes being
replaced are around 50 years old. In many instances
families moved into the houses soon after they were
built. They have raised their children in the houses, so
they have lived there for their entire married lives.
Many residents are elderly and widowed, so the
redevelopment can be a source of anxiety or concern.
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Thus it is vital that all residents are kept fully informed
of the development, and any issues must be dealt with
effectively and efficiently to reduce the anxiety of the
elderly residents in particular.
Improving the quality of housing on the estate has
benefits for the entire Geelong community, as the
honourable member for Bellarine will certainly tell the
house.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr TREZISE — The estate redevelopment will be
finished; the honourable member should not worry
about that.

Murtoa College
Mr DELAHUNTY (Wimmera) — I refer the
Minister for Education to the situation at Murtoa
College, which has concerns about, firstly, budget
allocations for capital works; secondly, the
occupational health and safety of students and staff; and
thirdly, physical resource management system (PRMS)
allocations.
The history of the two campuses is as follows. The first
Murtoa Primary School was established in 1873. The
Murtoa Higher Elementary School, which opened in
1922, became a high school in 1956 and a secondary
college in 1990. In October 2000 the primary campus
of the college celebrated 125 years of providing
education with a fantastic weekend. During 1999 a
proposal to bring the two schools together to form one
campus created a lot of debate across the Wimmera
community.
The school communities were given leads that if they
became a one-campus school they would receive
capital funding. The budget was a great disappointment
to the Murtoa community.
Last month I wrote to the minister regarding this matter
and requested a deputation. The urgency of the need for
capital was highlighted late last week. Structural
engineers were requested to check both campuses. The
primary school’s classrooms, sick bay, first aid rooms,
recovery rooms and toilets all have gaping cracks,
plaster falling away and walls totally separated. Bolts
are holding the place together. The senior campus also
has failed brickwork and termite problems. I am not
sure who to blame for that; the problems are not only
because of the age of the buildings but because of the
current dry conditions.
Last Thursday the structural engineer declared the
buildings unsafe. The college council president, Fay
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Cousin, said that the welfare of the students and staff is
the major concern. The staff and students have been
moved into cramped classroom conditions and
inadequate facilities. Department of Education,
Employment and Training staff have moved quickly to
place a mod 5 classroom at Murtoa school on Monday.
The school and the government now have to spend a
large amount of money to address the safety concerns.
The community of Murtoa wants a move onto one
campus and the college is worried about whether the
PRMS allocation will be sufficient to address the
maintenance concerns.
The action I request from the minister is that she review
the current situation at Murtoa College; provide funds
to address the occupational health and safety concerns
and give a commitment to total project funding to
facilitate a combining of the two campuses as soon as
possible. Fay Cousin and her college council look
forward to a response on these concerns.
I finish by wishing the minister a happy birthday for
tomorrow.

High Street, Preston: clearway
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Transport the clearway in
High Street, Preston. Tonight I am calling for the
scrapping of the clearway. I request that the minister
refer my request to Vicroads, which is the body
responsible for making the decision.
Darebin has the sixth-highest number of road injuries
for all road users, and over the period 1994 to 1998 had
the fourth-highest number of pedestrian injuries when
road casualties are compared in the 31 metropolitan
municipalities in Victoria. In fact, Darebin has the
second-highest number of pedestrian fatalities for the
five-year period, only one fatality behind the City of
Melbourne — and 30 per cent of all pedestrian
casualties occur in High Street. The section of High
Street in question is some 7.2 kilometres long and is
considered by Vicroads as among the worst 10 per cent
of black spot lengths.
While the road is primarily managed by the City of
Darebin, as I said earlier, Vicroads is the body
responsible for deciding whether the clearway should
be scrapped. As local member I have worked with the
council to take a number of measures, such as installing
illuminated signs that impose a 40-kilometre-an-hour
speed restriction on High Street during the day. That is
one positive measure in slowing down the traffic, but I
believe the next step would be to scrap the clearway
altogether.
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I am particularly concerned about the evening peak
hour traffic, when there are no parked cars. There are
two lanes of traffic and cars come through considerably
faster than 60 kilometres an hour at the same time as
the shops are operating. One of the concerns is that
young kids could easily rush out onto the road after
being picked up by their parents from school.
As well as being primarily a safety traffic measure, I
believe there would be a commercial advantage to the
local traders in extending the time they could operate if
people were able to park on High Street. It would be a
win-win situation for the municipality, for road safety
and for local traders. I know the council is doing a lot of
analytical work at the moment. I ask the Minister for
Transport to consider my request.

Mornington Peninsula freeway: extension
Mr DIXON (Dromana) — I raise a matter for the
Minister for Transport regarding the extension to the
Mornington Peninsula freeway through Rosebud,
Tootgarook and Rye. I am not asking for a lot, just an
early commencement to the planning for the freeway. It
needs to be extended west, or inland, from the towns I
have just mentioned. The Mornington Peninsula has a
vastly increased population and is becoming more of an
all-year-round tourist destination, being popular on
weekends and during the busy summer months, from
Cup Day through to Easter.
The amount of traffic is affecting the amenity of the
local area, especially the strip shopping centres, where
people like to dine outdoors. On some days up to
35 000 cars a day move along Point Nepean Road, and
the fumes from the traffic are overwhelming. There are
also safety concerns for pedestrians who want to cross
the road to the beach, and concerns about cars using the
rat-runs down the back streets causing traffic
congestion and pedestrian safety problems.
There are a couple of options for extending the
freeway. One is to extend it as a full freeway, and the
other is to extend it as a two-lane arterial road through
those three townships. About 90 per cent of the land is
already reserved so it is not a huge undertaking in terms
of the buying up of the land. Only a small amount of
land needs to be bought for the freeway extension. Part
of the reserve goes through the Tootgarook wetlands, so
an environment effects statement would be an
important part of the early planning.
There is a great deal of push in the community for the
extension to the freeway, and it would be to the benefit
of the local tourism industry as more golf courses come
on line. The Professional Golf Association tournament
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will be held in Rye in two years and the infrastructure is
needed for the tourism industry. The extension needs to
be looked at not only for the amenity of the local area
but for the future of the economy of the area. I ask the
minister to start that early planning now.

Disability services: Warragul
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I raise an issue with
the Minister for Community Services. Disability
services in Warragul are something that I have had a
close involvement with since I have been the local
member. Indeed, I had a strong interest in the issue
prior to being the local member. A member of my
family has been utilising the services in the past and, as
a result, it is an issue that is close to my heart.
Warragul has had a strong reputation for looking after
those with disabilities, and the Mawarra organisation
has some fantastic day programs that not only give
great support for those who have, in some cases,
suffered quite severe disabilities but also have provided
services that attracted families to our region and to our
town. Families move into the area to access the town’s
services and now the parents in those families are
getting older. The result is a increased need for homes
and housing for people suffering disabilities. Looking
across the state, I see the need for such services is
obviously great. I want to pay tribute to the Bracks
government for its commitment to increasing funding
in this area. It is something that I am proud to be a part
of and involved with.
In Warragul, preparations have been under way for
some time for a new home of this type. It should have
been well under way by now, but unfortunately inaction
by the previous government slowed the process down.
However, the Bracks government is getting on with the
job. Even though there has been difficulty in accessing
appropriate land, I pay tribute to our local Shire of Baw
Baw, which has seen fit to amend planning regulations
and make available land that it owns.
Mr MAXFIELD — The results are that, after a
long wait, the community is now seeing the fruits of its
hard work and lobbying with the previous government
and, following subsequent lobbying of the Bracks
government, a home for elderly people with disabilities
is now in the process of being contracted out and
preparations are being made to build on land that has
been purchased.
I ask the minister to ensure that things are proceeding
well and perhaps also give some advice and assistance
in regard to how the house will operate. I hope that
shortly we will have a great facility in Warragul of
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which we can all be tremendously proud. I look
forward to Warragul having another tremendous facility
where the Bracks government looks after those in need
in our community.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Dorset Road, Ferntree Gully: extension
Mr LUPTON (Knox) — I direct to the attention of
the Minister for Transport a request made by the Knox
City Council, apparently to all local members of
Parliament. It relates to the Dorset Road extension
project, which has been going on for a number of years.
The City of Knox has been acquiring land for the
purpose of the road reservation. Much to my surprise I
have received a letter from the Knox City Council
indicating that it is now called the Dorset Road
extension project, which covers the duplication of
Wellington Road, Taylors Lane to Napoleon Road; the
reclassification to main road of Napoleon
Road, Wellington Road to Kelletts Road; the
duplication of — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Polwarth is out of his place
and is disorderly.
Mr LUPTON — The project covers the duplication
of Napoleon Road, Wellington Road to east of Dorset
Road; the construction of the Dorset Road extension, to
be duplicated, Burwood Highway to Napoleon Road;
the upgrade of Dorset Road, Boronia Road to Burwood
Highway, involving five-lane treatment and signals,
Frances Crescent to Commercial Road; and last but not
least the construction of a link to Lysterfield Road,
Napoleon Road to Lysterfield Road.
The cost of the first five items will total $54 million.
The minister should be aware that the local members
have endeavoured to find out what the priority has been
on the construction of these roads, to no avail. I notice
now that this becomes the Dorset Road extension
project, but it is evident that there is a real problem as
far as traffic is concerned in the area of the City of
Knox in the Dorset Road area. It is important and I
support the City of Knox in its request from Vicroads
and the minister to try to find out what is going on with
the Dorset Road extension project. Along with other
local members in the house, I must admit that I was
rather surprised to find that it had become a project
including six items. However, there is no doubt that this
project is important and I would have hoped that the
City of Knox would have itemised it and set a priority
for the items.
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I urge the minister to investigate the matter so that we
can come up with some future works program that will
cope with traffic volume in the area.

Children: Vietnamese foster care
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Community
Services and request that she assist the Children’s
Welfare Association of Victoria in the recruitment of
people of Vietnamese background for positions as
foster caregivers. Mr Acting Speaker, you are probably
aware that in your area the challenge of recruiting foster
caregivers is a never-ending task. It is a program that
requires constant effort and investment from both the
public dollar and a lot of volunteer and community
effort in order to not only deliver services but also to
sustain and rejuvenate the level of commitment to the
foster care system. It is not only a challenge to ensure
that those services are maintained, but it is also a
difficult task.
It has proved extremely difficult to recruit people of
Vietnamese background into the system. Despite
considerable effort, the people running the three
regional foster care programs in the western
metropolitan region report that they have been unable
to recruit any caregivers from Vietnamese background
into the system. That is despite the fact that more than
24 000 residents of the western suburbs were born in
Vietnam, so when the entire populations of all the
families are taken into account the figure is probably
three to four times that number.
The Children’s Welfare Association of Victoria has
been most generously granted $38 000 from the
Brambles Industries Charitable Fund to set out on that
recruiting task. It estimates that the total cost of the
project to recruit these folks will be around the $55 000
mark, leaving a shortfall of around $15 000. It is in
finding that figure to help out these good-minded folks
that I am looking for the assistance of the minister.
The partners in the project will include the Australian
Vietnamese Women’s Welfare Association, with the
formidable Mrs Cam Nguyen — a prominent local
identity working in a well-organised service —
involved in the steering committee, plus the officers
from the western metropolitan region of the
Department of Human Services. This project is
ambitious but there is an extreme need for it in the area.

Residential tenancies: review
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) — I raise with the Minister
for Housing on behalf of the constituents of
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St Leonards an anomaly in the Residential Tenancies
Act. This apparent anomaly is a loophole that tenants
can drive a truck through. One tenant in my electorate
seems to be exploiting the situation ruthlessly, and in
the process is driving his landlords to distraction. The
problem concerns section 263(2) in part 6 of the act in
relation to termination by the landlord for no specified
reason.
As soon as a tenant occupies a residence they can
immediately initiate a claim for repairs, excessive noise
or any other specified reason if they suspect that their
landlord may be about to give notice to terminate under
section 263. If the landlord then seeks to exercise a
right to terminate the tenancy a tribunal, or in my
constituent’s case a judge of the Supreme Court on
appeal, is obliged to find in favour of the tenant. This
situation can basically go on ad infinitum. If the tenant
is cunning enough they can virtually take over the
property and make the property owner’s life an absolute
misery.
I ask the minister whether she will ensure that this
situation is specifically addressed in the current review
of the Residential Tenancies Act and advise what, if
any, action she can provide for my constituent’s relief
in the meantime.

Aged care: fall prevention
Mr VINEY (Frankston East) — I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Aged Care the prevention
of falls by older persons. What action can the minister
and the government take to assist older members of the
community, particularly in my electorate of Frankston
East, which has an ageing population, but also
generally in the whole Frankston–Mornington
Peninsula region? We know the Victorian population is
ageing, but the Frankston–Mornington Peninsula region
in particular has a growing ageing population.
People over the age of 65 who live in their own homes
are likely to experience a fall: one in three is likely to
experience a fall each year; 10 per cent will have
multiple falls; and more alarmingly, more than 30 per
cent will sustain injuries requiring medical attention.
These percentages become even higher when we
include people living in aged care facilities or staying in
hospitals.
I am aware that the government has been taking some
action in this area, and I was pleased to be involved last
year in the launch of a CD for aged care professionals
at the Mount Eliza Aged Care and Rehabilitation
Service. The aim was to help those professionals ensure
their patients minimise the potential for falls.
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The Mount Eliza service and Peninsula Health are
doing a great job in aged care. I differ with the
honourable member for Frankston on this issue. In her
member’s statement yesterday she made some very
unfortunate attacks on Peninsula Health because she
had been left off a community consultative committee.
Apparently in her address she did a lot of whingeing,
moaning and whining about being left off the
committee, but she fails to understand that such a
committee is about having community representatives,
not parliamentary representatives. Parliamentary
representatives have plenty of access to information and
are able to advise the hospital on issues. The idea of a
community consultative committee is that it is actually
made up of members of the community. Of course this
is something new to members on the other side.

Housing: Moorabbin refuge
Mrs PEULICH (Bentleigh) — I raise with the
Minister for Housing her failure to meet with concerned
residents regarding the development proposed by her
department for a youth refuge on the corner of
Wickham Road and Nepean Highway, Moorabbin, as
well as the proposed development of the former
Eastmoor Primary School site. We have had public
meetings — the minister has not turned up; we have
had information days — the minister has not turned up;
I have tabled petitions; I have requested her to receive a
delegation — she has refused. She has to stop dodging
her responsibilities; these people deserve to be treated
with respect. I call on the Minister for Housing to agree
to receive delegations immediately. D-day is coming.
She has to face the people!

Sandringham and District Memorial Hospital
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I ask the
Minister for Health whether he can advise Dr Jim
McDonald, a local medical practitioner in my
electorate, whether all the locally raised funds from
Southern Health have been returned to the
Sandringham and District Memorial Hospital as a result
of the restructure — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr McArthur — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I direct your attention to the administration
and management of the adjournment debate and refer
you to Rulings from the Chair 1920–2000. In particular,
I refer you to chapter 4(j) on page 12, which sets out the
procedures for an adjournment debate. Members are
requested to set out the complaint or issue, indicate the
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minister or department involved, give a brief résumé of
the facts and finally suggest the action that is sought.
It is in relation to the final point that I seek your
assistance and advice. As all honourable members are
aware, this house sat until 4.13 this morning as part of
yesterday’s sitting. It was forced to do so because in
discussions the Premier refused to have an adjournment
at a reasonable time, despite his pledge to introduce
family-friendly hours. Because divisions were
scheduled he kept all honourable members here until
4.13 a.m., including all of his ministers. Tonight he
knows there are no divisions scheduled between dinner
and the end of the debate so he can send his ministers
off for their beauty sleep and treat with contempt all
other honourable members who will raise issues in vain
because there will be no minister here to give a
response to the actions sought.
I seek your assistance in encouraging the Premier and
the Leader of the House to suggest that their ministers
treat this Parliament with respect and take the
adjournment debate seriously. They should earn their
stipend, attend to their duties and attend the
adjournment debate.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
There have been numerous previous rulings that say
there is no compulsion for ministers to attend the
adjournment debate.

Responses
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Education) — The
honourable member for Wimmera referred to issues
affecting the merged P–12 college. Those issues have
been raised not only by the honourable member but
also by the school council president, Ms Fay Cousin.
The issues are quite serious and go to the provision of
quality education learning spaces — —
Honourable Members — Happy birthday to
you — —
Ms DELAHUNTY — Not yet. You are a wee bit
premature!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
Honourable members will cease singing ‘Happy
birthday’!
Ms DELAHUNTY — The boys choir is very
charming. I thank them very much.
This issue concerns the merged Murtoa College, which
was formed by the former Murtoa Primary School, of
which I have many nostalgic memories, and the
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secondary college, which I know the honourable
member for Wimmera attended briefly. The matter was
about the adequate provision of learning spaces and the
health and safety of students, which has also been
raised by Ms Cousin. The honourable member asked
how quickly the government can deal with structural
problems in a couple of areas of the school.
The moment the government was alerted to the
problems I instructed the regional office to carry out a
structural audit, which was done on 29 May, to
determine the further needs of the school under the
maintenance program. Buildings on both sites have
been assessed and are under regular review. Further to
that, on 31 May regional officers attended the school
and met with the principal and the school council
president. By mutual agreement a double relocatable —
a mod 5 — was located on the primary site on Monday
this week. It was also agreed to undertake a further
assessment of the secondary science block on 5 June,
which I am informed by the department has occurred.
The student and staff safety matters are of the utmost
importance. The region, in consultation with the
college, will implement a site safety plan, which I
believe was completed on 5 June following advice from
Noel Arnold and Associates. The planned capital works
to merge both campuses on the secondary site is a high
priority for the region, and it has been resubmitted for
funding in the 2002–03 budget. There was a problem
with the school unfortunately missing the deadline for
submitting its full planning project plans to the region.
However, it will go into the pool and compete for the
resources, as will all schools. This is an issue that the
department will follow up to ensure that the safety of
the students is attended to.
I thank the honourable member for Wimmera for his
warm best wishes on this anniversary.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The Minister for Community Services, addressing the
issues raised by the honourable members for Monbulk,
Geelong, Preston, Dromana, Narracan, Knox,
Footscray, Bellarine, Frankston East and Bentleigh. I
think the honourable member for Sandringham misses
out because he had only 7 seconds.
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — I first address the matter raised by the
honourable member for Narracan, who spoke about the
need in Warragul for support for families who need
long-term accommodation for their loved ones.
I had the pleasure of visiting Warragul with the
honourable member for Narracan before he was elected
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to this place, and he spoke firmly of the need for a
supported accommodation site in Warragul. I am
pleased to inform the honourable member that in the
Gippsland region three community-based supported
accommodation services will be built by
non-government agencies. In particular Normanby
Street in Warragul will have a new facility for five
citizens who have been identified as being in need of
long-term accommodation. Many of them are currently
in interim respite services. The department has
allocated of the order of $200 000 in recurrent funding
for the home in Warragul, and I am pleased to inform
the honourable member that the E. W. Tipping
Foundation has been approved to provide services for
that site.
The honourable member for Footscray raised an issue
that all of us would be concerned about, which is the
need for an improved uptake of foster carers in the
Victorian community, particularly foster carers from
culturally or linguistically diverse communities. I share
his concern about the need for Vietnamese foster
caregivers. I am conscious that in the western
metropolitan region there is a large Vietnamese
population — about 4.4 per cent of the total
population — with 13.63 per cent of the population of
the honourable member’s own area of Maribyrnong
having been born in Vietnam. That does not include the
children of those people. I share his concern about the
need for three regional foster care programs to recruit
Vietnamese caregivers. I am happy to allocate $15 000
to this action research project for the recruitment of
Vietnamese foster caregivers.
I stress that this is on the clear understanding that there
will be outcomes from the action research project that
provide a greater awareness of the home-based system
in those communities. I am looking forward to a large
number of Vietnamese foster carers being recruited as a
result of this project and therefore to an increased
quality of placements for children and young people in
their own community. Finally, I want to see a report
setting out the protocols that should be adopted as part
of the project.
The honourable member for Monbulk raised a matter
with the Minister for Environment and Conservation,
and I will pass on his request to have the Blackmore
report released.
The honourable member for Geelong raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Housing concerning
the redevelopment of the Thomson estate and also the
advice on the status of progress of that proposal.
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Mr Leigh interjected.

A matter was also directed to the attention of the
Minister for Housing by the honourable member for
Bellarine relating to the Residential Tenancies Act, in
particular issues raised by one of his constituents in
St Leonards.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc will cease
making reflections on the Chair.

Mr Spry — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the Minister for Housing was given advance
notice of my raising this matter. I again raise the matter
of the obligation of ministers to attend the adjournment
debate.

Ms CAMPBELL — The honourable member for
Preston raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Transport on the need to scrap a clearway in High
Street, Preston, given the very high rate of accidents in
Darebin, and I will pass on the matter to the minister.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Bellarine well knows there
is no compulsion for ministers to attend the
adjournment debate.

The honourable member for Dromana raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Transport
concerning the early commencement of the extension
of the local freeway, whether it be in the form of a
freeway extension or arterial road. I will pass on that
matter to the minister.

Ms CAMPBELL — I will raise the matter relating
to the Residential Tenancies Act with the minister.
The honourable member for Frankston East asked for
the Minister for Aged Care and her department to
undertake work to minimise the incidence of falls
among members of the ageing population. We would
all share his concern about that, and I will pass on that
important matter to the minister.
The honourable member for Bentleigh raised an issue
relating to the minister meeting with some of her
constituents.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, not so many
minutes ago when I was the Acting Chair, the Minister
for Housing was in the chamber. It seems that the
Premier has told her to get into her slippers and ‘jamies
and have an early night while my residents are sleepless
from not being able to have their concerns addressed.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Bentleigh should take her
seat. She knows there is no compulsion for ministers to
attend the adjournment debate.
Ms CAMPBELL — Nor should she wink at the
Acting Chair.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc will refrain
from interjecting.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc is now making
reflections on the Chair, and I caution him.

The honourable member for Knox raised a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Transport relating to the
traffic needs in the Knox area. The minister would be
quite familiar with that matter given our recent visit to
Knox, and I am sure he will be able to give that matter
his immediate attention.
The honourable member for Sandringham should have
a chat to the Minister for Health about Dr Jim
McDonald.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The house stands adjourned until next day.
House adjourned 10.43 p.m.
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The SPEAKER (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos) took the
chair at 9.36 a.m. and read the prayer.

NATIONAL PARKS (MARINE NATIONAL
PARKS AND MARINE SANCTUARIES)
BILL
Section 85 statement
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) (By leave) — I desire to give notice that I
intend to make a statement, pursuant to section 85 of
the Constitution Act 1975, of the reasons for altering or
varying that section by clauses 19 and 26 of the
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill, as amended by amendments that I
intend to propose in committee, in lieu of the statement
in the second-reading speech made in relation to those
clauses on Thursday, 17 May 2001.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Corporations (Victoria) Act 1990 — SR No 49
Supreme Court Act 1986 — SR Nos 49, 50
Transport Accident Act 1986 — SR No 48
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Minister’s exception
certificates in relation to Statutory Rule Nos 49, 50.

BARLEY MARKETING (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Council.
Read first time on motion of Mr STEGGALL (Swan
Hill).

Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — I move:
That the bill be printed and, by leave, be read a second time
forthwith.

Leave refused.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Monbulk!
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The Premier and the
Leader of the National Party!
Ordered to be printed and second reading to be made
order of the day for next day.

Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I seek
clarification of the situation with regard to the future of
this legislation because it is important to country
Victorians. If the government is open, honest and
transparent the Premier owes an explanation to the
Parliament as to why this bill cannot be brought on
forthwith and debated. I ask for clarification of the
issue.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
National Party has raised a point of order and has
proceeded to debate the issue. I will not allow him to
continue along those lines. Suffice for me to rule on his
point of order that the standing orders and rules of this
house are that when a bill is transmitted from the
Legislative Council it can be read forthwith if leave is
granted and the house concurs. That not having
occurred, the rules of the chamber are that the bill will
be read a second time tomorrow.
Mr McArthur — On a further point of order,
Mr Speaker, and in relation to the issue that was just
dealt with, I point out to you, Sir, that the sessional
orders provide for the introduction and debate of private
member’s bills during the normal time scheduled for
matters of public importance on a Wednesday. I further
point out, Sir, that next Wednesday’s matter of public
importance is allocated to the National Party and that
the honourable member for Mildura supports the
introduction and debate of this legislation, which comes
on message from the upper house.
I seek an assurance from the government that it will
cooperate and assist the house in debating this matter
and allocating time, which is at its discretion, during the
time allotted for next week’s matter of public
importance to ensure that this matter can be dealt with.
The SPEAKER — Order! I was very tolerant of the
honourable member for Monbulk in allowing him to
proceed with his point of order. However, he is aware,
as is the house, that I can only rule that there is no point
of order. The matters he raises — although of much
interest to the house — are, as I have indicated
previously, questions for the Leader of the House and
the manager of opposition business to resolve in
amending the sessional order.
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Yarra Ranges: Reconciliation Week
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — When I was a
commissioner at the Shire of Yarra Ranges the council
was fortunate to secure the services of Joy Murphy as
its Aboriginal liaison officer.
The work done by Joy set very high standards and was
important during that period of time in liaising with the
general community. Joy, with her brother, Jim Wandin,
and Aunty Dot Peters — whose son is now doing
excellent work at Swinburne University in encouraging
young Aboriginals to participate and further their
education — have reached out to the whole community
and given tirelessly of their time. They attend many
community functions, not just in the shire but
throughout Victoria, and even the rest of Australia.
They are generous of their time and support of the wide
community in the Yarra Ranges.
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I appreciate that a working party was established some
weeks ago by the minister to deal with this issue. I have
read the report of that party dated 14 March. When I
met with representatives of a taxidrivers association
yesterday, however, I found what the problem is — that
no such association is directly represented on the
working party. The Transport Workers Union is
represented, but that body does not represent a majority
of the drivers; so it is the drivers who are the missing
link and need to be consulted to get a proper outcome.
Another problem is that the drivers want a copy of the
agreement executed by the parties so they can see what
they have been committed to.
Most of all, the government needs to get involved and
do the job that the transport minister should be doing
and get the issue resolved. All Victorians are suffering,
not only because of the disruption of the use of the
airport but also because Victoria’s reputation is in
tatters over the poor handling of this matter.

Fay and Barry Van Ekeren

Last week Adam Frogley, who is now the shire’s
Aboriginal liaison officer, organised a series of events
celebrating Reconciliation Week. Unfortunately,
because of parliamentary sittings I was not able to
attend many of the events. My staff and friends who
attended, however, came back with glowing reports. I
sincerely congratulate Adam on a job well done.

Ms GILLETT (Werribee) — I draw the attention of
the house to the plight of two of my constituents, Fay
and Barry Van Ekeren. Fay and Barry undertook the
building of their home in 1993. On 29 December 1994,
between Christmas and New Year, they moved into
what they hoped would be their dream home.

One event I want to highlight is the launch by our
mayor, Di Moore, of a book called Your Journey
Towards Good Health, aimed specifically at the Koori
community. Artwork was done by Kerry Thompson
and the Yarra Valley division of general practice, and
the Yarra Valley Community Health Service
indigenous health team contributed and assisted in the
production.

Unfortunately, the problems Fay and Barry have had
with their new home have persisted over the past five or
six years. Fay and Barry built their home with Mega
Homes, and the trouble they have had getting that firm
to address their difficulties since then is unbelievable.
Fay was able to report to me that the Housing
Guarantee Fund had been very helpful, but that their
problems were still not resolved.

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Fay showed me photographs that go back through the
whole period, and they were heartbreaking. There were
pipes leaking and water draining away under the house
and slabs set too low, with consequent structural
difficulties. Fay has a report for which she paid $4000
indicating that the house cannot be saved and needs to
be demolished; yet still they cannot get proper
satisfaction from Mega Homes.

Taxis: airport dispute
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I call
upon the government to resolve the long-running
dispute between taxidrivers and the management of
Melbourne Airport about the new fee to be introduced.
Like many other honourable members I flew into
Melbourne Airport on Monday night. I came in from
Hobart to find the airport in a state of unmitigated
chaos. Without going into all the gory details I can state
that the situation featured crying children, stressed
mothers, tourists who wondered what had hit them, a
business community in complete confusion, and angry
cab drivers and people at large.

Fay and Barry are now required to go through the
process of taking action in the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal to attempt to get some
resolution to their awful situation.
I cannot think of anything worse. I congratulate Fay
and Barry Ekeren — —
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.
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Shirley has continued to look after these animals, but
with her increasing age it is becoming more difficult. I
salute Shirley Mitchell for her efforts.

Workcover: management
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — I rise
to express the concern of all Victorians at the
uncovering by the Auditor-General of the massive
blow-out in Workcover payments under the Labor
government and the complete mismanagement of
Workcover by the minister responsible.
In his report tabled yesterday the Auditor-General
highlights the $651 million deficit incurred in the six
months to 31 December. The Auditor-General asserts
that the most significant reason for such a deficit is the
enactment of the new legislation and the
mismanagement of it by the Labor government. He
further says the Labor government claims it will be
back in the black in 2003, despite the changes it has
made. However, he uncovers that it will be at least
2006 before it is back in the black. The people across
Victoria, particularly the employers, are absolutely
fearful.

Back-to-Back Wool Challenge
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I would like to
mention an event that is coming up this Sunday in
Omeo in my electorate. It is called the Back-to-Back
Wool Challenge. In 1811 in Newbury, Berkshire in the
United Kingdom a £1000 wager was made on making a
coat from a sheep’s back to a man’s back in one day.
Five thousand people watched as the task was
completed in 13 hours. The sheep was eaten afterwards.
In 1995 the international Back-to-Back Wool
Challenge was inaugurated to raise the profile of wool
and raise funds for cancer research. Teams from
Scotland, Australia, Canada, the United States of
America and England competed in a unique contest
using the ancient skills of blade shearing, spinning and
knitting to create a jumper within 8 hours. In 1977 the
world record was set in the Shetland Isles and the team
took an amazing 5 hours and 9 minutes to shear the
sheep, spin the wool and knit a jumper.

When the words ‘Labor government’, ‘Workcover’,
and ‘blow-out’ are associated the people of Victoria
know exactly what the Labor party does with the
workers compensation system. It does not matter
whether it is ruining Workcover now or Workcare in
the past, which had a $2 billion deficit. The Labor Party
simply cannot manage the finances of the state and
cannot manage workers compensation.

The Back-to-Back Wool Challenge is on this weekend
at Omeo, and I will be there to do the countdown. I
encourage all members to come to Omeo this weekend
considering it coincides with the opening of the ski
season. You could go to the local wineries like
Mount Markey or Ensay wineries, the tea rooms at
Omeo or visit the historic Chinese diggings.

Shirley Mitchell

Multicultural affairs: initiatives

Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — I wish to
place on public record, particularly in the International
Year of Volunteers, the efforts and dedication of
Mrs Shirley Mitchell and her late husband Kevin for
their work with the wildlife refuge in Ballarat.
Over many years Shirley and Kevin saved numerous
animals within the Ballarat region. Their centre based
in Albert Street, Sebastopol, has been an interesting
development. When I first got to know the couple they
occasionally took in kangaroos and joeys. I remember
Kevin, who worked as an electrician, used to design
and make tiny electric blankets and drape them on the
backs of the kitchen chairs to keep the joeys warm in
the pouches.
Their backyard became increasingly enclosed with
cages for these animals. Koalas, wombats, echidnas and
birds of many varieties have been saved, nurtured and
returned to the wild during that period. After Kevin’s
death two years ago and despite her decreased income

Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — The government has
promised a whole-of-government approach to
multicultural affairs to continue the good work
undertaken by the former Premier in this state. After
18 months in office I asked the Premier what new
initiatives had been implemented to coordinate a
whole-of-government approach. Unfortunately there
have been no new major initiatives. However, the
Premier responded by saying:
Furthermore, the cultural and linguistic diversity of this
government’s cabinet, the highest number of ministers of
non-English-speaking backgrounds, means that the issue of
addressing multicultural issues is incorporated within the
decision-making processes within cabinet and therefore
across all portfolios.

The Premier feels that just because some of his
ministers have rediscovered themselves and gone back
to their roots there is no need to put extra money into
this area. It is disappointing that the government has
taken $1 million from last year’s budget because it feels
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that just because some honourable members have
rediscovered themselves they will meet the needs of our
multicultural communities. Statements claiming the
government has enhanced the commitment to
Victoria’s culturally and linguistically diverse
communities is a farce. It is a total joke! I urge the
minister assisting the Premier and the honourable
member for Coburg, who is full of rhetoric but is only a
puppet of the minister, to recognise the needs of these
communities.

Hartwell and Wattle Park primary schools
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I congratulate
Hartwell Primary School and Wattle Park Primary
School on the completion of their new school buildings
which I had the privilege of opening recently. Both of
these schools are fine examples of the resurgent public
education system in Victoria, particularly in my
electorate of Burwood. Our local communities are
justly proud of their schools.
Hartwell Primary School has a new performing arts
centre with a half-size basketball court, music facilities
and a canteen. New landscaping has also been done in
the school grounds. I pay tribute to the school
community, which raised the magnificent sum of
$700 000 towards this development. Those to be
congratulated include the school’s principal, David
Ross, and the school’s council representatives,
particularly Ron Mason, Phillip Jordan, Ros Taylor,
Tim Wilson and Trevor Webster, who have served over
many years.
Wattle Park Primary School now has a new staff and
administration area and school entrance, and three
classrooms and the library area have been fully
refurbished. This completes the upgrade of the school
under its master plan. I congratulate principal Nick
Farley and the school council members on their
innovative work in selling surplus land at the back of
the school to raise money for the building. Special
mention should be made of the work of Colin Scott,
Perry Niven and Andrew Corcoran as well as all
teachers and parents.
Both of these schools are strongly supported by their
local communities and they show that real excellence in
education is being achieved in public schools in my
electorate of Burwood. I am proud to have assisted the
schools in many and varied ways to achieve the
completion of these new buildings.
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Geelong: Croatian community
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) — I pay a tribute to the
Croatian community in Geelong for its hospitality to a
number of people last Saturday night. The occasion was
the celebration of the 10th anniversary of the
declaration of independence of the Croatian nation. The
Croatian community in Geelong is a very proud
community. Although situated in a troubled geographic
region of the globe, Croatia is proud of its
independence, its freedom and its history, which
extends back to the seventh century AD.
The celebration was attended by about 500 people, who
ranged in age from the very young to the very old, and
it was great to see such a huge range of families in
attendance. It was organised by a number of groups in
the Croatian community. These included the
community’s pensioners association, the Croatian
Saturday school group, the folklore group Lado which
performed magnificently throughout the evening, the
Croatian Democratic Union group and the Croatian
Catholic Centre. The celebration was attended by such
luminaries as the Croatian Ambassador to Australia,
Dr Mladen Ibler and Sanja Novakovic, the Vice-Consul
in Melbourne.
It was a thoroughly enjoyable evening and I thank
profoundly the people who were our hosts on that
particular night. Živjela Hrvatska!
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Keilor has 30 seconds.

Taylors Lakes Recreation Club
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — Thirty seconds! I place on
record my appreciation of the Taylors Lakes Recreation
Club and its committee members, who deserve not only
a certificate in the International Year of Volunteers but
a gold medal for the work they have been carrying out
at Taylors Lakes. They have done so against all
adversity and without any support from the City of
Brimbank in developing their new clubrooms. The club
has spent over $20 000 on planning its recreation
rooms, clubrooms and dressing rooms, yet it is still
missing out in the budget. The committee has
continued — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.
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The changes to the Melbourne City Link Act facilitate
the introduction of weekend passes and other more
flexible tolling arrangements for the infrequent user.

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

The main purposes of the bill are:
to amend provisions of the Transport Act 1983 to
provide a mechanism for the winding-up of the
Public Transport Corporation;
to make a number of consequential amendments to
the Transport Act and other acts; and
to amend the Melbourne City Link Act 1995:
to facilitate the introduction of weekend passes
and more flexible arrangements for the infrequent
user; and
to ensure the ability to use warning notices as part
of the range of enforcement measures continues
to be available.
As honourable members will be aware, the Public
Transport Corporation was created as the statutory
corporation which owned and ran the public transport
network, including infrastructure and rolling stock.

The act will also be amended to remove an amendment,
which is not yet in operation, which otherwise would
sunset the ability to use warning notices as part of the
range of enforcement measures available. This change
is necessary because infrequent users still make up a
large portion of City Link traffic and first offenders
continue to comprise 50 per cent of all offences.
Repealing the sunset of warning letters will enable a
measure of leniency for first offenders to be maintained
and the availability of warning letters as a deterrent.
The bill also provides for a number of corrections to
existing acts and consequential amendments to take
account of the proposed winding-up of the Public
Transport Corporation.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 21 June.

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

As a result of the franchising of the transport system,
the overwhelming majority of the PTC’s assets have
been transferred to Victorian Rail Track or to the
private operators of the train and tram networks.
The PTC continues to be responsible for a number of
functions, particularly finalising a number of legal
actions to which it is a party.
However, these matters should be finalised in the short
to medium term and there is no substantial reason why
the organisation should continue as a separate statutory
corporation in the longer term.
The bill provides that the administrator and deputy
administrator of the PTC will go out of office when the
winding up of the PTC takes effect and that the
Secretary to the Department of Infrastructure on behalf
of the Crown will take over any remaining assets and
liabilities of that organisation. This is appropriate given
the nature of the PTC’s assets and liabilities and the
functions and powers which the secretary has under the
Transport Act.

DNA technology is a valuable investigative and
evidentiary tool. The value of DNA information lies not
only in its capacity to implicate a person in the
commission of an offence, but also in its ability to
eliminate a person from suspicion.
The forensic procedure provisions contained in the
Crimes Act 1958 allow for forensic samples to be taken
from suspects, prisoners and convicted offenders. The
existing forensic procedure provisions also enable DNA
information obtained from such samples to be placed
on a computerised database for analysis against
unsolved crime scene evidence.
The Crimes Act sets out the procedure by which the
police can apply to the Magistrates Court for an order
allowing them to take a forensic sample from a person
convicted of a serious offence who is serving a term of
imprisonment. To process the large volume of
applications magistrates were hearing these applications
in chambers.
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A legal challenge to the procedure for hearing
applications in chambers was brought before the
Supreme Court in December 2000 in the case of Lednar
and Ors v. The Magistrates’ Court and Anor. In that
case, the Supreme Court ruled that the hearing of such
applications in chambers did not comply with the
requirement in section 125 of the Magistrates’ Court
Act 1989 and that all proceedings should be heard in
open court.

STATUTE LAW AMENDMENT
(RELATIONSHIPS) BILL
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
following amendments:
1.

The bill brings certainty to forensic procedures
provisions and seeks to clarify what was understood by
magistrates to be lawful at the time the orders were
made. If these orders are not validated valuable DNA
information may have to be removed from the
computerised database. This would be contrary to the
spirit of the legislation and could jeopardise not only
the future investigation of crimes but also the value in
retaining DNA samples as a deterrent against future
offending.
To require police to apply for these orders again would
impose a substantial financial and administrative
burden on Victoria Police and the Magistrates Court.
Offenders would also be exposed to a further intrusion
in their lives if an additional forensic sample had to be
taken.
This bill reflects this government’s firm commitment to
effective law enforcement and the promotion of public
confidence in the criminal justice system.
I commend this bill to the house.

Clause 1, page 2, after line 2 insert —
“( ) It is a further object of this Act to prevent
discrimination under legislation specified in the
Schedules by ensuring that all couples irrespective
of gender have the same rights and obligations
while at the same time recognising the importance
of a commitment to a long term relationship and
the security of children.”.

The court held that the breach of the Magistrates’ Court
Act was such that the making of each of the orders in
question was voidable. As a result, it could be argued
by other convicted offenders that the orders made by
magistrates in chambers are invalid.
This bill validates those orders made by magistrates in
chambers prior to the decision of the Supreme Court.
The bill will affect some 1064 orders which were made
and executed and a further 1384 orders which were
made but which have not yet been executed.
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2.

Schedule 1, page 6, lines 15 to 30, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
‘(1) If an intestate leaves both a spouse and a domestic
partner, the entitlement to the partner’s share of the
intestate’s residuary estate is to be determined in
accordance with the following table.
TABLE
Period that domestic
partner has lived as
domestic partner of
intestate continuously
before intestate’s
death
less than 4 years

Spouse’s
entitlement to
partner’s share
two-thirds

Domestic
partner’s
entitlement to
partner’s
share
one-third

4 years or more but
less than 5 years

half

half

5 years or more but
less than 6 years

one-third

two-thirds

6 years or more

none

all

Note: There is a minimum requirement that the domestic
partner lived with the intestate continuously for at least
2 years immediately before the intestate’s death, unless
the domestic partner is the parent of a child of the
intestate who was under 18 at the time of the intestate’s
death — see definition of “domestic partner” in
section 3(1).’.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 1 be agreed to.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr HONEYWOOD
(Warrandyte).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 21 June.

This house amendment to this very important piece of
legislation inserts an additional objects clause into the
bill to make it clear that one of the objects of the Statute
Law Amendment (Relationships) Bill is to prevent
discrimination under legislation specified in the
schedules by ensuring that all couples, irrespective of
gender, have the same rights and obligations, while at
the same time recognising the importance of a
commitment to a long-term relationship and the
security of children. In a general sense this amendment
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moved by the government, as well as the other
amendment that the house will deal with shortly, will
enable this bill to become law. As honourable members
know, it has already gone through the upper house and I
am hopeful it will receive support in this house.
It is a very proud day for the government in relation to
this legislation because this is the biggest reform
package ever undertaken in Victoria to end
discrimination against the gay and lesbian community.
It is long overdue. It is legislation that I believe should
have been introduced quite some time ago. However,
for whatever reason, the previous government did not
have the will or the desire to introduce such
groundbreaking legislation. It has taken the vision and
the courage of the Bracks government to finally end
discrimination against the gay and lesbian community.
I am more than happy to talk about the negotiations that
took place between, might I say, not the shadow
Attorney-General, but Peter Katsambanis in the other
place, who showed an enormous amount of goodwill in
his negotiations, and my parliamentary secretary,
Mr Richard Wynne. I know there are a number of
democratic members of the opposition — the Liberal
Party — who have been pushing for some time for this
legislation to be passed. I understand they applied a fair
amount of pressure, particularly on the shadow
Attorney-General, in relation to this matter.
It is a very proud moment for the Bracks government to
be introducing these amendments, particularly this
amendment — —
Mr Lupton — Whose amendment?
Mr HULLS — Which is moved by the government
to ensure the passage of this legislation.
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — How sad it is to hear what
we have just heard from the Attorney-General, who
could have stood up in this place and just got on with
the business of moving a couple of amendments —
which he voted against in the lower house, and which
his entire party voted against in the lower house! How
sad it is, and what a pity, that instead of just getting up
in goodwill and talking about the conversations that I
had with his parliamentary secretary on the Monday
night — when the parliamentary secretary said, ‘Yes,
we’ll accept your amendment’, which is this particular
amendment, and I said, ‘Thank you very much because
it is a good amendment’ — the Attorney-General could
not have just got up and said, ‘Isn’t it a good thing that
we together have been able to do something which
enables this bill to get through’!
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But instead of that, this entirely 100 per cent political
Attorney-General had to get up and try to use politics
on an issue like this, which is just so sad. The
Attorney-General should see that at least part of his job
is getting on with the process of legislation. I was not
going to say any of this, not a word. I was just going to
say, ‘Great, let’s just get it and go’.
But honourable members must understand that this is
an amendment which the Attorney-General voted
against in the lower house, and which followed some
65 amendments that he had to make to the bill. Each of
the three or four major parts of the bill that he
introduced, which were the substance of it, had major
amendments made to it. Why? Because the bill was a
heap of rubbish and because it was going to do things it
was not intended to do. The Liberal Party said right
from the beginning that there were two things it stood
for: it was anti discrimination, and from that point of
view it would support the bill; but it was also pro
families and long-term relationships. It said that
because of shoddy drafting the bill would interfere with
both those notions and that until it was amended the
Liberal Party would not vote for it.
What did the government do? It had to back down and
amend its bill to ensure the shoddy drafting was fixed
up and that long-term relationships and families were
protected. None of this would have been said by me —
not a word; I would have walked out of the chamber
quietly. But this Attorney-General cannot help but put
his foot into the political arena, and I am telling him
that every time he does he will have it chopped off, as
he has seen for the past two weeks.
I put it to him that there is another amendment to this
bill that the house is about to consider. Perhaps he
should just go ahead and note the amendment. I will not
even say anything about the negotiations or discussions
about that. He should just explain that this is an
amendment that allows the bill to flow through and
enable it to now achieve the two objects, with which the
Liberal Party agrees, along with him, of preventing
discrimination but not undermining families. I call on
him to do that when the next amendment is dealt with
because that would be best for this house.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — The
National Party opposes this amendment. It did so when
the bill was first debated in this house, and it did so
when it was dealt with in another place. I oppose it
again today on behalf of the National Party. The
National Party opposes it because this is an issue
relating to the basic tenor of the bill. It is a matter that,
as can be seen when you read it, goes right to the core
of why we had an objection to the whole legislation.
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National Party members have never viewed this issue
as one of discrimination. We have never seen it that
way. We have always been at pains to say throughout
the whole discussion that people are perfectly entitled
to live their lives as they choose and that the issue of
what relationships might therefore be developed on the
basis of people’s consideration of those choices is
absolutely and entirely one for them — and heaven
forbid that we be perceived as lecturing people about
how they should live their lives. That is not the issue.
As a matter of law the content of this amendment is
simply wrong. It cannot be said as a matter of legal fact
that all couples, irrespective of gender, have the same
rights and obligations. That is simply wrong as a matter
of law. People who marry pursuant to the
commonwealth Marriage Act are married pursuant to
the terms of that act, and so to make a statement of this
nature is not something with which my party can agree.
Therefore we oppose the content of this amendment.
We do not agree that all couples have the same rights
and obligations. There are clear distinctions and we do
not believe this statement in the amendment, taken in
the way that it appears before the house today, is
accurately representative of the position either at law or
in fact.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I have been looking
with some puzzlement at the nature of the amendment
that has come from the other house. There was a fair bit
of rhetoric in this house when the bill was passed,
saying that there would be some significant protections
for families. When I look at this amendment I see some
rather puzzling issues relating to the protection of
families. I just cannot see how you can apply a
preamble or amendment that says:
… to prevent discrimination under legislation specified in the
Schedules by ensuring that all couples irrespective of gender
have the same rights and obligations while at the same time
recognising the importance of a commitment to a long-term
relationship and the security of children.

How does that have any bearing on the bill and its
application? As I said, I am somewhat puzzled. I recall
being cooked alive by the honourable member for
Berwick, who issued a press release in my electorate,
which is his right — and he does it frequently — under
the heading ‘Savage votes against family amendments’.
Like the National Party, I voted against everything in
this bill because I believe it is anti family and it makes a
direct attack on marriage.
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — This amendment! At the bottom
of your press release you said that the Liberal Party
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would pass the amendments in the upper house to
ensure families and children are protected.
I would like to know specifically how the amendment
protects children and the security of marriage. It does
absolutely nothing because now we come down — —
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — The greatest achievement you
have had is that you have extended the time for the
dispersion of property to six years. One year extra!
What an achievement!
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — I’m sorry. We are talking about
the same bill. Is this the only amendment that you could
achieve in the upper house? Is this it?
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
should be debating in the third person through the
Chair.
Mr SAVAGE — I take your wise counsel,
Mr Speaker. I would have to say that the shadow
Attorney-General has the integrity and the veracity of a
used car dealer! He is a man — —
An opposition member interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — It is a sell out!
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order.
Dr Dean — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, you
and I know that the reputation of used car dealers is not
high, and I ask the honourable member to withdraw his
comment. He is out of control.
Mr Hulls — It is an insult to used car dealers!
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Berwick has found the comments of the honourable
member for Mildura offensive and I ask him to
withdraw.
Dr Dean — Mr Speaker — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order. The Chair needs to resolve this issue first. The
honourable member for Mildura, withdrawing.
Mr SAVAGE — I withdraw the reference to used
car dealers, but I maintain that the — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
shall withdraw.
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Mr SAVAGE — I withdraw, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER — Order! Thank you.
Dr Dean — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, across
the table the Attorney-General yelled out, ‘It is an insult
to used car dealers’, thereby impugning my character,
and I ask him to withdraw that comment.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Berwick has found the comments of the
Attorney-General unacceptable. I ask the
Attorney-General to withdraw.
Mr Hulls — Come in Spinner! I withdraw.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. The honourable member for Mildura, on the
amendment.
Mr SAVAGE — I recall the debate in this house,
and I also recall the importance the Liberal Party placed
on this legislation. I was given the direct impression
that there was going to be a significant fight and that if
the amendments that were put forward in the lower
house were not accepted in the upper house, the Liberal
Party would not accept the bill. Were the amendments
accepted? They are not here, so why has the Liberal
Party bent over backwards — —
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr SAVAGE — Come on! This is a very shallow
opportunity for the Liberal Party to get five bob each
way. They get the votes if they do and they get the
votes if they don’t! Together with the National Party I
am pleased to vote against the bill and the amendment.
Mr MACLELLAN (Pakenham) — I support my
colleague, the honourable member for Berwick. We are
in an extraordinary position. Sometimes you begin to
understand later conversations that are held around the
house. I remember having a conversation with a
government member and asking, ‘Are you going to
accept the opposition amendments in the Legislative
Council?’. The honourable member for Berwick said in
debate in this place that if the amendments were not
accepted the opposition would insist on them in another
place. I asked the government member if he was going
to accept them and I must say I was curious at the
comment that came to me: ‘Yes, we will accept them
but we will need to change them a bit’. When I hear the
Attorney-General today, it makes sense. The
government needs to change the bill so that it can have
ownership of it.
Mr Hulls interjected.
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Mr MACLELLAN — That is what the
Attorney-General is saying, and I hear the protest from
the other side. I will make one more comment and then
I will identify whom I had the conversation with
because I found it a curious conversation at the time. It
is a curious situation because now the Attorney-General
wants to claim credit in this house for opposition
amendments the honourable member for Berwick said
the Liberal Party would insist on and would move in
another place.
I say to the honourable member for Mildura, for
heaven’s sake, I was not sure which amendment he was
attacking. I will give him at least some marks for
consistency along with the National Party — they are
still attacking the bill. They did not like the bill when it
was first in this place, and they do not like the bill now.
That is okay. I think it is an inherently sleazy and —
strictly in a parliamentary sense — dishonest effort
when the government, in this case represented by the
Attorney-General, seeks to claim credit for
amendments which it never thought of and never
supported and which are being adopted now only
because they were insisted upon by the Liberal Party
opposition and the honourable member for Berwick as
its representative.
It is a sad day when the Attorney-General does not have
the generosity to acknowledge the honourable member
for Berwick and the team that worked with him — —
Government members interjecting.
Mr MACLELLAN — A team of members worked
with him, as he would be the first to acknowledge. He
is the leading spokesperson for the opposition on this
bill, and that is where the authorship for the changes
which honourable members are about to approve and
which the National Party and the honourable member
for Mildura consistently oppose were initiated.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — Thank you,
Mr Speaker — —
Ms McCall interjected.
Mr WYNNE — I ask the honourable member
opposite who made quite a stupid and offensive
comment — —
The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr WYNNE — Mr Speaker, particularly in relation
to this bill, it was quite a cheap shot and I ask her to
withdraw. It is just silly, and you know it is!
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Richmond shall address the Chair and not
honourable members across the table. The honourable
member for Richmond has found the remark made by
the honourable member for Frankston offensive. I ask
her to withdraw it.
Ms McCall — I am happy to withdraw it.
Mr WYNNE — On the first amendment,
Mr Speaker, the honourable member for Pakenham
suggested in his contribution that this debate goes to the
question of ownership of the bill. The issue of
ownership of the bill is simple: for seven years the
previous government did nothing to end discrimination
against same-sex couples. This government has done
that through this bill after only 18 months in office. As
the Attorney-General said, this bill is groundbreaking
legislation.
If the honourable member for Pakenham wants to talk
about ownership of the bill he should acknowledge that
it is this government that has brought in the legislation
and negotiated it through the house. The community,
particularly the gay and lesbian community, knows
which government initiated and fought for the
legislation. The advisory committee, which worked
assiduously with the government, and the gay and
lesbian lobby, know which government introduced the
legislation into the house.
Finally, on the question of the two amendments,
which — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Richmond, speaking on the first amendment!
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Mr SMITH (Glen Waverley) — I wish to make a
short contribution to the debate on the Legislative
Council’s amendments to the Statute Law Amendment
(Relationships) Bill. It was sad to hear the remarks
made by the government this morning. I am sure they
were all part of the smokescreen the Attorney-General
is trying to put up to hide his role in the Michael Adams
affair.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I also speak on
the amendments to the Statute Law Amendment
(Relationships) Bill that have come from the upper
house. The first amendment put forward is only
changing the objects of the bill. Honourable members
from the legal profession would know that changing the
objects of the bill will do very little to change the
substance of the bill.
I thank the shadow Attorney-General for assisting me
in understanding the effect of the amendment.
Changing the objects of the bill does very little to go
down the line stated by the shadow Attorney-General in
the press release he put out, thankfully in my electorate!
Because I was doing a similar thing in his electorate, I
can understand why he did that. I do not wish to upset
the shadow Attorney-General in any way!
The amendments do very little. The Independents
opposed the amendments that were introduced when
the bill first came before the house, because they will
do very little. They are only window-dressing to protect
the Liberal Party from having to support the bill, and as
such they should be opposed.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 77
Mr WYNNE — On the first amendment,
Mr Speaker, and I will make a further contribution
relating to the second amendment if required, there has
been extensive consultation and negotiation relating to
the amendment. Both sides of the house would agree
that it is a substantial change from the amendment that
was originally introduced into the house. It was
negotiated between Mr Katsambanis and me initially,
and between the shadow Attorney-General and me on
Monday night, and it was subsequently introduced into
both party rooms on Tuesday morning.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WYNNE — There may be a bit of history that
needs to be revisited in this debate. The opposition
wants to talk about ownership of the bill, but it is clear
to the community where the ownership of the bill lay
and who initiated it — it was initiated by the
Attorney-General!
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Motion agreed to.

The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the
Attorney-General to move a motion on amendment 2, I
indicate to the house that I was tolerant in allowing a
wide-ranging debate on amendment 1 about the
circumstances leading to these amendments. I shall not
be as tolerant in debate on amendment 2. I ask
members to cooperate by confining their remarks to
amendment 2.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I will certainly
confine my remarks to amendment 2 in relation to this
groundbreaking piece of legislation.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the
Attorney-General to move that the amendment be
agreed to.
Mr HULLS — I move:
That amendment 2 be agreed to.

This amendment inserts a new statutory distribution
scheme for the division of an intestate’s property where
the intestate leaves both a spouse and a domestic
partner. Under the proposed new scheme, where a
domestic partner has lived as the domestic partner of
the intestate continuously for at least two years but less
than four years, the intestate’s spouse is entitled to
two-thirds of the intestate’s residuary estate and the
domestic partner one-third.
Where the domestic partner has lived with the intestate
for four years or more but fewer than five years, the
spouse is entitled to half the domestic partner’s estate
and half the intestate’s residuary estate. Where the
domestic partner has lived with the intestate for five
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years or more but fewer than six years, the spouse is
entitled to one-third and the domestic partner to
two-thirds of the intestate’s residuary estate. Finally,
where the domestic partner has lived with the intestate
for six years or more, the domestic partner is entitled to
the whole intestate’s residuary estate and the spouse has
no entitlement to that estate at all.
I am sure the shadow Attorney-General will agree,
albeit reluctantly, that this amendment, which has been
moved by the government, differs from the amendment
he moved in this place. As I recall, his amendment
would have referred this part of the bill off to a
committee — in other words, to never-never land. The
result could well have been that many people living in
domestic relationships where one partner died intestate
would have been left with basically nothing or would
have had to make an application to the Supreme Court
under the relevant legislation.
The amendment ensures that the legislation can pass.
The government has been advised by the AIDS council
that each year some 70 people in this sort of domestic
relationship die without leaving a will. If this scheme
had not been included in the legislation, those
70 partners would be adversely affected. A long delay
could result if this is sent off to a parliamentary
committee for its consideration and then returned to this
house for debate some time in the future. The delay
would result in people missing out on their proper
entitlements under the legislation.
That is why it is absolutely crucial that this scheme be
agreed to, albeit after some negotiation. The legislation
will result in people who have been living in domestic
relationships for a period of time receiving entitlements
where no wills have been left. On behalf of the
government I am proud to move the amendment, and I
hope it is supported by the opposition.
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — The problem that I referred
to about the Attorney-General’s approach has arisen
again. Someone has to break that cycle, so I will not go
down that path. I will advise the house why the
opposition wrote this amendment and put it to the
government.
The proposal in the original bill was effectively that
after five years the spouse got nothing but after two
years it was a half-and-half situation. That was
unacceptable to us, because we felt it was not
appropriate for the spouse. We were concerned about a
situation where a spouse might be looking after the
children of a previous marriage. Although there is a
special reference to children, in that in a situation of
intestacy a large proportion of the estate automatically
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goes to them, we were still not satisfied that after such a
short term things should be split half and half and after
five years the spouse would get nothing.
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You could have come into this house, as I said
before — —
Mr Hulls interjected.

After giving it close consideration the opposition
drafted an amendment that would mean that for the first
two years everything would go to the spouse, between
two and four years it would be split one-third and
two-thirds, for four to five years it would be split half
and half, and for six years and beyond it would go to
the domestic partner. We thought that would be a lot
fairer.
Our amendment would simply remove the
government’s original proposal in relation to two years
and five years. The government came to us and said
that that would leave the situation as it is — that is, the
spouse would always get everything — and that even as
a holding position while there was further inquiry it
would be a bit unfair. I think that is right. Although we
disagreed with what the government came up with, the
previous situation was probably just as bad if not worse.
We put our heads down and decided to fix it once and
for all, rather than sending it to a committee that would
spend ages inquiring into it. We know there are groups,
such as the gay and lesbian movement, that are keen to
have the legislation passed. We did not want it to be
delayed. As we had struck out the amendment we
believed we had an obligation to say what we wanted,
rather than have someone else fight it out. We put our
heads down and worked out a solution. The original
solution was seven years, which was not agreed to by
the government. After some discussions we said we
could live with six. The government agreed to six,
together with the variations of one-third and
two-thirds — so we had an agreement.
I conclude by saying that it is a good result because it is
much better than it was. Obviously the government is
happy because it has moved the amendment we
proposed in the upper house. However, I will tell
honourable members what will probably happen in the
upper house. Instead of allowing the government’s
amendments to go through, we will vote against
them — even though they are the ones we have agreed
to — and instead move them ourselves. That is a real
shame, because — —
Mr Hulls interjected.
Dr DEAN — I will tell you why. We will do that
because in response to our insisting on an amendment
you have used the fact that we said, ‘All right, you
move it’, to beat us with — and that is not appropriate.

Dr DEAN — That is what I am talking about,
Mr Speaker. I am not raising the temperature but
keeping it where it should be. We were not happy with
the original bill. We wanted to remove the original
amendment completely and have the matter sent to the
Law Reform Committee for its consideration. The
government suggested that we try to define what we
wanted. We did that, but the government did not agree,
so there were some negotiations. The amendment was
moved as it is now, and we are happy with it. That is all
the Attorney-General should have said, but now I have
said it. We support the amendment because we wrote it.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) —
Consistent with our basic approach to the legislation,
we oppose this amendment.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I echo the words of the
Leader of the National Party. I do not believe this
amendment is an appropriate one to protect families
and married couples.
Motion agreed to.

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 June; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Mr SPRY (Bellarine) — When my contribution was
interrupted pursuant to standing orders last night I was
talking about infrastructure spending. I will now
concentrate on Geelong infrastructure projects — or
should I say, the lack of them.
Despite their frequent forays into the pages of the local
press the honourable member for Geelong and his
Labor colleagues — I am sorry to see they have left the
chamber — have proved to be totally ineffectual in
trying to persuade their government that some
necessary infrastructure projects must be undertaken in
Geelong as a matter of urgency.
The most important one — not only to Geelong and the
region itself but further to the west and the east, because
it has the potential to influence the whole of the greater
Port Phillip region — is the eastern Geelong ring-road.
That project has been debated for some years. About
30 years ago a western ring-road was put on the
Geelong planning map as the logical way to bypass the
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city and allow traffic to continue on to the west, south
and east.
Many people believe an eastern ring-road would be
more effective because of the six or seven roads in its
ambit. I refer to the roads to Portarlington, Queenscliff,
Barwon Heads, Torquay and Anglesea before the road
eventually returns to Princes Highway West.
The government does not seem to care about the
potential that alternative offers. Rather, it is hidebound
in its adherence to the western ring-road alternative.
That is a short-sighted attitude to the search for a
solution to the blocking or clogging of the centre of the
city through Latrobe Terrace, particularly in light of the
Melbourne–Geelong road being triplicated both ways
and therefore being likely to attract more traffic than it
does than at present. In highlighting that issue I hope
and trust the Labor Party will have the vision to
consider the alternative and the cost benefits that might
flow from it.
A couple of projects that have been picked up by this
Labor government give an entirely new meaning to the
word ‘surrogacy’. I refer to the Thompson Estate
redevelopment, which honourable members heard the
honourable member for Geelong speaking about and
claiming ownership of last night. He has forgotten that
that whole project was the brainchild of the former
Minister for Housing, the Honourable Ann Henderson.
He has totally ignored what a terrific job she did in
implementing that redevelopment program. It was a
tremendous effort.
In due course government members representing the
Geelong area will no doubt claim ownership of the
Newcomb Community Health Centre. When they do I
hope they have the grace to acknowledge the effort and
commitment the former Kennett government put into
that necessary development, which is now up and
running. I have had the pleasure and the honour of
visiting the centre, and I am deeply impressed with the
service it is providing to the community. The initiative
was driven — I say this with modesty — by me and
others, but it was given effect to by the former Kennett
government.
While on the subject of infrastructure and surrogacy,
one pet project of mine is the provision of gas to North
Bellarine. As long-serving members of this house will
be aware, I have spoken in the chamber on this subject
no less than 14 times over the past eight years, and my
Liberal Party colleagues in the other place have been
equally supportive. When the announcement was made
in Portarlington on 18 May that gas would finally be
provided to Portarlington, Indented Heads and
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St Leonards through a $1.75 million government
subsidy to a private gas company, Texas Utilities, those
present could have been forgiven for thinking that the
outcome was due solely to area newcomer Elaine
Carbines, a member for Geelong Province in another
place, such was the self-congratulatory nature of her
message.
In deference to the 10 years of hard work and
dedication by the many who preceded her, let me set
the record straight. The push was begun in earnest in
1992 by a gentleman named Max Burrell and members
of the St Leonards Progress Association, the Indented
Heads–St Leonards foreshore committee, the
Portarlington foreshore committee and the Portarlington
Development Association in a joint submission to the
then government’s so-called social development
cabinet meeting in Drysdale, I think it was.
After the change of government following the 1992
election, Ann Nichol, a local legend, Jean Cull, Beryl
Bell — now Beryl Halpin — Bob Crouch and others
wrote to me on behalf of the North Bellarine Hostel for
the Aged — later to be appropriately renamed the Ann
Nichol House — urging that the gas supply main be
extended to North Bellarine and to the hostel for the
aged in particular.
The former Gas and Fuel Corporation was prohibited
from extending gas supply on other than commercially
viable projects. Ironically, that policy remains in force
through the Office of the Regulator-General, even
under this government. The former coalition
government and the former Minister for Energy and
Minerals, Jim Plowman, were in the process of framing
legislation to overcome the problem. Local residents
Bob Gibb, David Lea, Greg Foote, Ann Nichol and
Beryl Halpin, Merrilyn Anderson, Joe Carey, Ray
McWhinney from Ocean Grove, whose wife was a
councillor at the time, Max Burrell and Bob Firman
joined forces with me to pursue the issue with the
government. We made slow but significant progress.
Finally, and very significantly, the critical support and
involvement of the City of Greater Geelong was
secured as a facilitator of the push. It was only the
involvement of the City of Greater Geelong, which that
original ad hoc committee managed to achieve, that
finally made it possible for any government to act and
procure gas for North Bellarine.
Finally, in 1997 an elected and very focused committee
comprising Sue Wilson, Alec Finney, Bob Gibb and the
late but highly regarded Laurie Quin, with the able
assistance of the City of Greater Geelong through Bill
Hall, the general manager of development services, was
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able to force the issue, at least in a political sense, and
achieve the community’s objective. To those people as
well as a raft of others who gave at times vocal and
unstinting support I express the profound gratitude of
the residents of Portarlington, Indented Heads and
St Leonards, both present and future. The benefits to
those communities of beginning the process and of the
long struggle to achieve gas in their area will be
enormous.

the state. To be running with a significant and healthy
surplus of $509 million and to be able at the same time
to set aside substantial funds for innovation and
technology — that is, the real brain power to scan,
embrace and engage with the future by building the
capacity to plan and integrate services and
infrastructure into the demands of a new era as
technology, markets and the community change
quickly — is a wise investment indeed.

In conclusion, and going back to the budget, these and
other infrastructure projects are vital for the confidence
and prosperity of regional Victoria, particularly my
electorate of Bellarine. When all is said and done it was
the good management of the previous coalition
government that provided the budget surplus which has
enabled the Bracks Labor government to honour its
pre-election capital-spending promises, at least in these
areas, despite the fact that it has taken a lot of effort to
actually drag it to and get it across the final barrier,
especially on the provision of gas.

For the government to be able at the same time to invest
so substantially in infrastructure in both urban and rural
areas, which not only provides a stimulus to
employment to counter the impact of the GST and the
way the federal government has mugged the national
economy but also meets the need for a state
government in the current government’s situation to
provide counter-cyclical investment to maintain a
healthy employment base, is not only wise policy but
enables essential infrastructure to be put on the ground
to reverse the long drift of population growth towards
the cities and of young people moving away from
provincial and rural communities.

Let us hope that the government can now show some
strength of character, particularly in resisting union
demands on current account spending — a very
significant worry to the community — in the interests
of Victoria’s long-term prosperity. Regrettably, I doubt
that the Bracks Labor government has the ticker!
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — It is a pleasure
to participate in the debate on the Appropriation
(2001/2002) Bill. After listening to the honourable
member for Bellarine you know that the budget is in
pretty good shape — when the debate is around who
can take credit for the great works going on in his
electorate! When debate brings forth expressions such
as, ‘No, it was my idea’, ‘It was their idea’ or ‘They’re
claiming credit but it should be mine’, you know that
the fundamentals are fairly good. It is clear that the
community is moving ahead in leaps and bounds in all
parts of the state, including Bellarine.
Although the honourable member for Bellarine
complained about a lack of commitment to
infrastructure by the Bracks government, in the context
of the state government’s having led the triplication of
the Geelong road — that is, the $250 million project
involving the Princes Highway down to Geelong — it
ill-behoves him to now say, ‘Look, there’s not enough
investment in regional roads heading into the Geelong
area’.
Having said that by way of introduction, it is clear that
the budget is in good shape. It has all the essential
characteristics you would look for in a budget of any
major organisation, particularly the most important in

To reverse that trend by an innovative and
nation-building commitment to fast rail links is the
manifestation of a forward-looking government with a
commitment to community growth. It is in stark
contrast to the actions of the previous government,
which accelerated that drift to the cities by closing
down many services, cutting off lifelines to the bush
and strangling rural communities.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL — It is no wonder the Labor
Party is now the natural party for country people,
because those people were betrayed, let down and
abandoned by the Kennett government and its
enthusiastic supporters such as the honourable member
for Mordialloc, who would say, ‘Close more schools!
Cut more ambulances! We don’t care’. The honourable
member’s record is that he has never cared. After seven
years of his urging cutbacks he is now arguing that the
government needs to do more.
Another sign that the budget is in good shape is the
ability to afford to make substantial improvements and
investments in the health system. When opposition
members ask, ‘Where are your major projects?’, they
should look at the redevelopment of the Austin hospital.
That is a magnificent $300 million-plus commitment
and stands in stark contrast to the previous
government’s commitment which was going to be,
‘Flog it! Let somebody else build it and somebody else
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run it’. This government believes in public health and in
the public system, and knows the community is looking
for that rock solid guarantee they can only get with a
well-managed, well-developed health service.
On top of all those essential features we have the tax
cuts, a stimulus to the private sector to grow that
component of the state. That makes it a well-rounded,
well-balanced, forward-looking and forward-thinking
budget. The only criticism opposition members can
make of it is that projects being delivered are based on
their ideas rather than on ideas of the current
government. As I said in my opening remarks, if that is
all they can argue about, the substance — the base of
the pyramid — is obviously in good shape.
In the electorate of Footscray budget debating time is
the time to draw a breath, look at how we are travelling
and do a stocktake. What sorts of things need doing?
How far have we come in recent years? It is fair to say
that in the community of Footscray we are putting some
rubber on the road, getting traction, in a number of
important areas.
Footscray’s poor socioeconomic profile, the lowest of
any profile in the metropolitan area, shows up in reports
such as the Burden of Disease report, which shows that
Footscray has, for example, the highest levels of
addiction and mental illness. Characteristics of that sort
show that it is a community with more than its fair
share of problems. Nevertheless, the compassion,
dedication and commitment of the Bracks government
is making inroads in a number of areas. The significant
funding set aside in the government’s drugs program is
a welcome relief. It is starting to turn the tide and push
back the excesses: the public face of poverty, the social
difficulties, the family distress and the issues of law
enforcement that spring from the illicit drugs trade.
The number of police officers at the local police station
has been doubled; a public primary health centre will
receive significant funds; drug safety workers will enter
the streets — all as part of an integrated approach that
has already made the street scene much quieter.
Community workers and the community generally can
see the results of this more substantial effort being put
into better assistance, quicker treatment and many other
facets of the effort to improve the drugs situation.
In the education sector, Footscray — along with most
electorates, I would imagine — receives significant
capital investment. I look forward to the rehabilitation
of education. In the technical and further education
(TAFE) sector a better word than ‘rehabilitation’ would
be ‘resuscitation’ after those dreadful years of cutbacks.
New life is now being breathed into the TAFE system.
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The news arrived a few days ago that we now have
100 000 Victorians in apprenticeships and traineeships.
The news was a milestone and a significant
achievement by this still-fledgling government for us to
reflect upon.
Mr McArthur — That’s it, fledgling: not a feather
to fly with!
Mr MILDENHALL — It is fledgling in the sense
that the government — compared with the previous
government, like a turtle with its head stuck inside its
shell, absolutely reluctant to engage with the
community and just as comfortable going backwards as
trying to go forwards — is an eagle soaring.
The Footscray electorate has a significant problem with
trucks in residential areas. That is part of the problem of
success, of course. The port is booming and there is an
enormous increase in cartage of containerised goods
around Melbourne. Truckies being truckies, however,
they look for the shortest distance between two points,
often without guidance or a complete knowledge of the
community’s concerns. They go the shortest possible
route between their pick-up point and the distribution
centre.
I am working with a number of government agencies,
including Vicroads, the Department of Infrastructure,
the Maribyrnong City Council and the Environment
Protection Authority, to ameliorate the environmental
and residential impact of truck traffic. We have
developed a nine-stream integrated strategy which we
expect will make a substantial difference over the
forthcoming six months. Francis Street in Yarraville
has 10 000 trucks a day passing down it. The
government expects to stand up and be counted on that
issue, but finding a solution that has that delicate
balance between environmental concerns and economic
growth is extremely difficult. Nevertheless, the
government is determined to make inroads into the area
of trucks on residential roads.
Many residents are of the view that the way of dealing
with a high number of trucks is simply to ban them and
force them to go somewhere else. Life, however, is a bit
more complicated than that. The government needs to
be sensitive to everyone’s needs. I sympathise with the
residents who take the view that everyone has a right to
a night’s sleep and that the trucks in their thousands that
pass through residential areas every night are certainly a
significant issue.
I am working extremely hard with a number of other
people to make a significant difference and resolve the
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problem. The government is also working on other
significant projects in the Footscray area.
It is good to reflect on the dilemma that I and many in
the community have of deciding which of all the
possible projects, innovations or new developments we
should turn our attention to. The climate change is
amazing. Rather than the situation of five or six years
ago of trying to work out which service or community
organisation to defend, we are now in the situation of
deciding how to ensure that our new one-stop-shop
youth centre hits the ground running; how to ensure that
the application for a major extension to our community
arts centre — one of the most successful in Australia —
is put on the ground at the right time; how to ensure that
the newly redeveloped swim centre will be located in
the right part of the community; that the planning for an
airport fast rail link is developed in the most appropriate
way and the economic spin-offs are achieved; and that
the case for a redeveloped police station, which is
becoming a critical issue mainly because of the
increased investment in manpower at the police station,
is put forward in the best possible way. At the moment
the choices and range of projects for the further
development of my electorate are quite broad.
In conclusion, and ending on a slightly more negative
note, it would have been a lot better in my electorate
had the government’s legislative program not been
stifled and impeded by a conservative-dominated upper
house. It seems to have the Chicken Little approach that
the sky is falling. Despite the fact that every other state
has a home detention program in some form or another
this crew has decided that Victoria should not have it.
Opposition members are relaxed about the fact that
young people and others can be caught and
permanently integrated into the criminal justice system,
while the government wants to get them into the
community and to find a way out of that dreadful
downward spiral the graduates of the criminal justice
system so often fall into. How many more lives would
have been saved had it not been for the
head-in-the-sand attitude of the Liberal Party towards
supervised injecting facilities? Even on matters like the
racial and religious tolerance legislation — which is
everywhere else around the country and which it was
finally able to support — the Chicken Little approach
of saying, ‘Oh, no! Watch out! The sky is going to fall
on us’, dominated.
The government is about adapting to the changing
conditions in the community, about moving forward; it
is not about embracing the past. This opposition crew is
looking more like John Howard all the time. It finds
inspiration, direction, guidance and strategy from the
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past. As a community and as a state we have to move
forward with the changes at the pace of those changes
and ensure that through the budget we embrace the
future with intelligent investment and a capacity to
innovate, understand and adapt to the future in a
constructive way.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — It is indeed a
pleasure to follow the honourable member for
Footscray in the budget debate. I will deal more with
him later.
For six or seven years in this place I have had a
tradition of following the honourable member for
Morwell, now the Minister for Agriculture, in budget
debates. While I am now shadowing and therefore
somewhat at cross-purposes with the honourable
member for Morwell, the minister, I enjoy his company
and his speeches. I like the man, but that does not mean
I agree with everything he says or does, and I will get to
that later, too. The minister and I had a relationship
across the chamber where we used to spar with one
another and perhaps he will get up on his hind legs
during the debate and tell us what he will do in
agriculture across the state. I will tell the house a bit
about what he is not doing yet. That seems to be the
tradition of the Labor Party and its budgets.
In the information that is now before the house the
government tells us about a lot of things it is going to
do but, as the honourable member for Brighton said, not
just yet. It is indeed following St Augustine’s prayer,
‘Lord make me chaste but not just yet’. It says, ‘We
will build some rail lines but not just yet; we will bring
down taxes but not just yet; we will build infrastructure
but not just yet; we will bring down unemployment but
not just yet’.
There are clichés in budgets. In the 1960s, as all
honourable members will remember, following a
federal budget you would always see on the front page
of the Herald Sun, ‘Beer up, cigs up’. That cliché in
federal budgets seems to have gone into history and is
not seen any more, but there is rapidly becoming
common in Labor budgets, particularly state Labor
budgets, a cliché that is simply summarised in three
phrases: taxes up, spending up, jobs down.
It is clear to all who have a close look that those things
are rapidly becoming an entrenched part of Labor’s
approach to the financial and fiscal government of
Victoria. Victorians now have higher payroll taxes,
higher land taxes, more stamp duties and higher
gambling taxes than they have ever had. Under this
budget taxes on insurance will reach record levels as
well.
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We also have higher spending. This government has
increased spending from $19.3 billion in the 1999–2000
budget, which was the last Kennett budget, to
$22.9 billion in this budget. This is an increase of
something over $3.5 billion dollars or a rise of 18.6 per
cent in only two years. That is a greater increase than in
the whole of the seven years of the Kennett
government. This government has managed to spend
almost 20 per cent more of the Victorian public’s
money in two budgets. And what have we got for it?
Do we have any new roads? No. Do we have any new
project? No. Do we have lower unemployment? No.
Do we have any better conditions? No!
Manufacturing is leaving the state as quickly as it
possibly can. Why would it do that, you might ask.
Simply because taxes and charges are going up.
Workcover is strangling enterprise and initiative and it
will also strangle employment, but more of that a little
later on.
Very simply, this is a boring and disappointing but
thoroughly traditional Labor budget, and the Treasurer
should hang his head in shame for what he has foist on
the people of Victoria. Just as the previous Labor
Treasurer lasted only one budget, I pray for the good of
Victorians that this Treasurer gets no more because he
will inflict pain on the community if he stays there for
very long.
In agriculture this is a budget of missed opportunities.
There are some welcome spending initiatives, and I
recognise those and acknowledge the minister for them.
There is an investment of $50 million over a three-year
program to improve research work at places like
Ellinbank, Horsham, Bendigo, Hamilton, Kyabram and
Rutherglen. This is a good move on the minister’s part
and I congratulate him for that. However, there are
other areas where not enough is being done. There is
not enough money in the Rural Infrastructure
Development Fund (RIDF), and although while the
Treasurer has loudly trumpeted its virtues across rural
Victoria on many occasions it is a small fund and
provides little to benefit genuine rural communities.
The number of applications means the fund is vastly
overcommitted.
If the government is really to promote rural and
regional infrastructure development it must do one of
two things: firstly, it should increase the allocation to
the fund and improve the transparency and
accountability of the funds going out; and secondly, it
should extend the fund’s coverage area.
About a month or so ago I raised in this chamber the
issue of a dairy underpass for the Wildes family at
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Yannathan. A few minutes ago the minister told me
across the table that he has found funding for that
family’s dairy cattle underpass. The reason the
government should extend the coverage of the RIDF is
simple: lots and lots of regional areas are excluded from
applying to the fund simply because they are part of
municipalities which are not in the schedule of the act.
The shires of Cardinia, Yarra Ranges, Hume and —
what’s the one out at Werribee?
Mr Baillieu — Wyndham.
Mr McARTHUR — I thank the honourable
member for Hawthorn for that. These shires are
excluded from applying for funding. That is a pity,
because there are genuine rural projects within those
municipalities which should meet the criteria of the
fund and should be funded through it. I call on the
minister to assist us in getting that coverage extended. It
costs the budget nothing. Any decision to increase the
amount in the fund is one the Treasurer must take
separately, but extending the coverage of the fund will
not increase the commitment of dollars. All it does is
provide a genuine opportunity for people who are
currently discriminated against because they live on the
wrong side of a municipal boundary. The minister
recognised that because he found a way to fund the
Wildes family’s underpass in Yannathan. If he
recognises that it is an anomaly in this case then he
should also recognise that there are many other
anomalies, and I ask him to help us to resolve them.
There is a real problem in agricultural industries in
terms of Workcover and the impact it is having on
agricultural industries. I refer not only to the direct
Workcover premium that will apply to farmers, but also
to massive increases in Workcover premiums on
agricultural service and supply industries. There are
examples in wineries, meatworks, transport companies
and contracting companies which provide fertilisers and
other contracting services to agriculture. That is
impacting on the viability of those servicing companies.
Their going broke will cause massive problems in rural
communities. On the other hand, if they are not forced
into going broke they will be forced to pass on the
costs, which will result in increased costs to farmers.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr McARTHUR — I agree with the minister that
we need to improve safe working practices, but I
disagree with him that we need common-law access
with Workcover. That is going to cause massive
increases in the costs of premiums. Only yesterday the
Auditor-General said in his report that that has blown
the Workcover budget right out the water and it has
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increased massively the unfunded liabilities. The
Minister for Workcover then came into this place and
made the absolutely unsustainable statement that that
deficit and the increase in the Workcover unfunded
liability would not lead to an increase in premiums. I
listened to him carefully and I fear he has made a
dreadful mistake because it is a very brave statement
for a minister to make in this place. I am sure he will be
reminded of it many times in years to come.
Honourable members should see the funding in this
budget for the Melbourne showgrounds. There is none.
There is an allocation for some planning money. The
Royal Agricultural Society (RAS) is done with the
planning; it has been working on planning for years.
Minister, find it some money to refurbish what should
be an icon for agriculture in Victoria! Provide an
opportunity where agriculture can display what it
produces and what it can do for the broader
community!
Before the 1999 election the then coalition government
made a commitment to invest up to $50 million over
five years to help redevelop the Melbourne
showgrounds at Flemington. I hope the current minister
will find a way to provide similar funding to allow the
RAS to refurbish what is an historic and much-loved
precinct in desperate need of upgrading. Farmbis is to
lose its funding in 2001–02. That is a pity, and I think
the minister should change that.
It is disappointing that the business tax package took
the easy way out and provided some tax cuts that are
not particularly useful to agriculture. It would have
been better to reduce or abolish some stamp duties,
because that would have provided much more benefit
to agriculture than the payroll tax deductions the
government has agreed to.
It would have been better if management and pest
animal and pest plant programs were better funded
under this budget, but they are not. The minister should
do some work on that. There is very little commitment
in that regard.
There are a significant number of missed opportunities.
The government has rejected the recommendations of
the Law Reform Committee’s report on its review of
the Fences Act — recommendations which were
supported in its pre-election promises but which it has
now rejected. The government has stopped the
ovine Johne’s disease program dead in its tracks,
despite the recommendations of the all-party
parliamentary committee on the issue. The Minister for
State and Regional Development promised $8 million
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to upgrade powerlines in the south-west. He has broken
that promise.
It is not just in agriculture that these things are
disappointing. Let us examine the area of water. The
water issues are characterised by a lack of direction,
knowledge, vision and leadership from the Minister for
Environment and Conservation, who is clearly out of
her depth. She needs firstly to gain some information
about the water industry and water and natural resource
management and then she needs to take some action
rapidly.
The only thing the minister has managed to do is run a
political campaign about sewage treatment plants in
rural communities. There is no vision about what can
be done in waste water treatment and management —
nothing at all in the two years she has been in that
portfolio. There is no commitment to reducing the
release of waste water into the marine environment, or
to increasing water reuse and recycling. There is no
vision from the minister on those things.
We are seeing also that the minister has no commitment
to the catchment management authorities (CMAs). She
came in running a political campaign to abolish the
CMA levies but failed to provide the necessary funding
to replace them, and then failed to provide growth
funding for the projects that should have been funded
under those levies. CMA staff and board members
come to me regularly saying they do not have the
funding and they cannot do the work they have
committed to in the past.
A while ago I was dealing with one CMA in an area
very close to the electorate of the Minister for
Agriculture. That authority said it had a 30-year project
to remove all willows from streams, but now it is
battling to maintain just the areas from which it has
already removed willows. It cannot, under its current
funding levels, ever take the project further. So it has
gone from being a 30-year project to rehabilitate the
stream banks to being a never-never project because
under the current arrangement it can never happen.
Perhaps the Minister for Agriculture can talk to his
colleague the Minister for Environment and
Conservation and do something about that.
There are many areas where this budget is a dismal and
disappointing failure. I refer the Minister for
Agriculture to the allocations for his portfolio at
page 208 of budget paper 3, and particularly the output
services to improve market access, market development
and consumer confidence in food and agricultural
products. That is clearly a key output for any
department of agriculture in any state in any country of
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the world — an output that provides systems, standards
and services to Victoria’s food and agriculture sector,
enhanced market access, market development and
consumer confidence, including improved product
integrity, quality assurance, business and value change
facilitation and other things. They are all very sensible
things for any department of agriculture to do.
For 2000–01 the projected spending in that output is
$53.7 million. I direct the minister’s attention to the fact
that in the budget for 2001–02 it is $43.7 million — a
20 per cent reduction. Why, Minister? How can you
allow this to happen? What will you do to redress this
situation, and what will you do to explain it?
I shall refer briefly to some local issues. Again, the
budget is very disappointing for my electorate. The
Scoresby transport corridor sham commitment of the
Minister for Transport has now been exposed. The
federal government has committed $220 million. The
state government has committed nothing at all. That
exposes the minister’s sham, and it is a pity. There is a
$6.5 million injection to the Angliss Hospital for
improvement of services to older patients. That comes
at the expense of building the Knox hospital and it
ignores the desperate need for upgrading of the
emergency services section of the Angliss, which, while
excellent, is vastly overpressured, suffering excessive
demand and going on bypass more than ever in its
history.
The delivery of capital works spending on schools is
unclear in this budget. I hope the Minister for
Education, who is in the chamber, will find some
money to refurbish the Boronia Primary School. The
former coalition government was committed to it, and I
believe she should fund it in this budget; I hope she
does.
I refer also to the problem the Monbulk Primary School
has with the department’s determination to remove
from the school several critical portable classrooms
which, if removed, would rip the heart out of the
school.
The budget also shows a decrease in tourism marketing
and development funding. Tourism is a critical industry
to people in my electorate. It is disappointing to see a
$1.8 million cut in that important program because it
will hurt businesses in the area. I hope the minister
reverses that cut.
I call on the Minister for Agriculture and the Minister
for Education, who are in the chamber, to do something
in their respective portfolios to address the
shortcomings in this area. They have increased
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spending, but the spending is to no good purpose. It
provides us with no new services and no new
infrastructure. It is a disappointment in all ways:
spending up, taxes up, jobs down, and vision
non-existent.
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — Like all
other members on the government side of the house, I
am extremely pleased to support this bill. I pay tribute
to the Treasurer, the Honourable John Brumby, who
three weeks ago delivered to Victoria a budget for all
Victorians, whether they live in Melbourne or in
regional and rural Victoria. Unlike the previous
government, the Bracks Labor government is delivering
today, building for tomorrow.
The former Kennett government focused on
Melbourne, ignoring country Victoria. It closed schools
and hospitals, amalgamated councils, sacked thousands
of teachers and nurses and depleted many services. It
brought local communities to their knees. Honourable
members on the opposition side of the house should be
totally ashamed because what the Kennett government
did destroyed some of those communities. That is why
they now sit on the opposition benches — because
people out there just got sick of it. But Labor listens and
Labor cares.
Now it has the task of rebuilding those communities.
That is what the Bracks Labor government is doing,
and my electorate of Ballarat West is part of that
community building. On 16 May the front page of the
Ballarat Courier gave testimony to that:
Ballarat a winner in state budget.

I also quote from the editorial of the same day:
It would be hard to argue Victorian Premier Steve Bracks and
Treasurer John Brumby have failed to redeem their pledge to
country Victoria and the regional electorate that played such a
key role in putting them in office in yesterday’s budget.

The editorial repeatedly says it is a wonderful budget,
bringing back investment to regional and rural Victoria.
Infrastructure education in my electorate received an
enormous boost. I note the Minister for Education is at
the table and I thank her because she is an excellent
Minister for Education. After so many years Sebastopol
Secondary College has been allocated $2.34 million for
a new science learning centre, upgraded classrooms and
a new gymnasium. This proud school has waited
10 long years for its redevelopment. For the past seven
years the previous local member of Parliament
repeatedly promised the school that it would be in next
year’s budget, but of course it never happened! The
previous government never kept its promises, but Labor
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has and the school is going to receive those
much-needed funds.
Forest Street Primary School has been funded for a new
multipurpose physical education facility at a cost of
$1.15 million. Pleasant Street Primary School has also
been allocated $1.15 million to provide new permanent
classrooms to replace the portable ones that it has been
forced to use for so many years. There is exciting news
that a further $5 million has been allocated for the
Ballarat Vocational Futures Learning Exchange which
will benefit regional secondary schools and vocational
education providers and enhance pathways and options
for Ballarat youth. It is much needed after so many
years of neglect. But it gets better. The University of
Ballarat has been allocated $1.5 million to refurbish
five of its existing buildings at the School of Mines
campus. Spending of the education dollar has been
enormous.
I am not going to mention the schools that have been
funded in Ballarat East as I will leave that to the
honourable member for Ballarat East, but in my
electorate $12.5 million will be spent on education
infrastructure. Not only will it benefit education but it
will give Ballarat an economic boost. Added to this is
the $200 million dedicated for the fast train link to
Ballarat, which is part of the total commitment of
$550 million. The government promised the feasibility
study and funding thereafter. It has delivered on the
feasibility study and now it is delivering on the
services.
Health was a major winner in the budget with
$1.1 billion to be spent across the state. Once again, in
Ballarat $4 million has been allocated for the Queen
Elizabeth Geriatric Centre for a geriatric evaluation
facility. The facility will make a huge difference by
improving the delivery of care to the elderly in Ballarat.
I say ‘improving’ because Ballarat has exceptional
facilities for the care of its aged people. I cannot speak
highly enough of the nurses who work in those areas.
Some $2 million dollars in recurrent funding has been
allocated for the radiotherapy unit. In the last few
weeks, the opposition spokesperson on health has made
comments about that asking when the unit was going to
be built and saying that Ballarat was never going to get
it. I have been part of the radiotherapy group in Ballarat
for over 10 years. The former Minister for Health
promised and promised but gave nothing. It did not
happen. For all those years the previous government
was strong but careless in its rhetoric. It was as if it
enjoyed playing with people’s emotions, and the
radiotherapy unit in Ballarat has been an emotional
rollercoaster. I can inform the house that the
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foundations have been dug, the tender has been let and
the unit will be open by Christmas. This government
cares!
The budget has provided injections of money for drug
education, and a number of agencies in my electorate
will benefit from that funding.
The community renewal project in Wendouree West
will receive $3.1 million. This proud community has
been ignored for far too long and the only solution the
previous government gave was to suggest it changed its
name to amalgamate with Wendouree. That is
disgusting. It is a proud community, and I am pleased
to have been asked to chair the new project. I look
forward to working with the residents of that area.
Under the heading ‘Wendouree West facelift long
overdue’, an editorial in the Courier states:
… the state government’s decision to spend $3.1 million on
upgrading public housing in Ballarat’s best known battler’s
precinct is overdue.
It has long been known that despite the very real disadvantage
that afflicts a part of our community where many families are
battling to get by on fixed and basic incomes, area residents
are fiercely proud of their neighbourhood.
This pride was made manifest when prior to the last state
election, moves to divorce the area from its former name of
Wendouree West provoked a strong local reaction.

As I said, it is an extremely proud community, and I
look forward to working with it.
Last week the Treasurer was in Ballarat again to
announce funding of $2.7 million for the revitalisation
of the Bridge Street Mall. During the seven years I was
councillor that was something that had been promised
time and again at budget time. It has now been
delivered.
There is also an injection of $750 000 for the Camp
Street project, which brings the total to $12 million.
Unfortunately that injection of funding was needed
because there was an overrun on the project caused by
the federal government’s GST. The federal government
will not put its hand into its pocket to reimburse the
university for the GST, and we will know its fate after
the next federal election. As I said, the budget is all
good news for Ballarat. I am proud and privileged to be
the member for Ballarat West. I look forward to
continuing to work very closely with my community in
the coming years. There is now a feeling in Ballarat that
very positive things are happening.
The local newspaper, the Courier, has been honest in its
reporting, and it is all positive. Can the house see all the
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positive headlines? They are wonderful! One headline
reads ‘While the rest of the world talks about slowing
down, Ballarat just won’t listen! Ballarat … makes it
happen’.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — Last year I said the
budget was one of complacency, and it was, but this
budget is one of regret. This budget is an expansionary
budget in a slowing economy. It shows diminishing
surpluses and cash deficits, and it is high taxing and
high spending. It is a budget to regret.
I fear about the direction Victoria is heading in with this
government. The clouds are gathering on the horizon
and the barometer is dropping. That means watch out!
Despite the promises and the commitments to the
Independents, this Premier is on the hunt for an early
election before the storm hits. The positioning has
already started. The Premier, and even the honourable
member for Footscray earlier in this debate, were
muttering about upper house obstruction. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The upper house in this
Parliament has already saved the government from
itself on a number of occasions.
So far as the Hawthorn electorate is concerned, the
budget last year delivered almost nothing. This year’s
budget is not much better. I am grateful for the funding
that the Swinburne Secondary College will receive, but
it comes as a continuation of a Kennett government
project. I thank the minister for that, but that is about it.
There is no money for the upgrades to the Hawthorn
and Camberwell police stations. There is only master
planning money for the Camberwell South Primary
School. Despite the fact that the Minister for Education
used the school for her own publicity purposes in this
house, she has turned her back on it instead of getting
on with a job that is urgent in Camberwell South. The
minister is now at the table, and I urge her to include in
next year’s budget funding for the full program at the
school.
As I did last year, I draw attention to other projects with
pressing financial needs in the Hawthorn electorate.
They include the need for funding for the Hawthorn
West and Camberwell primary schools and the
Hawthorn Town Hall restoration. That town hall is a
prominent and preferred music venue for the
Melbourne Symphony Orchestra, and it is in desperate
need of funding and assistance for an upgrade. Other
projects worthy of support are Boroondara City
Council’s graffiti program and the Cansurvive program,
involving volunteers who are cancer survivors
providing advice and support for other cancer sufferers.
The program is a worthy project. I have spoken to the
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Minister for Health about the matter, and I urge him to
consider the possibilities for it in the near future.
I also note the need in Hawthorn for support for the
implementation of kindergarten disability codes. I have
heard reports that some kindergartens will be faced
with the costs of complying with those codes of up to
$30 000. That is an issue for the future.
However, the matter that concerns me greatly is that the
Hawthorn electorate will be paying more as a result of
the removal of the winter power bonus, as is the case
with all electorates. Another major problem that will be
looming large in many electorates next year but is
already looming large in the Hawthorn electorate is the
massive uncapped land tax increases. I will draw the
attention of the house briefly to a couple of examples.
One also affects the neighbouring electorate of Kew in
particular, and the honourable member for Kew and I
have been dealing with the matter. I know it has also
been drawn to the attention of the Treasurer and the
honourable member for Richmond.
Heavy uncapped land tax increases as a consequence of
equalisation factors and revaluation particularly affect
properties with heritage issues at stake. I refer to the
property in Creswick Street, Hawthorn, owned by
Fairlie Springall. Two years ago she was paying $4000
in land tax, in the following year she paid $5000, this
year she will pay $10 000, and she has been advised
that next year her land tax bill with be $30 000 before
she pays her rates and charges. The total of her taxes
and charges exceeds her income. The property, which
she is has lived in for 30 years, is a registered historic
property. The situation is causing grief, harm, hurt and
illness among many people who have lived for a long
time in heritage properties. I urge the Treasurer to deal
with the uncapped land tax increases, which are most
inequitable.
I turn now to my shadow portfolio areas, particularly
post-compulsory education and training. Last year I
said I feared that the Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment would put
post-compulsory education on the backburner — and I
believe that is exactly what has happened. Last year the
Department of Education, Employment and Training
recorded a 15 per cent increase in its budget, but this
year it is just 4 per cent. In last year’s budget debate I
warned that the $127 million extra being directed
towards technical and further education (TAFE)
colleges would go straight through to salaries. Lo and
behold the Auditor-General highlighted that very fact in
the report tabled yesterday:
We recommend that the Office of Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment undertakes a thorough
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review of the outcomes of enterprise bargaining, particularly
over the management of unfunded salary increases …

The minister signed off on this extraordinary enterprise
bargaining agreement, which will be a concern for
TAFE colleges into the future.
The Auditor-General also drew attention to the fact that
while six TAFE colleges were in financial difficulty at
the time of last year’s budget, five are still facing
financial difficulty. This minister has wasted the money
that was meant to assist the colleges to get through that
problem. She was warned about the problem, but she
has allowed it to continue anyway. Interestingly, the
Minister for Post Compulsory Education, Training and
Employment made almost no mention of TAFE
colleges in her contribution to this debate. From the
Auditor-General’s report I think we can see why.
Over the past 18 months the minister has scuttled the
International Fibre Centre at Geelong, which I
mentioned yesterday. In the same report the
Auditor-General draws attention to the government’s
conscious decision to run down the finances of the IFC
and, despite what was said in the Geelong region, to
transfer the equipment from its Geelong campus to the
CSIRO and the Brunswick campus. The Minister for
Community Services said yesterday that the Minister
for Post Compulsory Education, Training and
Employment had saved the IFC and got it back on
track, but the IFC in Geelong has been completely
scuttled. That is a tragedy for a visionary project.
As I said yesterday in a debate, the minister has also let
the side down over the Institute of Land and Food
Resources. This minister’s style is to look to blame
somebody else whenever there are financial difficulties.
She did it with the IFC and with the Building Industry
Group System. BIGS failed under the minister’s
leadership; despite receiving a clean bill of health from
the department it has gone to the wall. She did it with
Lavin Australia, she did it with the TAFE colleges and
ironically many years ago she did it with the Footscray
Football Club. It is her natural disposition — and she
has also done it with the private providers of
post-compulsory education.
In that regard I note that the Minister for Post
Compulsory Education, Training and Employment has
still refused to lift the freeze on traineeships with
private providers, which is essentially the freeze on user
choice. Her prejudice against non-TAFE providers
continues. The minister has failed to lift the freeze
despite massive additional growth funds being offered
by the federal government. I note that the ministerial
conference is this Friday. I urge the minister to get on
with it, lift the freeze and stop playing politics with the
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lives of trainees and the businesses of those legitimate
private providers. The Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment underspent her
own budget last year, yet she is still crying to the
commonwealth for money.
Additional funds have been made available to the
Wodonga Institute of TAFE for a new library and
learning centre, which is to be commended. However, I
note that the Auditor-General has alerted us to the fact
that the Wodonga institute is suffering financial
difficulties.
To summarise the state of tertiary education in Victoria:
another reduction in student contact hours is predicted;
there are to be fewer audits of registered trainee
organisations; government-funded student contact
hours through adult community education providers are
to be substantially reduced by nearly 700 000; and
ministerial staff will be increased and departmental staff
slightly reduced as a consequence. One can only
wonder what is going on there.
I will briefly mention two projects. The first is the
Maryborough education precinct, which is worthy of
support. In concept it is a good project, but I fear that
the brakes have been put on. Having visited the
campuses and the bodies that will make up the precinct,
I can see dangers in the repetitive consultation process
that is taking place. I can also see that this project,
which should be an all-or-nothing project on the new
site, will end up being on a substantially split site to
appease ALP local branch members. That is a great
concern. Similarly, the Gippsland precinct is an
interesting concept. I have visited the site and am
concerned that the plan will result not in a consolidated
campus but, again, in a split campus.
I move now to my other portfolio, gaming. This is the
first budget I have had the pleasure of reviewing as the
shadow Minister for Gaming. In doing so I pay tribute
to the Honourable Roger Hallam in another place, who
was both the previous minister and the previous shadow
minister. His probity, dignity, strength and integrity
were of the highest standard. I think Roger did a
fantastic job in all respects. However, since then we
have seen in the gaming portfolio the greatest act of
hypocrisy and deceit ever undertaken by an incoming
government. The government has abandoned integrity.
It has the weakest possible minister, his ministry is
inept, and the government has defied almost every
promise made in its policy.
I sat here in fascination last night listening to the
Minister for Gaming contribute to the budget debate.
He said at one stage:
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I now refer to my portfolio areas …

There followed not one single mention of gaming —
and no wonder. This minister has been an
embarrassment, a total wipe-out. We heard about the
shards when he talked about his major projects
portfolio, and we heard about the showgrounds, but we
did not hear about the sham in gaming. At the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing last week
the Minister for Gaming said several times, ‘I am not
responsible’. At one stage he even said, ‘I don’t care’.
This is the government that made promises to the
Independents about gaming. I will be interested to hear
their comments on gaming revenue.
What is the starting point for gaming in Victoria? In
1998–99, the last full year of the Kennett government,
total revenues from gaming were $1.40 billion. At the
time the Labor opposition was feral in its anti-gaming
posture. It was led by the current racing minister, the
current Treasurer and the current Premier. They were
all anti-Crown, anti-casino and anti-pokies, despite the
fact that Labor had introduced all those forms of
gaming to Victoria. In opposition the ALP promised:
Labor will … reduce the state government’s reliance on
revenue from gambling.

That promise may have defied Labor’s historic love
affair with gambling, but no-one in Victoria could have
been in any doubt about what it intended to do. Where
are we now? Page 133 of last year’s budget paper said:
Overall, gambling tax revenue in 2000–01 is expected to fall
19 per cent to $1 235 million.

That is what the budget said last year. On 3AW on
13 February in response to a question about the rise in
gaming revenue the Premier said:
Yeah, well, it is going up, um, it’s about $1.5 billion. That
includes GST as well.

The budget papers said $1.235 billion; the Premier said
$1.5 billion. On 9 February on 3AW the Minister for
Gaming said in response to a question from Neil
Mitchell about gaming revenue:
Well, it is $2.2 billion at the moment.

He was asked if that included the GST, and his answer
was no. It did not include the GST, so there was
something more. Obviously the Premier, the Minister
for Gaming and the Treasurer disagree — so what are
the facts?
During its term the government has sought to conceal
the facts on gaming. It has concealed the GST take and
hidden it in the budget papers. The government gets the
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GST and the Treasurer, in a second-reading speech on
the Tattersalls Consultations (Amendment) Bill, said
just that: that all the GST money comes back to
Victoria.
The actual total is worth looking at. I refer to page 202
of budget paper 2 where gambling revenue is listed as
$1.374 billion. When the GST component, which is at
page 125 of budget paper 2, of $390 million is added,
the total for 2001–02 is $1.764 billion. That is
$356 million more — not less, as was promised in the
budget papers. Half the surplus is raised by additional
gambling taxes, and it is an increasing proportion of the
revenue.
What is ahead? By 2004–05, the declared revenues are
$1.64 billion plus the GST component of $0.47 billion,
which returns to this state, giving a total of
$2.11 billion. Maybe that is why the minister did not
make any comment about gaming. It is more than
50 per cent ahead of the starting point from the last full
year of the Kennett government.
Interestingly, for four years of the Bracks government a
total projection of nearly $6.8 billion is shown for
gambling revenue. The last projection of the Kennett
government for that same period was for $5.9 million.
That is a projected increase over the life of the Bracks
government of $811 million, an extraordinary policy
turnaround and in complete defiance of its promised
gaming policy.
The measures introduced by the government have been
a sham. The minister is now the Minister for Shards,
Shows and Sham. His policies are dogs and were
introduced for political purposes only. Regional caps
have been a disaster. They apply in only four of seven
regional areas. The 24-hour reduction and the
introduction of clocks and daylight provisions in
gambling venues have been shams.
An interesting development has occurred with public
hearings. The Chelsea Heights Hotel is on the border of
the Dandenong capped area. What did it get? It got its
pokies just a few weeks ago — advocated,
interestingly, by Stuart Morris, a former ALP candidate
for Waverley Province, in front of the current
ALP-preferred candidate for Lord Mayor of
Melbourne, Peter McMullen, and with an ALP council
that ran dead.
Operators have been driven mad by the government,
which has required measures that make no
difference — but it has been taking the dollars. When it
comes to the casino all is revealed. This minister sold
out under instructions. Honourable members will
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remember the post-election period when the Premier
got a visit from Graham Richardson who said,
‘Premier, here is your chance’, and then $100 000
changed hands. That was the absolutely
unspoken-about donation; it has since been agreed that
Crown was spoken about. Since then the royal
commission has been dropped; Rob Hulls has been
dropped from the portfolio; the Habersberger
investigation has been dropped; and Crown has been
exempted from regional caps, the 24-hour ban and
public hearings.
There has been reduced surveillance of Crown, and
Crown has been exempted from controlled contracts.
The triennial review of Crown was swept through with
barely a mention. Fundraising functions of the ALP
have been held at Crown Casino, as have government
functions. Now Crown Towers is being changed — and
what a hypocritical act that was — and it appears that
the lyric theatre will not proceed.
The classic thing about the change was the action of the
Premier, who in this house just a few weeks ago denied
any knowledge of any plans to change Crown Towers.
That was despite the fact that in his report last year the
Auditor-General said the Minister for Gaming was
advised of those plans in June last year. However, the
Premier denied any knowledge of it.
This has been an extraordinary turnaround. The dollars
and the donations have been pulling the strings. The
Premier and his Panda have become puppets of the
pokies. They have sold out completely. There is no
doubt that the minister is the weakest minister in
gaming in Australia. He has become a soft touch for all
elements of the gaming industry. It is extraordinary
because he has harassed the gaming industry with
things that have made no difference. At the same time
the government has been raking in the dollars. They are
the puppets. The Premier is a puppet and the minister is
the chief puppet.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — My contribution to the
budget debate will be positive. The recent budget has
been good for regional Victoria and for Victoria as a
whole. It reflects justice and equity in the distribution of
the state’s assets, the common wealth of Victoria, so
that everybody has a share.
I note with interest that the Bracks government will
spend a total of $2.13 billion on infrastructure projects
that will commence in 2001–02, which is the biggest
new budget investment of public infrastructure in
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Victoria’s history. Over the next four years Victoria
will increase spending on asset investment by a massive
45 per cent.
My region will gain significant benefits from the
budget. I congratulate the government on making those
decisions. The first thing of great importance is
provision for the bridge at Robinvale, although it is not
yet part of my electorate but will be soon. This bridge
has been lingering for many years, obstructing the
smooth movement of traffic across the border between
Victoria and New South Wales. Mildura vehicles use
this bridge because there is no route in Victoria that
goes directly to Robinvale. It is an old railway bridge
that was constructed in the 1920s, and it has been
maintained over those years only to the extent that it is
now a single-lane bridge and causes extreme disruption
to commerce.
Some questions have been asked about what the
government will do with the bridge. There have been
some negative suggestions that it will do nothing.
Obviously, the people who have said that have
difficulty reading the forward estimates. On page 249
of budget paper 2 an allocation for regional arterial road
and bridge links for 2001–2 of $5.7 million has been
made, and it goes up to $40 million in the forward
estimates. The bridge will be constructed, and if the
federal and New South Wales governments can resolve
their issues of preferred route and the extent of their
contributions towards the bridge, work could start in the
next financial year, which would be well received in the
communities of Robinvale and Mildura.
The government is investing some $50 million in
environment and agricultural resources for research and
development at Gippsland, Tatura, Mildura and
Horsham. The Sunraysia Horticultural College will
receive $4 million. That is an important type of
investment on the basis that the region’s agricultural
investment and benefits to Victoria are significant. I
acknowledge the government’s decision on that issue.
I refer to police and corrections. The Underbool
community will receive a new police station worth
$250 000. Underbool is a small community to the west
of Ouyen. As do all small country towns, it suffers from
predatory downsizing of its population, so it is a great
boost to a community such as Underbool to see that the
government recognises its worth and its entitlement to
appropriate policing levels. The investment of that
money in Underbool will be of great benefit to the
region. It also highlights the fact that every community
is deserving of consideration in policing. Underbool is a
remote area that works on a cluster policing system
between Murrayville, Underbool and Ouyen, and on
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many occasions there is only one policeman available,
and on some of those occasions that is at Underbool.
Transport is an issue that is close to my heart. One of
the reasons I was elected to this place back in 1996 was
the loss of Mildura’s rail passenger service. One of the
most significant announcements in the recent budget
was the commitment to return that service to Mildura.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — The honourable member for
Hawthorn asks when we will get it. We know when it
was taken away, and we know who did it, so I would
suggest that any reference by opposition members to
the consequences of the mean-spirited behaviour that
occurred in 1993 is inappropriate. I remember the
Liberal Party saying that if the Labor Party regained
government in 1988 it would take the train away. What
happened? It was not the Labor Party that took the train
away between 1988 and 1992. One of the first acts of
the former Kennett government was to axe the service.
Ever since, the community has suffered a significant
vacuum in appropriate public transport.
Despite it being a long haul, this government has
indicated that at the conclusion of the rail gauge
standardisation and the fast train project it is committed
to the return of the passenger service. I think that is an
appropriate time frame. I am convinced the service will
come back. Many people thought it would never
happen, but I have great confidence that it will.
The rail gauge standardisation is vital to the economic
wellbeing of the mineral sands traffic. Mineral sands
are now being trucked to the port of Portland. Without a
standardised link to Portland 70 trucks will be travelling
both ways between Mildura and Portland when the full
treatment process comes on line. No honourable
member would advocate that inefficient misuse of
Victoria’s roads. The standardisation of the rail gauge is
appropriate and will help make Victoria part of an
efficient transport grid.
The $96 million standardisation — with Mildura
moving up the list to be first cab off the rank — will
enhance the grain traffic that runs from Robinvale and
Kulwin as well as the traffic that runs south of Mildura.
The Yelta line already carries 100 000 tonnes of grain
each year, and the standardisation will improve that and
the feeder lines.
The service will be part of the fast train link from
Ballarat. We could have a journey of between 51⁄2 and
6 hours. I have received no complaints about the length
of time. We would all like it tomorrow, but if you are
fiscally responsible you cannot do everything in
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5 seconds. People are prepared to wait if they know
they will receive something worthwhile in the end,
which in this case will be good public transport.
Likewise, the people of Bairnsdale will view that as a
great achievement. They have also languished for a
long time, having to put up with inappropriate public
transport.
Engineering studies indicate that the track between
Mildura and Ballarat has some defects, so $7.7 million
has been allocated in the budget to upgrade the track to
facilitate the return of a passenger service. Currently the
V/Line passenger service carries 65 000 people each
year. When the train service returns it is expected that a
further 32 000 passenger trips will increase the usage of
the service. As the Minister for Transport said, ‘If you
don’t use it you will lose it’, and that is an appropriate
policy. Except for Mildura and Bairnsdale, every other
centre has an appropriate regional transport service.
This is an issue of equity.
I turn now to the investment in education in the Mildura
region. I congratulate the Minister for Education, who
is present in the chamber, on the investment her
government is making in the Red Cliffs Secondary
College, the Mildura Special Development School and
the senior college. Those appropriate and significant
investments, which total more than $4 million, have
been well received by the community I represent.
The budget is good for all Victorians, and it is certainly
good for regional Victoria. It is a change from the
former philosophy of focusing on federation squares
and issues of non-economic return. The budget is there
to invest in infrastructure and make Victoria more
efficient; it is there to make the dollars we invest turn
around and produce something rather than build
something just to be looked at.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — When it comes to gaming I am
surprised that any opposition member would reflect on
the criticism of this government, which has acted to
restrain and curb out-of-control gaming. I have serious
concerns about the effect of gambling on Victorians
and have been happy to support measures that restrain
it. However, that issue is not relevant to this debate,
which is about responding to and reflecting on the good
budget produced by the Bracks government.
I congratulate the government. This has been a pleasing
exercise for me, and this budget a turnaround from
some of the scorched-earth, mean-spirited budgets we
have seen in the past.
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Mr PATERSON (South Barwon) — This
government promised so much for Geelong but has not
delivered on it. The city that was so instrumental in
delivering government to the Labor Party was largely
ignored on budget day. An editorial in the Geelong
Advertiser headed ‘The budget: where is it all?’ said
that the government seems intent on ignoring the fact
that its grasp on power is held by 16 votes in the lower
house seat of Geelong. The newspaper described the
budget as bad news for Geelong. It became quite clear
by the next day’s edition — on the Thursday — that the
government had whinged and whined to the newspaper,
with the honourable member for Geelong North — the
ALP’s chief whinger in Geelong — accusing the
newspaper of being deliberately negative.
But the newspaper had found even more bad news for
Geelong, with stories of preschool strikes and of the
community legal centre complaining that it had been
failed by the budget. A spokesperson for the legal
centre said that the budget was a let-down, while the
executive officer of the Geelong Kindergarten
Association said that the Labor budget cast doubt on the
very future of kindergartens. How did the community
services minister respond to the plight of the preschool
sector? She told the Geelong Advertiser that a
ministerial review was still being finalised and that the
government would consider the outcomes of the review
once it was completed. No leadership, no capacity to
make a decision, just more reviews.
This Labor government has tried to make a great deal
of its budget allocation to the Grace McKellar Centre
for the aged and those in need of rehabilitation.
Government members trumpet, ‘$19 million!’, but just
how much of the $19 million will flow next year for the
much needed redevelopment project? A paltry
$3 million! That is all the government could find next
year to help the aged and infirm in Geelong —
$3 million! — on a project that is probably worth
between $75 million and $80 million. Of course, if the
previous government’s plan for the centre had been
embraced by this government, nursing home residents
would already be in their new facilities under the care
of organisations such as the Uniting Church. But what
did the Bracks government do? It threw out the plan on
coming to power, displaying just how petty-minded it
was.
This budget was a disappointment. Where was the
money for the Grovedale railway station? The
feasibility study on the project was given to the
government in October last year — it has had the report
for more than six months. I suppose we should not be
surprised that the government has done nothing about
it, but the people of Geelong are entitled to expect that
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it will respond in reasonable time. The study, which
incidentally cost $60 000, has obviously just been
gathering dust on the minister’s desk. Why can’t this
government make a decision? Capital works for the
project are estimated to cost $7.5 million — they were
six months ago — with an annual operating subsidy
required of $330 000. Passenger predictions would see
100 000 commuters a year using the service, 30 000 of
them being new passengers.
The ALP candidate at the last state election committed
Labor to delivering the project, but now that Labor is in
power it could not care less about the people of
Grovedale, Belmont and the surrounding areas,
including commuters from towns such as Torquay, Jan
Juc, Barwon Heads and across to places like Moriac.
The budget scores a fail on public transport.
What about law and order and emergency services? Did
Torquay get any money for its much-needed new police
station? Has this hopeless government made a start on
the promised new Country Fire Authority station in
Torquay, or made a decision on the location of the new
ambulance service? The answers are: no, no, no!
Torquay has been ignored by this government.
Not one school in the South Barwon electorate was
mentioned in the budget papers for a major capital
works project. Under the previous Liberal government
schools in my electorate were major beneficiaries when
it came to budget time. It seems under this government
the cupboard is bare.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr PATERSON — I take up the interjection of the
Minister for Education, who indicates that there was no
money for people in South Barwon. She says, ‘It’s now
someone else’s turn’. I will happily convey to my
constituents that the minister has that view.
Where was the money in the budget for the Princes
Highway duplication between Geelong and Colac, as
committed to by the previous government, or the
upgrade of the Great Ocean Road to ease access
problems for Jan Juc residents? It was left out — that is
what happened!
Where was the money for the Barwon River upgrade?
Geelong is desperately trying to save the schoolgirls
regatta — the boys Head of the River has already left
town because of this government — but there is not a
word of any funding for the project in the budget
documents. Government members have bleated in the
past that they are committed to doing something about
this issue, but in reality they are just sitting on their
hands.
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What has happened to Minister Madden’s review of
rowing courses in Victoria? Why is the Minister for
Sport and Recreation in the other place sitting on it?
Again it is another example of this lacklustre
government’s pretending it has an agenda for regional
Victoria.
Then there is the Guggenheim museum project, which
is being promoted very ably by Geelong’s Jim Cousins.
Geelong is lucky to have someone of Jim’s calibre, but
did the government have the foresight to set aside any
money for the project? Of course the answer is no! Jim
Cousins was very diplomatic in his comments after the
budget, saying that the government contribution was
now expected to be in the form of a departmental grant.
Now that the government has finally offered an Arts
Victoria officer to the project, hopefully the
Guggenheim dream can go that next step.
At the last election the ALP candidate in South Barwon
tried to make a hero of himself by demanding that the
state government pay for the relocation of the Barwon
Heads Football and Netball Club. He succeeded in one
thing — he took the Labor vote in South Barwon
backwards. The government, however, has yet to
commit 1 cent to the project.
The government has also ignored pleas from Barwon
Heads for assistance to have the town connected to
natural gas. The Minister for State and Regional
Development recently told a local newspaper, the Echo,
that he had never heard of the issue. What an
indictment of the local Labor upper house member!
That was despite my putting a question on notice to the
minister on the issue some weeks earlier. The
government pretends to care about towns like Barwon
Heads, but the truth is that it could not care less.
Also ignored were the recreational and commercial
fishermen of Torquay and surrounding areas. Money
has been provided for the marine park proposals, but
the government has so hopelessly mishandled the issue
that one group has been pitted against another as some
receive favours and others are snubbed.
This budget is taking Victoria into a world of cash
deficits. Table D.7 on page 300 of Budget Statement
2001–02, which is budget paper no. 2, shows that
Victoria’s cash flow position will deteriorate from a
$1.199 billion surplus in 2000–01 to a cash deficit of
$22 million next year and a deficit of $295 million the
year after. That is followed by cash deficits of
$142 million and $138 million. As the Australian
Financial Review observed, the government is dipping
into the state’s fiscal inheritance.
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Access Economics, the government’s favoured
economic consultant, has revealed that the only reason
this smoke-and-mirrors government can get away with
it at this stage is the healthy budgetary position it
inherited from the previous Liberal government. As all
members of this house — certainly members on this
side at least — are aware, the last thing a government
should signal to business is that taxes will need to rise
to pay for the state’s expenditure program. Business
will think twice about investing in Victoria and will
look seriously at other locations. We are already seeing
evidence of that, and the workers of this state will be
the losers.
The budget papers clearly show that the Bracks
government has given up on unemployed Victorians,
with the unemployment rate still expected to average
6.25 per cent in the 2003 June quarter. The Labor
government is officially predicting higher state
unemployment, rising to 6.5 per cent next year. In
addition, Victoria’s employment growth is expected to
fall from the 1.5 per cent estimate announced by the
Treasurer in January to a negligible 0.5 per cent now.
That is totally unacceptable. The government’s election
promise of 5 per cent unemployment has now proved to
be a sham.
On the revenue front, we know the government
pretends to be concerned about gambling, despite being
the party that introduced gaming machines and the
casino to Victoria. Indeed, the budget papers reveal that
revenue from gambling taxes has risen to nearly
$1800 million and will rise further to more than
$2 billion by 2004–05. In an extraordinary admission
the budget says poker machine revenue will rise by
nearly 15 per cent, from $780 million to $894 million,
and casino revenue will rise by 16 per cent, from
$80 million to $93 million, under the Bracks
government.
The pretenders who make up this government are
gradually being exposed. It is to be hoped that Victoria
is not forced to plumb the depths of Cain and Kirner in
the 1980s and early 1990s before they are exposed
absolutely.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — It gives me great
pleasure to speak on the Appropriation (2001/2002)
Bill. I acknowledge the fine work of the Treasurer in
putting together a balanced and sensible approach for
the next financial year.
It is coincidental that I follow two regional members,
the honourable members for Mildura and Ballarat
West, both of whom spoke of their pleasure at seeing a
government budget that recognises the state’s rural and
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regional areas. As a member with a metropolitan seat, I
can also say that the budget has great benefits for my
constituents as well. It is a testament to the work of the
Treasurer that he recognised that all Victorians can
benefit from growth and that all can benefit from good,
balanced government. There is no need to pit one
community against another or to have winners and
losers. With enough goodwill, hard work and integrity
in a budget, all Victorians can be winners.

I was told recently that the school will open in 2002
with a projected enrolment of between 250 and
300 students in its first year of operation. That shows
how uncaring, mean, narrow and totally out of touch
the Kennett government was with new communities.
The need for the school was denied and the community
was denied funds and support. Some members, now
fortunately in opposition, worked actively against the
school becoming a reality.

The electorate of Carrum will benefit from the
substantial improvements in education, both in
infrastructure and in enhanced learning opportunities
for students. Edithvale Primary School will receive
funds to complete a rebuilding project commenced by
the former Kennett government. After many years of
waiting — I think it was in the queue for seven years —
it is a delight to see that the school will now, finally, be
completed.

Amazing news about teachers has been announced in
the budget. While at the moment there is an issue with
some teachers, I assure honourable members that the
teachers I speak to are all happy with the provision of
new laptop computers, Internet connections and email
access for all students and teachers. The commitment of
the government to the expansion of IT provision in
schools is recognised and supported throughout the
education community, especially in my electorate.

Chelsea Heights Primary School has been advised that
it can go from master planning to full planning for a
$1.7 million upgrade. The upgrade will include new
general classrooms, toilet block and staffroom and the
existing buildings will be extended to create new music
facilities and a canteen. As far as buildings and facilities
go, Chelsea Heights Primary School has hobbled along.
The hardworking community at Chelsea Heights has
done its best and is trying to provide good facilities for
the students, but it has had no government assistance
for many years. It is fabulous to see that finally a
government has acknowledged the hard work done by
the community and the dire straits of the school
facilities and has committed to the full planning for the
$1.7 million upgrade.

We have a fine school where, I admit, my two children
are students. It runs its own community-funded laptop
programs with five classrooms where students do the
majority of their work on computers, and the provision
for students in other areas of the school is high. The
school has a low ratio of students to computers, with
many classrooms networked and a successful intranet
program.

A brand-new school is being constructed at Aspendale
Gardens in my electorate. This was a major election
commitment. Initially the government said it would
build the school during its first term. We began with an
opening date of February 2004, but with the
hardworking community at Aspendale Gardens, the
school action group headed by Kerry McKenna and
Travis Stone, and a government that will recognise the
merit of communities’ arguments, the school will open
in February 2002. It is a terrific result for the new and
rapidly growing community of Aspendale Gardens — a
community that was consistently denied the school
under the previous government, regardless of the fact
that land for a school had been purchased in 1992. The
community was denied its school by the previous
government and its opening will be testimony to the
hard work of the community and the good listening of
the Minister for Education.

Much recognised are the additional funds committed to
Patterson River Secondary College and Mordialloc
College as part of the middle years program, Patterson
River receiving a further $72 500 and Mordialloc
College a further $43 000. The period of middle school
years is an area of great need. The years from year 5 to
year 9 are when many students disengage from their
schools. Funds are greatly needed to put in place
programs that will keep students connected with the
school and interested in the world and the community
around them. The further funding going into middle
schools is well supported at a school level. Teachers
and school communities understand that as a society we
must keep our teenagers connected to both their
learning and community roles to enable them to
continue to be a part of and to progress along a track
that will lead to maximisation of their individual
opportunities.
I would like to say something about the infrastructure
announced in the budget for Frankston Hospital. There
is an ongoing program of rebuilding at Frankston
Hospital that will entail expenditure of $21 million.
This budget announced expenditure of $9 million for
new maternity and paediatric facilities at the hospital.
This is an area of great need in the south-eastern
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suburbs, where there is huge growth resulting from
many young families coming into the area. In 1996 the
Mordialloc-Cheltenham Community Hospital closed
and that removed maternity and paediatric facilities
from the Mordialloc area. Currently the closest facilities
for many people in my electorate are at the Frankston
Hospital. The new facilities will be greatly appreciated
and will service a great need in the southern end of my
electorate.
At the Central Bayside Community Health Service in
Mordialloc a public dental program has been struggling
with waiting lists for a considerable time due to the
removal of the commonwealth public dental program.
Increased public dental money announced in this
budget will see extra teenagers and adults being seen at
the centre. This has been an issue of contention in my
local area during the past few months, and it is greatly
appreciated that the state government has allowed extra
money to go into the centre’s public dental program. It
is hoped that when the federal government is replaced
the new government will also reignite the much-needed
commonwealth dental program.
The electorate of Carrum has a higher number of aged
people per head of population than most other
electorates in Victoria. The increased funding for health
services and home and community care services meets
a considerable need, and the extra $26 million that is
forecast in this budget is welcomed. It would be nice to
see the federal coalition government match that
funding, but its mean-spiritedness seems to know no
bounds. There is a great need for 5000 residential aged
care beds right across Victoria. Last year the Riverside
Nursing Home closed in unfortunate circumstances.
That facility is still empty. Extra beds are needed right
across Victoria, but especially in my electorate, which
suffered the loss of 33 beds when that nursing home
was closed.
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will lead to better services. The electorate of Carrum
does not have a major facility, and its residents rely on
local metropolitan hospitals in Frankston, Dandenong,
Clayton and Sandringham. The substantial funds
allocated to health in this budget will give us much
better services from a range of hospitals that Carrum
residents need to attend.
The money for the supply of needles for diabetics is
greatly welcomed. It is an issue that has been raised
with me by many people, perhaps because I am a
diabetic myself. They seem to think that it is a fair cop
for me to actually listen to their view that the supply of
injection needles for diabetics is something the
government should respond to. I am glad to see this
being funded; although it relies on commonwealth
funding, it is nevertheless a welcome initiative in this
budget.
In the couple of minutes I have left, I will make some
comments about the integrated transport plan for the
Scoresby corridor. I welcome the $2 million that has
been made available in the budget for project planning
and development for public transport. Honourable
members will know that there are 1 million people and
28 per cent of Melbourne’s jobs in the Scoresby
corridor. We need good transport facilities and they
should, of course, cover both roads and public
transport. If there is an area in which the former
government really did drop the ball, it was in the
provision of public transport. It is terrific to see money
in the budget for the planning and development of an
integrated transport plan, rather than simply a
commitment to building another freeway.

In this budget the issue of breast screening reflects well
on the women who represent Victorians in this
Parliament. There is a need to provide services for
breast screening and menopausal education. Perhaps
women in Parliament from all sides of the political
spectrum, including the honourable member for
Gippsland East, can take heart that women are making
a difference and acknowledge that there is a great need
in the community for both breast screening and
menopausal education services. It is terrific to see that
women’s influence in the Parliament is being reflected
in budgetary allocations.

Last week the Minister for Sport and Recreation, the
Honourable Justin Madden, came to my electorate
where he announced the upgrade of Dolomore oval at
Mentone. That has come about as a result of a fabulous
community effort by three local athletics clubs banding
together and coming up with a very impressive business
plan and getting local and state government on board. I
congratulate the working party of the Mentone athletics
club on securing the funding for its athletics track,
which is a regional athletics track. Many athletes use it,
from members of Little Athletics right through to
seniors. Frank McGuire, a local historian, athlete and
judge of great note, at 89 years of age still has a
walking group that uses Dolomore oval. He was
delighted that the state government was able to come
forward with $91 000 as a contribution towards the
upgrade of that track.

The 1300 new nurses and improved facilities at
hospitals, such as increases in emergency and elective
surgery departments at major metropolitan hospitals,

In conclusion, I reiterate the general comments I made
at the beginning of my contribution: it does not need to
be a case of one community versus another community
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and it does not need to be a matter of winners at the
expense of others, so that there are winners and losers.
With sound financial application we can see win-win
situations right across Victoria for the Victorian
community.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired. The
honourable member for Warrnambool will get the call
when the matter is next before the Chair, as this is an
appropriate time to break for lunch.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.58 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Mr CAMERON — He reads the first sentence and
he rushes out there. What he does not read is the detail;
he has not taken in the detail — that is, the increase in
liabilities is as a result of activities during the Kennett
era.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Mr CAMERON — We had an increase in claims
relating to the pre-November 1997 era. All those claims
had to be in, and being in they could then be quantified.

ABSENCE OF PREMIER
The SPEAKER — Order! I have advised that the
Premier will be absent from question time today as he
is attending a meeting of the Council of Australian
Governments. The Deputy Premier will answer in his
stead.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Workcover: management
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is directed to Blow-out Bob, the Minister for
Workcover.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
shall address his remarks — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! All members shall address other members by
their correct titles.
Dr NAPTHINE — My question is to the Minister
for Workcover, who has presided over a $651 million
deficit in the six months to December 2000. Given that
we are now within a few weeks of the end of the
financial year and five months before this calendar year
has passed, I ask: what advice will the minister give the
house about how much further Workcover’s deficit will
blow out by 30 June?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Workcover) — I
would have to say it is regrettable that the Leader of the
Opposition does not know much about finances. I shall
take him through it.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr Speaker, you would be aware that I informed this
house in February this year of the true position — that
is, the Bracks government inherited over $1 billion of
Liberal liabilities. You would also be aware, Sir, that
the matters contained in the Auditor-General’s report
are those matters that were released in the half yearly
report of Workcover. It is simply taking up those
matters. What we have is the simple reality: a
confirmation of the enormous Liberal liabilities.
Dr Napthine — Mr Speaker, the point of order I
raise goes to a matter of relevance.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Springvale!
Dr Napthine — The Auditor-General has already
blown the cover on the enormous $600 million
blow-out under this minister. The question went to the
issue of what has happened in the previous five months
of this year. If the minister is not getting regular updates
from the Workcover authority he ought to tell the house
that. If he is not on top of his portfolio, he ought to tell
the house that, or he ought to tell the house how much
further the blow-out will go.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is using a point of order to make a point in
debate.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, back to
answering the question.
Mr CAMERON — Thank you, Mr Speaker. We
have inherited Liberal liabilities. The Liberal liabilities
are identified. The Leader of the Opposition is the
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Liberal liability! In addition, a lot of those liabilities —
a quarter of a billion — that we inherited relate to the
GST. Now, Mr Speaker — —
Dr Napthine — Again on a point of order on the
question of relevance, Mr Speaker, you advised the
minister to address the question. We know about the
previous liabilities. The question is what has happened
this year. Has the liability got worse? That is what we
want to know.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Chair has indicated
that it is not in a position to direct a minister to answer
in a particular way. However, it is an obligation of a
minister to answer the question and not debate it.
Mr CAMERON — These things have been
pinpointed. Although they do not relate to activities of
this government, they have to be put into this
accounting period. What honourable members opposite
need to do is look at the Auditor-General’s report, and
what that will tell them is that the scheme is heading
back into the black. In other words, we are going in the
right direction. We have these enormous liabilities; we
inherited them. We are heading back into the black.
That is what the Auditor-General confirms. We are
heading back into the black, and we will get there.

Building industry: performance
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) — Will the Deputy
Premier inform the house of the latest information
concerning construction activity across Victoria?
Mr THWAITES (Deputy Premier) — I thank the
honourable member for his question — it is a very
important topic. The building industry in Victoria
continues to defy the national trends despite the
opposition’s predictions of a construction downturn. I
am very pleased to advise the house that the industry
has posted the highest level of total building approvals
and non-residential building approvals for the month of
April this year. It is because we have a strong
government in the Bracks government with a vision for
a construction industry that supports the industry. That
is why builders are coming from right around Australia
to Victoria. The figures indicate that — —
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr THWAITES — The shadow Treasurer says the
same sort of thing the shadow planning minister has
been saying — that is, that builders are moving out.
The facts do not demonstrate that. In fact, the
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures indicate that the
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value of total building approvals in Victoria in April
was $794 million — the highest in Australia —
representing some 31 per cent of the Australian total.
Victoria is doing better than any other state. Builders
are choosing to build in Victoria under a Bracks
government. In relation to non-residential building
approvals the figures indicate Victoria recorded
$346.9 million — again the highest in Australia —
representing 32 per cent of the Australian total.
These ABS statistics are supported by the statistics
from the Building Control Commission. They indicate
that, despite the effect of the GST and the collapse of
HIH, Victoria is doing very well indeed. The building
industry has certainly had it tough, mainly because of
the bungling of the Howard government with the GST
and the HIH collapse. But in Victoria, despite those
tough conditions, the building industry is doing very
well.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — The honourable member for
Box Hill interjects. In April he put out a press release
saying that a very large part of the Victorian building
industry would grind to a halt. That is what he was
saying. He was doing his best to talk down the industry.
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr THWAITES — The shadow Treasurer is
saying he will be right. They are all wanting to cheer on
a collapse. They want a collapse; that is what they want.
All I can say to the shadow Treasurer and the
honourable member for Box Hill is what has been very
well expressed by the Housing Industry Association:
Comments to the effect that the Victorian housing industry
and new home buyers are in the midst of a crisis are incorrect,
inflammatory and irresponsible.

Hospitals: funding
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I refer
the Minister for Health to the Auditor-General’s report
tabled yesterday which shows that an unprecedented
12 hospitals are operating under financial difficulties, a
50 per cent worsening of the 1999 result, with 9 of
them in country Victoria. Now almost two years into its
term, how has the government managed to oversee this
deterioration of the health system described by the
Auditor-General?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — I thank
the Leader of the National Party, who was a member of
the previous government, for his question. He referred
to financial difficulties of certain hospitals, and
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12 hospitals in particular. What he did not refer to was
the fact that the year before the Auditor-General
reported, when he was in government, 18 hospitals
were in financial difficulties!
Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Narracan!
Mr THWAITES — In 1998 the Auditor-General’s
report said that 18 hospitals were in financial difficulty.
The honourable member referred to country hospitals.
It reminds me of the comments made yesterday about
this by the shadow Minister for Health, who with
crocodile tears in his eyes said, ‘I hope this does not
lead to any hospital closures’. Where was he when
12 hospitals closed? Where was the Leader of the
National Party when the Lismore and Clunes hospitals
and hospitals right around the state were closed? Where
was the shadow health minister when the Essendon and
Burwood hospitals closed?
There are two differences between the government and
the opposition: the government is putting money into
hospitals, and it is opening beds. It is no accident that
there are now Labor members of Parliament in
Essendon and Burwood, where the hospitals were
closed.

Essential Services Commission: establishment
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — Will the Treasurer update
the house on the government’s progress in establishing
the Essential Services Commission for Victoria’s utility
services?
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I am pleased to
advise the house that I have today released the exposure
draft of the legislation to establish the Essential
Services Commission (ESC). This is the final draft that
will go out to the public. It includes the proposed
legislation and follows on from a consultation process
that was begun in July last year. The government
received something like 72 submissions from
organisations, businesses and consumer groups. The
legislation has been developed from that and is now out
for final public comment. I will be introducing the final
legislation into the house in the first two weeks of the
spring session, for passage during that session. The
ESC will be established from 1 January 2002.
The water and sewerage industry will be incorporated
under the coverage of the ESC, commencing from
1 January 2003. The ESC will regulate the price and
quality requirements for water from 1 July 2004.
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The current Regulator-General, Dr John Tamblyn, who
has been in that position for four years, will be the
inaugural chairman of the ESC. I congratulate
Dr Tamblyn on the job he has done over the past four
years. His reappointment through to 31 December 2003
will provide stability, certainty and continuity to the
new regulatory arrangements.
The essential element of the ESC is that it is different to
the Office of the Regulator-General arrangements in a
number of ways. Firstly, its charter is broader and
includes water and sewerage services, so a wider range
of essential utilities are covered. Secondly, it has a
different decision-making framework. It has a
commissioner and two associate commissioners — the
chairperson, John Tamblyn, and two associates. Its
decision-making structure is different to those of the
Office of the Regulator-General.
Thirdly, the ESC will have substantially increased
powers in relation to reliability of supply and will report
annually to the government about reliability of supply,
with the option of making specific reports at the request
of the minister on the specific reliability of supply
issues. Fourthly, the government has established new
arrangements to give consumers a strong voice. A new
body called the Essential Utility Services Consumer
Advocacy Centre will be established. It will be funded
to the tune of $500 000 per annum and will provide a
forum for consumers to put their views to the ESC
about consumer interests. Fifthly, fines have been
increased from $100 000 to $500 000.
Finally, there will be new transparency and
accountability arrangements for the ESC that do not
apply to the Office of the Regulator-General. The
government is bringing regulatory arrangements in
Victoria up to Australian best and possibly world best
standards. It will mean improved reliability of supply
across water, gas, electricity and other essential
services. It will mean greater transparency in relation to
pricing and a bigger, better and stronger voice for
consumers. When coupled with the energy and water
ombudsman, it will give consumers better avenues of
redress for specific complaints.
The government believes this is a good package. It will
be welcomed by consumers and industry alike. It
provides world-leading practice. I look forward to
introducing in the spring session the legislation to
establish the Essential Services Commission from
1 January 2002.
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Essential Media Communications consultancy
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — I refer the Minister for
Health to his department’s dealings and contracts with
Essential Media Communications for four lucrative
consultancies. Will he guarantee that all proper and
lawful selection criteria for these consultancies were
met and that Essential Media Communications
provided, within project time lines, the contractually
required written strategies for each of these
consultancies?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
honourable member for Malvern is flogging a dead
horse. He raised this issue yesterday, when I made it
clear that the advice I had received from the department
is that the appropriate procedures had been followed.
Compare that to the fact that under the previous
government massive contracts were entered into
without appropriate procedures.
Of the four contracts to which he referred, two come
under my portfolio responsibility and two come under
the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Housing.
If he has questions relating to the two under the
responsibility of the Minister for Housing I suggest he
put them to her. But I am sure that in those cases, as in
the cases for which I am responsible, the proper
procedures will have been followed.

Energy: winter concessions
Ms DUNCAN (Gisborne) — I ask the Minister for
Community Services to inform the house of the relief
available to concession card holders for the cost of
electricity and gas this winter.
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — I thank the honourable member for
Gisborne for her question. As part of its commitment to
improving the lives of Victorians during the winter, the
government has begun a campaign to ensure that
people are informed about the government’s winter
energy concession.
The winter energy concessions assist low-income
families and individuals who require relief with their
electricity and gas bills over winter. The concessions
run from mid-May to mid-November. Unfortunately,
the government has had to embark on an additional
campaign this winter to ensure that members of the
public understand that they are entitled to it. That is
because the opposition has engaged in a misleading
campaign by suggesting that health care card holders
are no longer eligible for this winter energy concession
when the fact is that they are still eligible.
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This government will make sure that health care card
holders know exactly what they are entitled to and that
they can apply for the concession and receive it. The
so-called — —
Mr McArthur — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
on the issue of relevance, if the minister wants
members of the public to be informed she should tell
them that she took the $60 winter power bonus from
them.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms CAMPBELL — The poor old honourable
member for Monbulk has perhaps not read the Kennett
government’s budget papers, so I will provide an
extract from them that clearly outlines that the
$60 — —
Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc!
Ms CAMPBELL — The poor old honourable
member for Monbulk is confusing people in his
electorate. If he wants specific briefings I will be happy
to provide him with a personal briefing on exactly what
the Kennett government did with the winter energy
bonus. We are talking about the importance of health
care card holders receiving this money, and the
government will make sure they receive it.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order.
Mr Seitz — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, there
is too much audible conversation by way of
interjection. I cannot hear the minister, and I ask her to
pause until there is order in the house.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to
quieten down. Answers to questions need to be heard
by all honourable members.
Ms CAMPBELL — This government will make
sure that health care card holders understand clearly
what they are entitled to and that they should apply for
and receive the winter energy concession. The
government will ensure that they also understand that
the 1998–99 budget provided for a winter power bonus
that expired this year.
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Mr Cooper interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Mornington not to interject in that loud
manner — or to interject at all!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Chair is now having
difficulty hearing the minister.
Ms CAMPBELL — Under the Bracks government
the winter energy concession has been extended to
ensure that more people receive more money. In
1999–2000 more than 689 000 Victorians took up the
bonus, and over June the government will be promoting
their eligibility and making sure they get this money.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Doncaster! The Leader of the Opposition!
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to cease interjecting. I inform the Minister
for Community Services that as she has concluded her
answer she is not to respond.

Essential Media Communications consultancy
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — Noting the previous
answer of the Minister for Health and his claim
yesterday that Essential Media Communications
consultancies followed proper process, I refer to the
retrospective rewording of a contractual document
advised by his department and to the alteration of and
increase in the contracted amount paid to the successful
consultancy — over 200 per cent — after the work had
been completed.
Can the minister confirm that Essential Media
Communications, the beneficiary of the contract
variation, including an increased payment of nearly
$45 000, is run by three directors — Mr Mark
Civatella, Ms Elizabeth Lukin and Mr James
Douglas — who are recent business partners and
directors of Auspoll, along with the Attorney-General’s
parliamentary secretary, the honourable member for
Frankston East?
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! The honourable member for Kew!
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — As I said
in answer to the last question, the honourable member
is flogging a dead horse. This is exactly the same
question that was asked of me yesterday, to which I
gave a comprehensive answer. However, this question
is not a surprise. Last night the honourable member for
Glen Waverley told the honourable member for
Frankston East that the opposition would ask this
question today. I thank him very much for that. As a
result, I can further inform the house that this great
exposé of the honourable member for Malvern was
raised by the shadow Treasurer in the adjournment
debate on 17 May. She raised exactly the same point! I
again thank the honourable member for Glen Waverley
for tipping the government off.
In answer to the question, I can confirm that on
24 August 1999 — before the last state election — the
honourable member for Frankston East sold all his
shares and divested himself of any interest in this
company.
Mr Doyle — On a point of order on the questions of
relevance and debating the question, Mr Speaker, if the
answer is simply yes, the minister should simply say so.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister not to
debate the question but to come back to answering it.
Mr THWAITES — The honourable member for
Malvern does not like the answer, which is why he
wants to put the alternative answer. The
Attorney-General responded in full on this very matter
on 17 May when he replied to the issues about Auspoll
raised by the shadow Treasurer. I well remember the
statement the Attorney-General made. He told the
shadow Treasurer that:
… it would not matter if it was Auspoll, Newspoll, the North
Pole or an icy pole! The fact is that the poll makes it quite
clear that the opposition is rating at 31 per cent!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! I have already asked the minister to cease
debating the question and come back to answering it.
Mr THWAITES — In conclusion, I would like to
thank the opposition — —
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Dr Napthine — On a point of order — —
Mr Brumby interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer!
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the minister has spent a number of minutes debating
this issue. He has not sought to address the question one
iota. The question related to whether the $45 000
benefited the three people who are former close
business partners of the honourable member for
Frankston East. The minister needs to come back and
answer that question. If the answer is yes, the minister
needs to simply say, ‘Yes, it is true’.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have on two occasions
asked the Minister for Health to cease debating the
question and come back to answering it. However, the
Chair is not in a position to direct the minister to answer
in any particular way.
Mr THWAITES — I have answered this question
absolutely clearly. Members on the other side have
sought to try to make some imputation against the
honourable member for Frankston East on the false
basis that he was in some way a business partner of
these people or benefited from this contract. I have
answered that, but members opposite do not like the
answer. I thank the opposition for giving the
government the chance to set the facts before the house
and, in particular, to repeat the comments of the
Attorney-General, which were made somewhat late at
night. We have now had the opportunity to hear them in
the middle of the day.
An Opposition Member — Turn your back on us,
John!
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Benambra shall cease interjecting.

Aged care: places
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I ask the Minister for
Aged Care what action is the government taking in
relation to the dramatic shortage of commonwealth
nursing home and hostel beds in Victoria.
Ms PIKE (Minister for Aged Care) — I thank the
honourable member for Oakleigh for her question and
for giving me an opportunity to talk about what this
government is doing to assist older people in the state.
It is true that there is a critical shortage of aged care
places in Victoria. We know that Victoria is at least
5000 beds short of the commonwealth government’s
own benchmarks for residential aged care services.
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Victoria receives less commonwealth funding for its
population aged 70 and over than any other state, and
we have ample evidence of this. The commonwealth
government’s benchmarks show this, as do many
independent reports. One need only ask any person in
this state who is trying to find a place for their elderly
relative. They will tell you that the situation is just
disgraceful — in fact, it is chronic. Between June 1996
and June 2000 we saw an 11 per cent decline in
planned and operational nursing home places in
Victoria. We can see what is happening out there as a
result of this.
Between 1995 and 1999 the previous government spent
lots of time closing and privatising hundreds of
Victoria’s nursing home beds. I am pleased to
announce to the house that the Bracks government is
reopening beds closed by the Kennett government. The
government is making use of some closed wards and
providing $4.9 million in capital. It will be
redeveloping and reopening 110 closed beds at four
locations. There will be 60 beds at the Austin and
Repatriation Medical Centre in Heidelberg, 30 beds at
the Caulfield General Medical Centre, 15 beds at the
Grace McKellar Centre, and 5 beds at the Mount Eliza
geriatric centre.
The government is providing not just the capital but
$1 million in additional recurrent funding per year
because the commonwealth is not only penny pinching
and depriving Victorians of adequate numbers of beds
but is no longer providing adequate subsidies to cover
the proper cost of care and staffing.
It is important to note that the opposition helped the
Howard government by closing beds, yet I am
astounded and amazed that it continues to defend the
Howard government and its appalling actions when
Victoria’s elderly and their families are hurting. The
Howard government and the Victorian opposition are a
double act that is an absolute disaster for Victoria’s
health and aged care system. There are facilities in our
community that are ready to go: Cabrini in Ashwood,
Andrew Kerr in Mornington, Rose Lodge in
Wonthaggi, and the Doutta Galla aged care services in
the western suburbs. All they need to open are the
licences from the Howard government.
Instead of squeaking and squawking about small issues,
the opposition should be focusing on the big picture,
that there are 5000 fewer beds than we need in Victoria.
Older people are really hurting. The opposition needs to
send a message to the Howard government and stop
apologising for its behaviour, stop colluding with it, and
focus on the needs of Victorians.
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Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I refer the
Attorney-General to the increasing raft of evidence
surrounding him about the murky role he and his Labor
friends, Stary, Dreyfus and Punshon, SC, played in the
Adams affair, and his refusal to even release the names
of the Adams accusers. I refer to a Herald Sun editorial
of today’s date calling for an inquiry and note that for
an Attorney-General to collude with others to remove a
member of the judiciary is the worst offence any
Attorney-General could commit and would normally
require his immediate resignation. Will the
Attorney-General now agree to release all documents,
including diary entries for the period January 2000 to
October 2000 that concern the Attorney-General’s
meetings with magistrates, visits to court complexes,
and discussions with Bob Stary, Mark Dreyfus and Roy
Punshon, SC?
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — For about a
week now the shadow Attorney-General has come into
this place and under parliamentary privilege has
defamed a number of people he alleges were involved
in a conspiracy over the former Chief Magistrate. I
have continually said that not only was there no
conspiracy, but the former Chief Magistrate would still
be Chief Magistrate today had those formal complaints
not been made, had a motion of no confidence not been
moved and had he not resigned, of course. I remind the
shadow Attorney-General that on numerous
occasions — and I am sure he can confirm this — I
attempted to mediate the matters in relation to
complaints.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Monbulk!
Mr HULLS — In attempting to back up his
conspiracy theory the shadow Attorney-General has
come into this place and vilified one particular
magistrate. He has come in here deliberately, knowing
what the process was — —
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the Attorney-General is now debating the issue and has
been debating the issue since he got to his feet. The
question related to whether he would release all the
relevant documents. I ask you to tell him to cease
debating the question and answer the question — yes or
no, will he release the documents?
Mr Thwaites — On the point of order, Mr Speaker,
the question was extraordinarily long, containing
numerous allegations, and it is appropriate for the
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Attorney-General to have a proper opportunity to
respond.
Dr Dean — On the point of order, Mr Speaker, the
question was very short. It was one paragraph and was
simply: will he or will he not release documents? That
was the question. The honourable member is talking
about the preamble.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The Attorney-General in providing his answer
was in my view being relevant to the question.
However, I will not allow him to give a long
dissertation into the history of this matter. I ask him to
come back to answering the question.
Dr Napthine — Release the documents!
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!
Mr HULLS — The process for the appointment of
magistrates, which was set up under the previous
government, was not only followed by this government
in relation to Caitlin English, but there was an expert
panel that unanimously recommended her, and Michael
Adams was on the panel. Michael Adams was on the
panel that unanimously recommended Caitlin English!
Dr Dean — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, no
sooner had you said that you would not allow the
Attorney-General to go into a dissertation as to the
background than he immediately went into such a
dissertation. I ask you to ask him to come back to the
documents.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for Police
and Emergency Services! The honourable member for
Doncaster!
I ask the Attorney-General to come back to answering
the question.
Mr HULLS — The main thrust of this conspiracy
theory is that one particular magistrate was involved.
The process of her appointment was followed and she
was unanimously recommended by an independent
panel made up of Michael Adams — —
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the Attorney-General is continuing to defy your ruling.
The question relates to whether he would release
certain documents and his diary. That is the question. If
he can’t answer the question, sit him down!
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The SPEAKER — Order! I do not need the advice
of the Leader of the Opposition to do that. I have
indicated to the Attorney-General that it is my
expectation that he come back to answering the
question. Has the minister concluded his answer?
Mr HULLS — Yes.

Rail: Bendigo blockade
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) — I refer the Minister
for Transport to the recent blockade of the Bendigo to
Melbourne train service. Will the minister inform the
house of how this blockade inconvenienced train
commuters and the level of support the blockade
received from the public?
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — As
the honourable member for Bendigo East lives and
works in the Bendigo community she would know that
the disruption to the Bendigo train, in particular the
targeting of that train by members of the Liberal Party,
caused great inconvenience. On 23 April a protest was
conducted at the St Albans railway crossing and caused
huge disruption to the people of Bendigo.
The protest was led by some local traders, including the
failed Liberal Party candidate for Keilor, Mr Joe
Fenech, who in one of the greatest acts of hypocrisy
was protesting about a former Liberal government
policy. Knowing this area well, Honourable Speaker,
you will recall that the former Liberal government
proposed the upgrading of the St Albans railway station
and set the matter in contractual stone.
The protest was attended by the honourable member for
Mordialloc, who encouraged people to engage in
dangerous behaviour. The disruption to regional
transport services was huge.
Mr Leigh — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, as the
Minister for Transport knows, I was never on the Bolte
Bridge but on the sidelines. I did nothing illegal but
simply observed with the media.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc appears to be making a personal
explanation rather than taking a point of order, which I
will not permit.
Mr Leigh — On a further point of order,
Mr Speaker — a really, truly one again, Sir — under
standing order 108 I believe the Minister for Transport
is making a personal imputation against me and I ask
that you ask him to withdraw.
Mr Rowe interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Cranbourne! The honourable member for
Mordialloc has indicated that he has taken offence at
the remarks of the Minister for Transport. I remind the
minister of standing order 108, which he must not
infringe. I ask him to cooperate by withdrawing his
remarks about the behaviour of the honourable member
for Mordialloc.
Mr BATCHELOR — To assist me to do that,
Honourable Speaker, would you ask the honourable
member for Mordialloc to identify what he found
offensive about my remarks that breached standing
order 108?
The SPEAKER — Order! The Chair understands
that the honourable member for Mordialloc has taken
offence at the implication that he promoted dangerous
behaviour.
Mr BATCHELOR — If the honourable member
for Mordialloc took offence at his behaviour, I will
withdraw.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc is not assisting his cause.
Dr Napthine — On a point of order and to assist the
matter, Mr Speaker, the Minister for Transport should
simply withdraw. The honourable member for
Mordialloc did not take offence at his behaviour, but at
the words used by the Minister for Transport regarding
his behaviour. The minister should withdraw.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Transport has withdrawn. However, the honourable
member for Mordialloc, by way of interjection, chooses
to inflame the situation. I will not hesitate to use
sessional order 10 to restore order if he persists.
Mr BATCHELOR — I inform the house that the
good citizens of Bendigo were so outraged at their train
being targeted and the service being disrupted that
traders and residents from St Albans travelled to
Bendigo and apologised for their actions. The only
person who has not apologised is the honourable
member for Mordialloc. He still opposes the
introduction of a fast rail service to Bendigo and does
not care about country Victorians. His party is opposed
to the reintroduction of passenger rail services across
country Victoria and is now opposing the extension of
the electrification of the line to Sydenham. It is the
honourable member for Mordialloc who should
apologise; and if he doesn’t, the Leader of the
Opposition should make him!
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The SPEAKER — Order! The time set down for
questions without notice has expired and a minimum
number of questions have been dealt with.

questions within question time, particularly in relation
to the question that was put by the honourable member
for Berwick in today’s question time.

Mr Loney — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
seek your clarification and guidance about the form in
which questions are acceptable in this chamber. Over
the past week, in the increasingly frantic threshing
about of the honourable member for Berwick to create
a conspiracy theory, we have seen the abuse of the
forms of the house in the framing of questions.

Mr Cooper — I welcome the point of order made
by the honourable member for Geelong North,
Mr Speaker, because if you accept it it will give you the
opportunity to look at a number of issues relating to
questions, and not just on the matter of how questions
are phrased. I would also urge you, Sir, to look at the
way in which points of order can be taken in regard to
ministers avoiding answering a question and the fact
that in making such a point of order on the basis of
relevance it is almost impossible for a member not to
repeat in some way, shape or form a part or the essence
of the question that has been asked.

Dr Dean interjected.
Mr Loney — The honourable member for Berwick
is obviously indicating he will not be a member after
the election, but currently he is. The issue has a number
of parameters, but I go particularly to a question asked
today. The honourable member for Berwick confirmed
my view when he took a point of order saying that his
question was short. The question contained a great deal
of superfluous preamble, which is not allowed under
the forms of the house.
If you turn to page 110 of Rulings from the Chair
1920–1999, Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the
1987 ruling of Speaker Edmunds:
Quotations when asking questions debase question time and
questions should be asked without notes or quoting from a
document.

He further ruled:
It is out of order to quote from newspapers in asking a
question …

I believe both rulings were breached today by the
honourable member for Berwick, and I would have
suggested that his question was actually out of order.
On previous occasions this week a whole raft of other
Speakers’ rulings have been breached by the form in
which the honourable member put his questions. I
invite you, Mr Speaker, to consider previous rulings
from the Chair in relation to the form and content of
acceptable questions allowed in this house in the future
in determining whether the honourable member’s
questions are to be allowed.
I will not go to each of those rulings now, but I invite
you to consider them with regard to the allowability of
opinion in questions, the allowability of quotations in
questions, and various other things. I also refer to the
current sessional orders requiring not only answers to
be succinct and factual but also questions to be succinct
and factual. I invite you, Mr Speaker, to give a
clarification to the house on the acceptability of

In doing all of that I draw your attention to a ruling by
Speaker Delzoppo on 7 March 1995 when he said:
A member may not use the opportunity to make a speech
when asking a question. He only has to use as sufficient
information as would make the question clear and
understandable.

There are instances where a question can be asked in
very few words, indeed, but there are other times when,
as Speaker Delzoppo said, to make a question clear and
understandable there is a need for some background
information to be given.
My recollection of the question asked by the
honourable member for Berwick today is that he gave
sufficient information and background in asking a
question of the Attorney-General as to make it clear and
understandable. Given that that is my recollection of the
question asked by the honourable member for Berwick,
nevertheless it is an opportune time — as the
honourable member for Geelong North has taken — to
ask you to look at the matter of questions, to examine
not only the issue of questions themselves and the sort
of content that can be placed in them to make them
clear and understandable, but all of the other issues that
are a matter of concern, I hope, to honourable members
on both sides of the house. As I said before, this would
include points of order that are taken in regard to the
issue of relevance when ministers fail to answer a
question or to touch upon the salient facts of the
question.
It is all very well, Mr Speaker, as I am sure you would
agree, for demands to be made that questions be short,
to the point and contain as little information as possible,
but it is also fair in that instance to draw to your
attention and to the attention of the house that answers
must also be on the point. They cannot be answers that
avoid the point. When that occurs, Sir, that is when
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there is significant disruption of the house by way of
interjection.
I support the point of order. I urge you to take up the
matter that has been raised by the honourable member
for Geelong North. In doing so, I also urge you to take
up the matters that I have referred to in my contribution
on this matter.
Mr Batchelor — Likewise, I support the point of
order raised by the honourable member for Geelong
North. In particular, Sir, I draw your attention to
sessional order 3(4) which requires all questions to be,
firstly, direct; secondly, succinct; and thirdly, seeking
factual information. In your deliberations you should go
back to the question asked and you would find that it
failed the three tests — all of which must be satisfied in
order to make a question admissible.
Previously members of the opposition would take
points of order and use that opportunity as a device to
simply repeat the question — and that is a chronic
problem that has been introduced into the house and is
difficult for you, Mr Speaker, to deal with — but the
new tactic signalled by the honourable member for
Berwick today is to load up an extensive preamble in a
question. It clearly signals a new direction that will be
attempted to be repeated. It needs your attention, Sir,
and you need to do that in reference to the rules. We
ask for your guidance on how this can be prevented
from happening in the future.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Geelong North raised a point of order in regard to
the question that was asked by the honourable member
for Berwick. Subsequent speakers have used the
opportunity to express their point of view in relation to
both questions and answers.
I say from the chair that it is true, as the honourable
member for Geelong North has said, that we are
governed by precedent on this issue, particularly
previous rulings. I indicate to the house that those
rulings are consolidated on pages 122 and 123 of
Rulings from the Chair 1920–2000. Other speakers on
the point of order have referred to sessional orders,
which are summarised at pages 2 and 3 of the sessional
orders for the 54th Parliament.
It is apparent to the Chair that there are occasions when
both questions and answers could be deemed not to
have been succinct in nature. The Chair has tried on
such occasions to point that out. It seems to me that in
view of the comments that have been made those
asking the questions and those answering them are not
satisfied with the interpretations of the Chair. I will
undertake to conduct a study of what has occurred thus
far and, if necessary, make a further ruling in regard to
this matter.
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Mr McArthur — Let me briefly deal with two
issues on the point of order, Mr Speaker. Firstly, the
honourable member for Geelong North, who raised the
point of order, objected on the ground that he thought
the honourable member for Berwick had quoted from
this morning’s Herald Sun editorial. I can assure the
honourable member that was not the case. He referred
to an editorial and to what was contained in it, but
certainly did not quote from it.
I will not deal with the issues covered by the
honourable member for Mornington about introducing
sufficient material. I simply point out to the honourable
member for Geelong North that if he wants all of
Speaker Edmunds’ rulings enforced then perhaps he
should advise his own members that according to
Speaker Edmunds they are not allowed to read their
speeches, either. That might cause a good deal of
difficulty for some of the government backbenchers,
who have to be carefully schooled in reading their
questions; it would take them a good deal of time to
learn them by heart.

Debate resumed.

Mr VOGELS (Warrnambool) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity to speak today on this year’s
budget brought down by the Bracks Labor government.
When I was first elected to state Parliament in
September 1999 both sides of this house were busy
negotiating support from the Independents with the
formation of a government hinging on the outcome.
There was a magical Independents charter, which
claimed many things, among them that budgets needed
to be clear and concise and comparable to previous
outcomes — in other words, they needed to be
understood by the average Victorian.
I refer to an article written by an economics writer for
the Age, Kenneth Davidson, whose thoughts I have
quite often heard the honourable member for Gippsland
West espousing. Davidson stated in an article headed
‘A budget unworthy of the name’, reported on Monday
21 May, just after the budget came down, as follows:
Knowledge may be power, but the state has gone too far with
its unintelligible data.
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Mr Davidson went on to say that backbenchers and
journalists covering state politics should be able to
understand the priorities of the government of the day
by reference to the budget documents, not by the spin
that is spun by ministerial and press statements and
background briefings.
What is in the budget for rural Victoria, and in
particular for my electorate of Warrnambool? When the
Bracks government won power it was left with a
surplus of about $1.7 billion. Honourable members
often hear ministers spruiking about their support for a
rural and regional Victoria, yet this government has
committed only $170 million over four years out of its
$1.7 billion surplus. Even if that amount were expended
it would still amount to only 10 per cent of the surplus
the government inherited.
All honourable members have heard ad nauseam about
major project announcements in the budget, such as
better train services for rural Victoria. While some are
very worth while, such as standardising the rail lines to
Portland, they are all years away. In fact, it will be the
incumbent government of a future time that will have to
carry out those works, and as history has demonstrated,
all outgoing Labor governments have left the coffers
bare. I cannot foresee any exception to the rule in the
case of this Labor government. It has already set the
high-spending money wheel in motion, once again to
the detriment of Victorians, who will be left to bear the
burden of its big spending due to its irresponsible
leadership and irresponsible management of
government affairs.
The government has provided large wage increases to
public servants without understanding the
consequences of its actions in rural Victoria. Let me
give the house some examples. The teachers awards
handed down have run more than half of all rural
schools into trouble. The average pay for a teacher of
approximately $53 000 might work in the city where
there is a mix of newly graduated and longer serving
staff, but in rural Victoria teachers tend to stay in one
place for much longer periods. There may be many
reasons for that: they might prefer living in rural
Victoria, there may be a lack of other job opportunities
or they might marry locally. The average teacher’s
wage of $53 000 is then not enough, so rural schools’
budgets are severely threatened.
Page 66 of the 2001 Auditor-General’s Report on
Ministerial Portfolios states that $28 million of
transition funding for the 2001 school year had to go
into these schools. And where did that money come
from? It was sourced from within the Department of
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Education, Employment and Training. It is education
money, so now there is less for other things.
Similarly, the nurses awards are having a catastrophic
effect on level D and E hospitals in rural Victoria. You
cannot transfer city hospital routines into the procedures
of rural hospitals. Officials from nurses unions threaten
smaller hospitals with all sorts of demands they cannot
meet, yet the Minister for Health says there are no
problems. Honourable members will find that in the
next Auditor-General’s report transitional funding will
be sourced from outside the health system because the
money is just not there, which means other services will
suffer.
The budget surplus inherited by the government will be
exhausted by recurrent spending alone, which is why
we are already seeing escalating taxes, charges and
fines. The government just loves fines. Step one inch
out of line and you will be fined. That is what socialist
governments love — control.
What is needed in my electorate of Warrnambool is
capital works funding — that is, one-off funding which
creates jobs while the work is being done and
infrastructure to create permanent jobs for many
generations.
I would like to touch on the area of health and I bring to
your attention Lyndoch, a wonderful aged care facility
that needs some $18 million to be spent on it by 2003 in
order to meet accreditation standards. The Lyndoch
board has provided the first $6 million to kick-start the
development but it desperately needs to know that the
state government will come on board to ensure the
project reaches completion within the necessary time
frame. In this budget nothing is provided and nothing is
in sight.
Warrnambool and District Base Hospital under the
South Western Alliance of Rural Hospitals is a top
hospital in Warrnambool. It is near the top of the tree
for major capital works but once again nothing was
provided in the budget.
Health services in Terang and Mortlake need a large
injection of funds for a new hospital — nothing is
provided in the budget; Abbeyfield aged care facility in
Mortlake — nothing; Koroit and Port Fairy — nothing;
the ambulance service in Timboon — nothing; an
emergency helicopter service in the south-west —
nothing. These are all important projects. All of them
together would not add up to the $50 million wasted on
the MAS Royal Commission and amount to less than
20 per cent of the cost of the new Austin hospital
project.
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What is wrong with the projects I have mentioned? Is it
that they are based in rural Victoria and that this
city-centric government has no comprehension or
understanding of rural areas? Or is it that the
government is ignorant or does not give a damn!
It should also be noted that in rural Victoria each of
these very worthy projects has a huge input from
volunteers who give their time for the never-ending
fundraising activities which are supported enormously
well by rural Victorians.
The new Warrnambool courthouse promised by the
previous government and costing about $8 million was
first denied by the Attorney-General but he has had to
change his mind. However, the first sod is yet to be
turned. Nothing has happened. We all remember the
Attorney-General appointing Roy Reekie, the failed
ALP candidate for Warrnambool, to a committee to
look into the issue. That is nearly two years ago but
nothing has happened. Again I was looking for funds or
for the project to be on the way by now.
The government has shown little concern for our
essential services, and Warrnambool has recently seen
the closure of the regional office of the Royal Victorian
Institute for the Blind (RVIB) due to a decrease in
funding from the government and staff redundancies.
The regional officer who was based in Warrnambool
serviced 280 clients from Geelong to the South
Australian border. These vulnerable, frightened people
now have to rely on a service from Melbourne or
Horsham, which is proving totally ineffective despite
assurances from the RVIB to the contrary. It would
have been great if we had seen some money for the
RVIB for this essential service, but again — nothing.
Life is difficult enough for people with no disabilities to
traverse bureaucracy but imagine doing it when you are
blind.
On the matter of education I request that the Bracks
government take action to ensure that agricultural
colleges in rural Victoria receive adequate funding to
remain viable. Surely it is not too much to ask that at
least agricultural subjects be taught in rural Victoria.
Glenormiston Agricultural College in my electorate has
been stripped of government support. We need to know
where the higher degree courses fit in and where
technical and further education colleges stand in regard
to funding? What is the future of Glenormiston? Many
years ago this rural campus was set up by the
Honourable Ian Smith when he was the Minister for
Agriculture to deliver higher education courses in rural
Victoria. What a great idea! It has worked well in the
past, but with no support from the government it has
had to stop funding and running these courses.
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The Kennett government had the vision and foresight to
introduce policies with economic benefits for Victoria’s
future, such as achieving $12 billion worth of food
exports by 2010. In my electorate of Warrnambool the
focus should be on dairying, energy, higher education,
fishing, agriculture, horticulture, timber and tourism.
They are our strengths.
The budget should be supporting these competitive
advantages and marketing our clean, green image. They
are the key to a prosperous economy in the south-west
allowing the population to grow.
It is a budget of missed opportunities. Thanks to the
legacy of a large surplus left by the previous
government it was the Bracks government’s best
opportunity to think and plan for Victoria’s future with
opportunities to provide for the needs of rural
Victorians. However, vision is obviously not one of
their strengths.
Good infrastructure — in roads, rail,
telecommunications and other services — is a
fundamental requirement of rural Victorians. If a region
has good infrastructure it will attract industry to
value-add its product, creating employment and selling
the message of employment prospects to young people
in the region.
In conclusion, it is the role of the Bracks government to
give effective support to enterprises and industry
groups as well as local government and to ensure that
rural Victorians benefit from state government taxes
and charges. There is no doubt rural Victorians will
meet the challenges ahead of them in facing the global
economy — we have been doing it for years — but
they deserve more from this city-centric government.
There are people beyond Geelong, Ballarat and
Bendigo.
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — It is a great pleasure
to speak on the Appropriation bill.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I thought we were moving on to another bill.
Mr HARDMAN — Mr Acting Speaker, may I
continue?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! Continue, there is no point of order.
Mr HARDMAN — This budget is about the
government delivering on promises it made and about
building for the future of Victoria. Looking through the
budget papers you can see where investment is
happening both in the Seymour electorate and around
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Victoria. It is great to see that it is spread around. I note
that for you, Sir, the allocation of $30 million for rail
and urban improvements in Wodonga is a fantastic
development. I am sure that the people who live in the
city of Wodonga, which I know quite well because I
drove through there regularly when I had family in
Albury, will appreciate the brilliant effect it will have
on the area.

important initiative. School staff have travelled up the
freeway to Wangaratta and other places to talk about
the vocational education and training program at the
college. This program has great support in the
community. If the tenders go out quickly enough, the
college will soon have new science buildings and an
administration block, which was paid for in the last
budget. This new project is great to see.

The standardisation of the rail gauge, which I might talk
about later, will have real and positive effects for
Victoria. As it goes through from Heywood to the
South Australian border and right up along the Hume
corridor and into Wodonga, it will bring more
investment opportunities to Victoria as well as creating
a more efficient transport system. After 100 years,
which is about how long it has taken for this decision to
be made, the $96 million invested by the government in
the standardisation project will benefit not only rural
and regional Victoria but the whole of the state in years
to come.

I recently visited Healesville Primary School. Some
honourable members may recall that last year a firebug
or arsonist lit a number of fires in schools and public
buildings in the Healesville area. Unfortunately, part of
the historic Healesville Primary School was burnt
down. In the last budget the government allocated
$1.5 million to honour a promise made by the previous
government to rebuild the school. In this budget, to the
happiness and glee of the school community, a further
$1.4 million has been provided on top of that to replace
the buildings that were burnt down. That is good
investment in education in this state.

Through the budget the government has made some
great investments in education. I will concentrate on my
own electorate, which has benefited from that
investment. One of the schools to benefit is Wallan
Primary School. Wallan is a fast-growing community
in the south of my electorate — it is just north of
Melbourne — that is also becoming a commuter town.
People from Wallan generally do not work in the town
because there is not a lot happening in the area. Instead
they commute to and from their places of work each
day. Last year the government provided some
assistance for an industrial development that will
eventually provide jobs in the area. I am working with
the community to try to improve the facilities and
attract new businesses so that the town becomes a place
where people can live and work and not have to
commute each day.

Policing has been a big issue in my electorate,
especially in the southern part of the Mitchell shire. In
this budget the Bracks government has honoured an
election promise to provide $4.5 million to build a
24-hour police station, which will look after the
fast-growing areas of Wallan, Heathcote Junction and
Wandong. At the moment the residents of those places
are not getting the services they believe they are entitled
to so far as the ability of police to attend break-ins goes,
and so on.

An allocation of $2.5 million has been made to enable
Wallan Primary School to build multipurpose facilities
for music and physical education and construct
technology-enhanced classrooms. Most of the new
classrooms mentioned in the budget document,
including those in the electorate of the honourable
member for Warrnambool, are described as
technology-enhanced classrooms. CAT 5 cabling will
be built into those classrooms to meet the future
education needs of schoolchildren.
Much to my surprise, because it is in a small town,
Whittlesea Secondary College now has over
1100 students. Students come to Whittlesea from
Wallan, Wandong, Kilmore and even Craigieburn. The
college has received another $1 million, which is in part
to enhance its technology department, which is an

On the health front, there is nothing specific in the
budget for the Seymour electorate, but the government
does have on record a doubling of the number of
ambulance officers in Kilmore and Seymour. This has
come about as a result of one of the government’s
earlier promises to boost ambulance services in the
area. That means that when an ambulance attends an
accident it will have a driver and a paramedic as
well — in other words, someone to treat the injured
people as well as someone to drive them to hospital. In
the past the driver was also the paramedic, so he could
not fill both roles. That meant that other people needing
an ambulance had to wait longer than they should have.
We now have two-officer crewing — and I have to say
‘officer’, because I know there are women ambulance
officers as well as men in Kilmore and Seymour.
I know that other honourable members representing
country electorates — and even the shadow minister for
conservation and environment, who is at the table —
would agree that when you move around country areas
the local farmers and Landcare group members will talk
to you about salinity and weeds. It is great to see that
this budget provides an extra boost for salinity control.
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Honourable members whose electorates contain
national parks would also be well aware of the
problems of weed infestation and weed control in
national parks and the lack of people on the ground to
do something about it. It is great to see that the national
parks budget provides extra money to address those
issues.
I contrast this government’s attitude to the budget with
that of the previous government. The Bracks
government has appointed 2000 new teachers or staff in
Victorian schools, whereas the previous government
cut 8000 teachers. This government has employed
about 1300 new nurses, whereas the previous
government sacked or cut 2000 nurses from the system.
The previous government closed hundreds of schools,
now there are probably many more new schools being
opened in growth areas.
I know that schools like Strathewen in my electorate
that once would have been in real difficulty because
their enrolments had declined to that magic number
12 — that was increased from 7 — now have a choice
about whether or not to stay open. Having been a
school principal, and from discussions with my regional
general manager, I know that the Kennett government
started to examine that situation a little more towards
the end of its term. But now it is there as policy and it is
not a given that a school will close once its enrolments
decrease to a certain number. The angst and the
uncertainty no longer exist in the community when that
number is reached, because schools now get to choose
whether or not they close. That is a marvellous thing.
Obviously this budget gives the health system a great
boost. All honourable members would have had
constituents coming into their electorate offices
complaining about being unable to access services,
having to wait on trolleys — if they could actually get
to a trolley — and having to sit around hospital
emergency departments for very long periods. The
budgetary provisions in health over the past two
budgets have meant that emergency departments at
Seymour and Kilmore are now funded and are run by
special emergency-trained staff and nurses; and
after-hours services have really improved in my
electorate because of the Bracks government’s
commitment to hospitals.
The privatisation of Victoria’s health system that
occurred under the previous government was a great
mistake. I am really proud to be part of a
government — the Bracks government — that has
stopped that and decided to invest hundreds of millions
of dollars in hospitals. The Austin hospital development
is a major project worth hundreds of millions of dollars.
I am pleased that money will be put into important
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social infrastructure rather than into icons built in the
middle of Melbourne for the glory of former premiers,
such as Federation Square. The square seems to be a
bottomless pit, and I am certainly not very happy about
it because I know the $400 million or whatever the cost
has blown out to could be well spent in creating tourism
attractions in my electorate and thus bringing great
prosperity to the people of the area.
The funding of 660 extra beds is also an important
achievement of the government since it came to office.
It is obviously something it is working on; it is showing
that instead of closing 1000 beds, as the previous
government did, it is prepared to open 660 — a contrast
with what occurred before.
The budget provides a further $384 million for health,
which will allow 30 000 more patients to be treated
each year and means significantly fewer people will be
on waiting lists. It also means that significantly fewer
people will visit honourable members’ electorate
offices — even members of the opposition — hassling
them and asking, ‘Why can’t you fix this or that’. The
thing is that this government is fixing it! It is wonderful,
and something I am proud to tell the people of
Seymour.
This budget is for all Victorians. I also contrast it with
the federal government’s budget, which has neglected
families, young people, regional and rural areas, public
education and public health. The federal government
has done — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The honourable member for Seymour, without
the assistance of the honourable member for Doncaster!
Mr HARDMAN — The Bracks government is
providing for the physical and social infrastructure of
the whole state. In this budget the government is
investing heavily, again in contrast to the former
government, in health, education, community building
and the environment. This government has invested,
listened to what people have said, heard what people
have wanted and needed in their communities, and it is
delivering those things for the future of Victoria. These
are all important things. They provide equal
opportunity, or perhaps more opportunities, for all
people to enjoy the benefits our society has to offer. It
sets the Labor Party and the Labor government apart
from the Liberal Party, the Howard federal government
and the former Victorian government.
The transport budget in this Bracks government
budget — I suppose we could call it the Brumby
budget — is iconic and symbolic of what Labor
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believes is right for the future of our state, and even our
country, in regard to the money spent on transport. I
know the honourable member for Ripon gloats when he
hears this because the rail line to Ararat has been or will
be reopened. It is not expensive. On a rough
estimate — I cannot remember the exact figure — the
four new lines altogether will amount to some
$37.6 million. The communities in those areas will
benefit greatly from that new investment. That is
wonderful. The former Kennett government closed
lines and privatised rail services. I am sure honourable
members opposite are regretting the day those services
were privatised.
I conclude my remarks by again congratulating John
Brumby on the new budget. I also congratulate the
expenditure review committee and the whole
government team on delivering for Victoria a budget
that will set it up for a great future.
Mr DIXON (Dromana) — In my unbiased view
there is not much in this budget for the electorate of
Dromana. I thought that might be my view, so I talked
to my constituents about this as well. Many community
groups, interest groups and individuals have
approached me about the budget asking, ‘What is
wrong with the peninsula? Why aren’t we getting
anything? We certainly make our presence felt’. That
thought has been very much reflected in local
newspapers as well, not only in individual articles
written by journalists but also in editorials. They are
very disappointed that when you look across the raft of
departments and ministries there is just nothing there
for Dromana.
The biggest concern for the Mornington Peninsula is
public transport. The specific problem is the fact that it
is not part of the Met zone. There are areas of
Melbourne that are further away from Melbourne
where the need is less but which are part of the Met
zone. The cost to get from the Mornington Peninsula
into the city is almost double what it would be for
people in equivalent areas around Melbourne. You
have to pay a fare to get to Frankston and then you have
to pay another fare to get into the Met.
That makes it economically impossible to commute
past Frankston for work purposes, medical assistance or
training and further education. It really is a major block.
My electorate has the highest percentage of low-income
people of all the 88 electorates in this place. They do
not have much disposable income, yet they have to rely
on this high-priced public transport.
The buses are few and far between, with an average of
about 11⁄4 hours between services. It is not an effective
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means of transport for the many people who cannot
afford to buy cars. In a lot of cases, because the
electorate has the oldest age profile of any in the state,
many of them do not drive — and often, although the
husband drove his widowed partner does not. All those
people are constrained by the lack of services. Young
people — being the father of teenage children I know
about these things — often want to travel out of the
area. However, after-hours and weekend buses are few
and far between or sometimes non-existent.
A solution to the problem was being developed before
the last election, and it has the total support of the
community, the bus services, the local council and me.
The solution is to include the Mornington Peninsula in
the Met zone, which would halve the average cost of
the fares and vastly increase the frequency of bus
services. It would not be a high recurrent cost — about
$700 000 a year — and it would benefit a lot of people.
The proposal has been put before the minister on a
number of occasions, and I have met with staff from his
office to discuss it. I was hoping for an announcement
in the budget, but it has not happened. The honourable
member for Coburg, who is the minister’s
parliamentary secretary, has indicated that the
government is looking at a model one-off fare.
Although it would not be part of the Met structure,
anyone travelling through Frankston would be able to
access Met services having paid one fare rather than a
double fare as they do now. I am disappointed that there
has been no announcement about that, because it is the
biggest single issue on the Mornington Peninsula.
It is interesting to note that although the budget
allocates over $200 million for new bus routes and
stops throughout Melbourne, not 1 cent has been
allocated for public transport in one of the fastest
growing areas of Melbourne, which is also an area of
greatest need.
Geography counts against the Mornington Peninsula.
Because it is a peninsula you can go in only one
direction to access services. All those factors work
against the provision of and improved access to better
transport services, which the population needs. At the
same time, a few people in my electorate have
commented to me, and I agree with them, that it is
outrageous that the government is subsidising
unprofitable, high-recurrent-cost rail lines in the
Independent electorates of West Gippsland, East
Gippsland and Mildura. The costs will be incredible,
and that applies not only to the up-front capital cost but
to the recurrent costs, year after year. I am not asking
for capital costs but for $700 000 in recurrent funding
to meet the needs of the general population and the
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tourism industry on the peninsula. However, absolutely
nothing is happening!
I refer to the Lotus Lodge Hostel, which is a wonderful
and much-needed facility on the peninsula. The
previous government had planned to upgrade, refurbish
and extend the facility as a condition of its sale. The
proceeds from its sale were to go to the Rosebud
Rehabilitation Centre for an upgrade, including putting
in a $1 million hydrotherapy pool. With the change of
government all that was put on hold. Absolutely
nothing has happened to Lotus Lodge Hostel and,
therefore, to the Rosebud Rehabilitation Centre.
The minister has promised that a decision has been
made not to sell anything and that money will be
allocated and the centre will be operated by the state.
The government has presented two budgets since it
came to office, but not 1 cent has been allocated. Mine
has the oldest population profile of any electorate in the
state, but neither the main hostel nor the Rosebud
Rehabilitation Centre has been allocated any funds.
Parks Victoria has done a great job on the peninsula.
Finally the $2 million that the previous government
allocated for the Rosebud foreshore has been spent —
and well spent! However, the national parks and
foreshores along the Mornington Peninsula still have
some real needs.
Our young people, especially in the Rosebud area, are
in need of facilities. A skate park is needed, because at
the moment elderly citizens and other pedestrians are
being knocked over by young people on skateboards
and rollerblades. The Rosebud foreshore is a great
community reserve. There are areas of natural bushland
as well as areas for day facilities, playgrounds and
barbecues. There is a great need for a skate park, which
would not be expensive given the high level of use it
would get.
Building a skate part would send a message to young
people that they are a valued part of the community.
The community is not just about retired people and
holiday-makers, it is also about the young people who
live there. There is not a lot there for them to do, so to
find any real entertainment they have to travel out of
the area — and that gets back to my comments about
public transport. They cannot afford to travel out of the
area, and even if they could, the access they need to
public transport is just not there.
A contribution towards a skate park from Parks
Victoria, which manages the Rosebud foreshore, would
not be a huge ask. It would cost about $80 000, which
would be money well spent. Members of the
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community are not expecting it to be just delivered.
They are happy to put in the work to help design and
build it and to do the landscaping. All sections of the
community, including small businesses and young
people, want to be part of the project. It would be an
absolute winner for everyone.
The previous government spent $2 million on the
Rosebud foreshore, but that has only scraped the
surface. A lot more needs to be done to upgrade the
facilities and restore many of the environmental values.
At the moment funds are being applied by Parks
Victoria to a trailer park and boat launching facility at
Rosebud.
You would think an area like Rosebud, which is
renowned for its camping facilities, foreshore and
beach, would have a boating facility. This government
insists that any money that is spent on public land has
to be spent by the government — no private moneys
can be used. I know some people are more than happy
to pay for the building of that boating facility and to
lease the area of land from the government. The
government does not want them to do that; it wants to
pay for it, so we have to wait longer for it. It is a real
need, and Parks Victoria is applying for the money for
it. It conducted a plan to establish whether it is feasible,
and it is. Funding for the facility would provide a great
recreational and boating centre, not only for the
Mornington Peninsula but for the whole of Port Phillip
Bay.
The final point I make about the Parks Victoria budget
concerns Flinders. I have had numerous calls over
about the past two or three years for an upgrade of the
Flinders Pier and a new breakwater. A breakwater there
that sheltered a large number of the fishing vessels,
both commercial and recreational, had to be demolished
because of its dangerous state — boards were breaking
loose and damaging boats — and now a whole fleet of
boats are exposed to the open weather.
The pier is also now starting to deteriorate. The load
limits on the cranes and on the use of the pier have been
restricted further as the pier deteriorates, and it needs
not a lot of money but certainly some solid work to
enhance it and bring it up to the condition it was in
before, and to provide some sort of breakwater. The
people of Flinders have been very patient despite
asking for it for a number of years, and it is their turn.
Much great work has been done on piers and other
structures around Port Phillip Bay on the Western Port
Bay side, particularly along the southern peninsula.
My final point is about something I look forward to —
I hope some funding will come through this budget for
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the provision of gas at Balnarring. The honourable
member for Bellarine has been a great advocate for the
Bellarine area and getting gas down there. I sit next to
him in the chamber, and I have heard him ask on many
occasions, ‘Where is my gas?’. He has now got his gas,
because the government subsidised the pipeline to the
Bellarine Peninsula to make it a viable proposition.
Balnarring, which is a growing centre in my electorate,
is a similar community to the Bellarine community, and
gas is not far away — in Bittern.
The need for a gas pipeline to be extended to
Balnarring is growing. A couple of years ago a
feasibility study was undertaken and it was said there
were not enough people in Balnarring and that the
government could not afford to lay the pipeline and
recoup the costs. However, following the precedent set
at Bellarine it is important that a similar amount of
money now be invested to extend the pipeline to
Balnarring. Following on from the newly installed
sewerage system, a gas pipeline would allow families
moving into new homes being built in the area to
connect gas.
That is my wish list. I do not think it is outrageous.
They are things that will benefit the community. Even
communities outside the peninsula will benefit because
it is a recreational area for the whole of Melbourne and
the rest of Victoria. My calls are not extravagant. Given
that my area got nothing from the budget it is worth
while my asking for just something.
Ms ALLEN (Benalla) — It is an absolute pleasure
to support the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill. I must
say it is a beautiful set of figures. There is no doubt
John Brumby must be the best Treasurer Victoria has
seen since the last Treasurer we had in 2000.
The budget is again proof that the Bracks government is
growing the whole of Victoria. It is turning the state of
Victoria around, especially country Victoria. What
Kennett disgracefully referred to as the toenails of
Victoria has now had life put back into it. Rural people
must never forget that is what he called them. I remind
everyone that not one Liberal Party or National Party
country member of Parliament spoke out against his
condescending, despicable comments. I say to the
people of rural Victoria, never forget!
The Bracks government has got the blood pumping
back into rural Victoria. Rural communities
everywhere, particularly in my electorate, are
prospering from an unprecedented injections of funds.
During the seven long, dark years of the Kennett
government the previous member for Benalla was
known in the electorate as the invisible man. He was
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never seen there because he was always in Melbourne
and did not care about the people or the electorate. He
served 18 years as the member for Benalla, and during
his last seven years there was an absolutely disgraceful
downturn in the amount of funds spent in the Benalla
electorate. He was too wrapped up in the trappings of
power and the limousines that went with being part of
the previous government.
Mr Delahunty — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Benalla is
misleading the Parliament. Her remarks are totally
untrue. Many dollars were spent in the Benalla
electorate, and I could rattle off many of the initiatives
undertaken there. I call on her to not mislead the
Parliament.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Ms ALLEN — The honourable member for
Wimmera claims that much money was spent there, but
the fact that the constituents voted Pat McNamara out
of office and put me in as their member of Parliament
proves how disgracefully he performed when he was
the member for Benalla during the seven years of the
Kennett government.
That has all changed. The people of Benalla now have a
member of Parliament who cares, not only about the
issues of education, health and industry but also about
the people as individuals. I will give a few examples of
the neglect that occurred under the Kennett government
and what has happened over the past 12 months since I
have been the member for Benalla. The budget released
in May is cause to reflect on the past 12 months and
how well the Benalla electorate has done since the
Bracks government has been in power.
The Bright ambulance station is a perfect example of
something the previous member for Benalla and
previous government badly neglected. People had been
screaming out for years for a new ambulance service in
Bright but their pleas fell on deaf ears. The previous
government and the Liberal candidate in the Benalla
by-election went around rabbiting on that they
promised Bright an ambulance station but it was never
forthcoming. It was not forthcoming because their
promises were hollow. No money was allocated for an
ambulance service in Bright until the Bracks
government came to power. Bright now has a fabulous
ambulance service, with three ambulance officers
servicing the busy and beautiful tourist area comprising
Bright, Wandiligong, Porepunkah and all the other
small towns in the north-east part of my electorate.
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Kirwins Bridge at Nagambie is another example of
neglect by the previous member for Benalla and the
previous government. It is a story in itself. It is a
beautiful historic bridge that links the winery area to the
highway at Nagambie and it had been falling down for
years right under the previous member’s nose, right in
his backyard, because Nagambie is his home town. The
former member did absolutely nothing except build
himself a rowing course. All honourable members
know that local bridges and roads are federally funded,
but as per usual there were no funds coming from the
federal government because it has not been supplying
Victoria with its fair share of the petrol excise for a
number of years.
A couple of months ago under its wonderful Minister
for Transport, Peter Batchelor, the state government
provided $200 000 to top up the funding so the people
who use Kirwins Bridge could get the beautiful historic
bridge fixed. I have just had a meeting with the mayor
of Strathbogie shire. He tells me that the shire has come
up with equal funding. It will be tendering that project
very shortly and it will go ahead. That is all thanks to
the Bracks Labor government. The Bracks government
has been topping up funding all around country
Victoria, funding that the federal government refused to
hand over to Victoria.
There are eight new probationary police constables on
the ground in Benalla, which is fantastic. The people of
Benalla feel a lot safer. Crime is down. The police are
riding around Benalla on bikes. They are talking to the
people of Benalla in the main street and the back streets
of the town and forming relationships with them, so
there is a positive attitude not only towards the police
but also towards the breaking down of crime in the
town. A number of drug-related crimes have been
committed there over the years, but that is being
dramatically reduced with this influx of eight new
probationary constables.
The Benalla electorate was fortunate enough to secure
two new police stations in this budget. One of them is at
Lake Eildon. I have to call my electorate the tourist
electorate, because I have some of the most stunning
tourist attractions in Victoria.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Ms ALLEN — We will enjoy Mount Buller on the
weekend. This $545 000 injection into a new police
station in Eildon will provide a home for the water
police in summer. The current police station is an old
State Electricity Commission house, which was
constructed when the SEC was building the old weir. It
is small, cramped and totally impractical for a police
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station. The electorate has been fortunate enough to
secure $545 000 for a new police station at Eildon and
$250 000 for a new police station at Violet Town. Any
honourable member who has been to Violet Town and
seen the current police station would know that it is a
shoe box.
The police have operated out of a tiny shoe box for a
number of years, and the previous government and the
former member for Benalla did nothing about it. When
one drives into Violet Town one would not think it had
a police station because it is about three streets off the
main street and is a tiny shoe box that no-one would
identify as a police station. How the local sergeants
have worked out of that police station over the years is
beyond my comprehension, because it is so totally
impractical.
Mr Lim interjected.
Ms ALLEN — Of course they do, that is why they
sacked them all. As I go around my electorate there is a
collective sigh of relief because they now have a
member of Parliament and a government that care
about and believe in rural Victoria. The rail lines closed
by the Kennett government have been opened up,
encouraging greater, faster and safer transportation of
produce and goods to Melbourne and city
supermarkets. The honourable member for Mornington
claimed in his speech that virtually no-one on the
government benches had invested a dollar in business.
We have all seen what Liberal mates do when they
invest a dollar in business — they pay themselves
millions of dollars, their businesses go broke and the
workers do not even get that one dollar to reinvest in
food, utilities, et cetera. Of course the workers would
get their entitlements if they worked for John Howard’s
brother.
I had a fabulous little business in Alexandra, which I
sold about five years ago. That business has thrived
over the past few years, but when I was talking to the
new owner only last week she said she is closing it
because of the GST — another federal government
disaster! And to think that the Liberal members in this
house actually supported it!
Workers across Victoria are delighted with the Bracks
government. It has put 2000 teachers back into the
system after 9000 were sacked by the previous
government, which was an absolute disgrace. There has
been an increase in wages for teachers. The government
has put over $1 billion back into education. There are
smaller class sizes and improved literacy. The
government announced last week that it is putting
$2 million into a convention centre at the Goulburn
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Ovens TAFE college in Benalla. It is one of the best
TAFE colleges around the state; so good that it is
attracting students from right across the state. This
injection of $2 million into a convention centre in
Benalla will go a long way to further improving the
college’s services and providing a facility where people
from right across the electorate can hold functions and
conventions. It is something this electorate has been
starved of for many years.
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VICTORIAN MANAGED INSURANCE
AUTHORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 June; motion of Ms KOSKY
(Minister for Finance).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Roads and bridges are being repaired. I again refer to
Kirwins Bridge, which will finally be fixed after many
years. In addition, the government has allocated
$1 million to the soon-to-be-opened Tolmie to
Whitfield road, which will open up the tourist drive
from Jamieson to the King Valley.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

The SPEAKER — Order! Pursuant to the
resolution of the house of 5 June the time has arrived
for me to interrupt business and put the required
questions to complete the items on the government
business program.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

TRANSFER OF LAND (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 June; motion of Ms GARBUTT
(Minister for Environment and Conservation).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

STATE TAXATION ACTS (TAXATION
REFORM IMPLEMENTATION) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 June; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

LAND SURVEYING BILL
Second reading

Motion agreed to.

Debate resumed from 6 June; motion of Ms GARBUTT
(Minister for Environment and Conservation).

Read second time.

Remaining stages
Motion agreed to.
Passed remaining stages.
Read second time.

DUTIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 June; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER — Order! It is my pleasure to
welcome to our gallery Mr Jim Ziglar, the
Sarjeant-at-Arms in the United States Senate, and
Mr David Lyon, the American Consul-General. They
are visiting the chamber to watch the guillotine
procedure that just occurred. Welcome.
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time since the Kennett government was sacked by the
people of Victoria.

Second reading
Debate resumed.

Ms ALLEN (Benalla) — I invite the wonderful
Americans in our gallery to visit the beautiful electorate
of Benalla because it has so many tourist attractions for
them to look at. The wonderful minister for tourism is
sitting at the table.
I will pick up from where I left off. At a cost of nearly
$1 million the Tolmie–Whitfield Road has been
upgraded and is due to be opened. It will open up the
tourist drive from Jamieson to King Valley. There are
many beautiful boutique wineries popping up there and
the small communities along that way are prospering.
After the seven long, dark years of the Kennett
government closing schools — 167, to be precise —
education is now the highest priority in this state, not
the lowest, as it was under the previous government.
The health system has had an injection of more than
$2 billion to repair the damage done to it during those
seven dark years. Under the Kennett government
2000 nurses were sacked. The government has
provided more nursing places, scholarships and senior
positions and an increase in nurses wages. Country
Victoria is to share in that good fortune.
I refer back to the education system. Bright P–12
College has received an injection of $1.26 million for a
master plan. It has been crying out for that money for
years. Of course, the previous local member totally
ignored it. The number of students at the college will
increase because of the quality of education and
dedicated teachers there.
The Dunlop campus of Benalla College will receive an
injection of more than $300 000. That campus was
falling down and had been deliberately neglected and
allowed to rot away because the Kennett government
wanted the site sold. The injection of those funds into
the Dunlop campus has built it back up again. There are
no more holes in the walls or in the floor. It is a
beautiful campus and is due to be reopened.
Alexandra Secondary College has been allocated
$900 000 for a new science and technology wing. I
attended Alexandra Secondary College, and it is a
fantastic school.
Over 20 months $2.2 billion will be injected into
education. Country schools in my electorate will share
in that funding, and what a joy it is to see the teachers
and the students happy about education for the first

I refer to industry. A piggery and a mushroom farm will
be developed at Euroa, increasing employment as they
grow.
The responses to the budget from members of the
Liberal and National parties show just how out of touch
they are. As the honourable member for Essendon said,
they must live in another state. I will go further: I think
they live on another planet or in la-la land. With no
leadership, unity or policies, what does one expect?
The Nationals are totally irrelevant. They say they have
parted company with the Libs but we all know they will
go back because without each other they will never be
in power. They are still as firmly attached as they were
during the seven long, dark years of the Kennett
government because they salivate over the power and
the limousines they enjoyed.
We still have much to do to repair the damage done
under the previous government. This budget is absolute
proof that the Bracks government governs for all
Victoria. We are putting the heart and soul back into
rural Victoria because we believe in country people,
rural industry and the beautiful towns that provide
Victoria with fabulous tourism destinations.
The Benalla electorate is prospering under the Bracks
government. Everywhere I go in my electorate people
tell me they have never seen so much money spent in
the electorate.
Mr Wynne — Tell us about the beautiful art gallery.
Ms ALLEN — The beautiful art gallery, of course:
earlier this year it received another injection of funds of
$67 000.
Mr Perton interjected.
Ms ALLEN — Obviously the honourable member
for Doncaster has not been there. It shows you know
nothing about country Victoria. I invite you to come to
Benalla and visit the art gallery.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
should address her remarks through the Chair.
Ms ALLEN — As I said, everywhere I go in my
electorate people tell me that they have never seen so
much money spent in the electorate. That is because I
believe in the people and the Bracks government
believes in the people — and this budget proves it.
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Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The honourable
member for Benalla must be looking at the state of
Victoria through rose-coloured glasses. In the
immediate vicinity of her electorate in the Rural City of
Wangaratta the Solectron company has recently
announced its closure. The closure has meant the loss
of some 220 jobs, which represents 220 incomes for
families in that area. In not noting that closure as a
direct result of the failures of the Bracks government’s
information technology policy, the honourable member,
as a member representing regional Victoria, has not
paid attention to the need for the modernisation of the
Australian economy, and particularly to the failure of
the Bracks government to seize the opportunities for
Victoria.
Doncaster is an electorate made up of a diverse and
interesting set of ethnicities and people from an
amazingly different set of businesses and occupations.
In terms of new initiatives or announcements in the
budget, the Doncaster electorate has received nothing.
My electorate looks to what benefits the whole of the
state. The Bracks budget is not a budget that assists the
people of Victoria, it is not a budget that assists the
people of Doncaster, and it is not a budget that manages
to do anything at all to enhance the future of this state.
As honourable members are well aware, when we talk
about the future of the state we talk about young people
and their concerns, aspirations and ambitions. It should
be the role of government to provide inspiration and
leadership to the young people of Victoria. That has
been sadly lacking from this government. In addition to
their concerns about gaining a sound occupation in a
profession in which they can excel and meet their
ambitions, young people are also extremely altruistic
and ambitious for their community.
One of the areas of greatest concern is the environment,
and not just the environment in their immediate
neighbourhood but of the whole state. They want clean
air, they want clean water, and they want Victoria to
play its part in meeting the great national challenges
facing the environment in salinity and forest
management. They also expect us to play our part in
international environmental responsibilities such as
greenhouse and oceans policy.
From the propaganda emanating from the government
one could believe that the budget contained something
for the environment. Sadly, there is very little. Most of
the matters portrayed as being initiatives are merely the
shuffling of funding and announcements made about
recurrent expenditure.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
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Mr PERTON — The Minister for Major Projects
and Tourism has interjected across the table asking,
‘What about marine parks?’. It is a good question and
one being asked by coastal communities across the
state. It is claimed that the package is $39 million, but
what is delicately avoided is that it is $39 million over
four years. Part of that $39 million is to build up the
policing activities so badly neglected by the
government.
Wherever I have travelled along the coast people have
complained about the lack of fisheries inspectors. I
have heard complaints that fisheries inspectors are
being transferred away from the coast to inland regional
centres, which shows a strange set of priorities when
one is purporting to set up marine parks. I will not enter
the marine parks debate in this speech, because that bill
is scheduled for debate on Tuesday. However, no
money is available in this budget for compensation to
those who will be detrimentally affected by the parks.
Marine parks will be good for Victoria and the
preservation of stocks. On the other hand, in creating
this public good some people will lose. It is a principle
now well recognised by the United Nations
development agency and the United Nations
environmental program that where individuals suffer
for a public good they ought to be compensated.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr PERTON — The minister is again interjecting
across the table, but if his house were taken for a
road-widening scheme he would be paid not just the
market value but a 20 per cent solatium.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The Minister for Major Projects and Tourism will have
his chance.
Mr PERTON — If any of his constituents had their
businesses taken away or acquired by the government
for a public good they would receive full market value
plus 20 per cent. The minister expects that for himself
and for his electorate. However, people who live in
your electorate, Madam Acting Speaker, and people
who are fishermen — in many cases with
intergenerational businesses — are denied
compensation altogether. The exercise is dishonest.
When one examines the environmental budget one
finds that the $39 million for marine parks is taken from
other programs for the management of marine parks
and biodiversity programs.
Mr McArthur interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Monbulk is disturbing the
debate.
Mr PERTON — The creation of marine national
parks means a reduction in funding to other national
parks and biodiversity programs. One need look only at
the statistics at work in the budget documents to find an
utterly misleading figure for the use of woodchips. It is
said that 1.6 million tonnes will be allocated from state
forests, and then there is a term inserted that no annual
figures are available for the two preceding years. When
one returns to previous budget documents one finds
statistics of less than 1 million tonnes. It appears that
the government is engaging in a major increase in
woodchipping from state forests but is trying to hide the
figures in its budget documents. When the people of the
Otways region environmental network undertake a
close analysis of that budget document, when the
people in the Wombat State Forest in the electorate of
Gisborne — soon to be in the electorate of Macedon —
look at the figures, they will know to blame the
Minister for Environment and Conservation. She made
promises to those communities before the election but
has since betrayed them at every opportunity to
demonstrate her goodwill.
It does not matter whether it is the Cobboboonee
Forest, with the destruction of habitat and
Aboriginal-heritage trees, in the Otways, where the
minister broke an agreement with the activists, or in the
Wombat Forest, where the powerful owl is at threat.
Not only has the minister failed to comply with her own
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act, but she lied about what
she has been doing and ordered the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment to publish
propaganda in all newspapers in the region providing
misleading information about the protection of that
endangered species and the use of those forests.
The waste in her budget is not in that area alone. The
Otways region environmental network has pointed out
that the documents published by the government on the
hydrological study in the Geelong area are misleading
and a huge waste of public expenditure to prop up this
minister and her inappropriate management of her
department.
In the interests of all honourable members making a
contribution today I will cut short the contribution I
would otherwise make. I turn now to my other areas of
responsibility, which are information technology and
multimedia. In these areas the government has shown
itself to be completely out of touch with the needs of a
modern Victoria. The honourable member for Clayton
is giggling in the chamber, as is his wont. He does not
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make much of a serious contribution to the Parliament
but has lots of giggles between branch stacks!
The first point I should make is that Victoria has
become the only state in Australia that does not have a
minister for information technology or multimedia. It
has an office of multimedia, which was established
under the Kennett government, but it has not had a
director for more than six months. That department
should have had an information technology advisory
committee established in November 1999 — and the
minister promised that a chairman would be appointed
some two weeks after he made his speech at the
beginning of 1999. That committee has been appointed
only this month! An innovation centre was to be built in
Collins Street and opened at the beginning of the year,
yet the fit-out has not even started. In the area of new
technologies this is a government that is not just falling
behind the rest of the country and the world but is
falling behind in its own project management and
scheduling.
The government is big on spending on the technology
of the last century and the century before. You, Madam
Acting Speaker, would know the figures that are being
outlaid on roads. Some $470 million has been allocated
to fast rail links between Melbourne and four regional
destinations. Compare that figure to a mere $3 million
allocated to regional telecommunications infrastructure
programs. Country people, who need the Internet and
high-speed communications much more than city
people, are being absolutely abandoned by the
government. The budget allocates $30 million to
complete the electronic version of the land titles
register, but only $3 million to the needs of a million
Victorians living outside Melbourne and their need for
telecommunications.
Another indication of the government’s lack of
consciousness of new media and multimedia is the
allocation of $32 million for investments in film and
television, because the Minister for the Arts, who is
known as Queen Mary, wants to be able to give funds
to her mates in the film and television industry and has
completely cut dead young artists and producers in the
new media. Interestingly, the minister is theoretically
responsible for allocations to the arts in those new
media, but not one mention is made in the budget
speech or documents about support in that area. If we
want young people to stay and have a future in Victoria
we need to be able to offer them those opportunities.
However, there will be opportunities for me to raise
these matters in other forums and other speeches.
This is a budget that has missed the point. New
technology and the environment are crucially important
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to the future of the state of Victoria. Gaining prosperity
through the use of new technology and being a world
leader in new environmental technologies are what
young people are looking for from a Victorian
government. It is what the people of my electorate are
looking for.
One of the most important components missing from
this budget document is a sense of vision. Two other
important components that are missing are a
commitment to the environment and the application of
new technology — and the budget is sorely lacking in
both cases. I believe Victoria will only again become a
leader in new technology and environmental
technologies when there is again a Liberal Party
government sitting on the Treasury benches.
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I start my contribution to the
debate on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill by saying
that it is a fantastic budget. I say that not because
honourable members on this side of the house have
been singing the praises of the architecture and content
of the budget itself, but because of the mediocre
contribution from honourable members on the other
side of the house. The budget must have stunted them
and put them in their proper places. The miserable
contribution from their lead speaker, the shadow
Treasurer, is a classic case of what the opposition is all
about.
Having said that, let me quote from articles that
appeared in daily newspapers when the budget was
released. The editorial in the Australian of 16 May is
headed ‘High marks for Brumby’s budget’. I am
tempted to read all of this extensive article, but I will
remain selective and quote just some of it:
The Victorian budget’s apparent generosity should not be
interpreted as a slackening of discipline. Out of sight, but not
out of Treasurer John Brumby’s mind.

That reflects the fact that it is a financially responsible
budget. Later honourable members will see from my
contribution that this is also a progressive and socially
responsible budget. The editorial also states:
Mr Brumby’s first budget — last year’s budget was the work
of Mr Bracks — is a concrete expression of their joint vision
for Victoria.

I repeat, ‘vision for Victoria’. The editorial continues:
That is, the creation of a better balance between Melbourne
and the bush. Jeff Kennett’s government was city-centric and
gave Melbourne a new prosperity to go with its classy urban
refurbishment. But the former Premier lost large slabs of the
bush with passenger rail closures and other curtailed regional
services.
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Honourable members have seen the consequence of the
action of the former coalition government. The editorial
goes on to say:
Mr Brumby has been able to find money for social
infrastructure without compromising the surplus …
Moreover, extra money for health and hospitals is evidence of
the Bracks government’s priorities. Overcrowding and
strained hospital services seriously damaged the Kennett
government’s social policy credentials.

Now comes the bit I like best:
The previously announced $774 million in business tax cuts,
spread over four years, is designed to make Victoria more
attractive to investors.

Why indulge in discussion of the broader significance
of the budget rather than concentrating on what it offers
in a particular electorate? We tend to forget or take for
granted how miserable the seven years of the former
Kennett government were for Victoria, so it is worth
reminding each other as Victorians, and especially as
members of Parliament, of the significance of this
budget and how it affects the state as a whole.
I now quote from the Herald Sun — bearing in mind
that the Herald Sun has never been a Labor mate, and
has always taken every opportunity possible to cut
Labor down to size. The Herald Sun of 16 May carried
an editorial which included the following words:
… Mr Brumby’s commitment to spend $2.13 billion over the
next four years on Victoria’s biggest ever investment in
public infrastructure targets areas which most Victorians
would heartily endorse.
Beneficiaries are health, education, transport and other key
areas which languished under the draconian economies — —

That is, the draconian economies of the former Kennett
government —
… Business tax will fall by $774 million over the next four
years. Victorians are benefiting at long last …

The key phrase here is, ‘Victorians are benefiting at
long last’.
How are Victorians benefiting from the budget? I refer
to one area that is particularly close to my heart, the
area of health. Health got the biggest chunk of the
budget. Under another headline, ‘Cash injection will aid
30 000 patients’, the Herald Sun reported on the same
day that:
A record $1.6 billion earmarked to improve Victoria’s health
system will upgrade hospitals and free up beds.
An extra 30 000 patients each year will benefit from the cash
injection, with about 300 new beds to open.
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I take a particular interest in this area of the budget
because Clayton is the home of the best hospital in
Australia, if not in the world, the Monash Medical
Centre. That hospital caters for something like 50 000
patients in a year. That is a significant number of
patients. We should never forget that it was built by a
Labor government and is the finest hospital in Victoria
and a top medical teaching institution. It will benefit
substantially from the injection of funds in the budget
resulting from the actions of the Deputy Premier and
Minister for Health.

various refugee communities suffer tremendously.
Young kids entering the Victorian education system
suddenly lacked the support of ESL — English as a
second language — teachers, remedial teachers, support
teachers, welfare and careers teachers, and related
support services within the schools. They had nothing
to go on, so the lure or attraction of the drug subculture
in the local area became at times overpowering for
them. Members of communities that had come here
from a background of horrendous experiences had
never had to deal with drugs before in their lives.

I will now refer briefly to some of the benefits coming
to the hospital system in the budget, and I will again use
the Herald Sun as my source. The article states that the
government will spend:

The injection of funds into this area of education by the
Bracks government speaks volumes about its care and
concern, and that is what the Bracks government is all
about: it seeks to look after the people who cannot
properly look after themselves. The system will receive
$43 million annually to enhance the delivery of
specialist support through the provision of student
support officers; $25 million to employ 200 student
welfare coordinators in secondary schools; and
$13.1 million for each school year from 2002 onwards.

More than $96 million for more nurses.
About $9.5 million to upgrade the state’s road and air
ambulance fleets.
About $11 million in mental health programs and resources.

It goes on to state:
Mr Thwaites also announced $1.2 million a year for four
years to provide free needles to diabetics, but said it depended
on support from the federal government.

That is a significant issue. The government had
received many complaints from sufferers of diabetes,
who claimed that while the government was going out
of its way to look after drug addicts by supplying them
with clean needles, it seemed to be neglecting equally
needy diabetics. The new supply of needles for
diabetics is a fantastic response by the Bracks
government.
The article continues:
In capital works, totalling $500 million over six years, the
state government has committed to:
Almost $30 million for expansions to Maroondah,
Angliss, Ararat, Stawell and Kyneton hospitals.

The list goes on and on. I mentioned those examples
again in this debate because they are so significant.
Another area I am particularly keen to mention again,
but in a different way from other honourable members,
is education. When the Labor Party was in opposition I
raised in this chamber from time to time my concern
about the slash-and-burn policies of the former Kennett
government in the education area.
I have seen first hand the effects of cuts to student
welfare and careers teachers. Coming from a refugee
community background myself I have seen members of

There will be an additional $22 million for students
with disabilities and impairments; $4.6 million each
school year to fund alternative programs to support
students who have difficulty adjusting to mainstream
schooling — that is significant; $1.02 million annually
for the School Focused Youth Service; and an
additional $10 million annually for students with
special learning needs. The list goes on.
In view of the time restriction and to allow time for the
long list of speakers behind me to contribute I will
touch quickly on the other area close to my heart, and
that is ethnic and multicultural affairs. Honourable
members should never forget what happened during the
dark years under Jeff Kennett. The first thing the
Kennett government did when it came to power in 1992
was to completely gut the then Ethnic Affairs
Commission. At the time Labor lost government
funding was at its peak of $750 000 in small
community grants. What did the Kennett government
do? For the first year it did nothing and increased
funding by a miserable $200 000 each year up to 1996,
when it lost government. In this chamber I reminded
the government time and again to compare itself to
New South Wales and other governments around
Australia. I said that the then government members
should hang their heads in shame, because at the same
time they were going around with a patronising attitude,
saying how much they cared about ethnic affairs and
multiculturalism.
Look at what the Bracks government is doing. In the
first year alone the commission went back to the budget
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it had before Labor lost power of $750 000 —
straightaway!
Mrs Shardey interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Caulfield.
Mr LIM — What have we got this year? The
government has increased funding to $1 million. On top
of that, a minor capital works program of $130 000 in
2000–01 has been established, with a further $250 000
per annum, as well as an ethnic youth web site program
to encourage ethnic youth who have not been able to
establish a site on their own. Other initiatives are the
allocation of additional resources to enhance the
capacity of the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs
to review the development of policies, and an increase
in funding to the Ethnic Communities Council of
Victoria, the peak body of the ethnic community, from
$60 000 to $140 000 to allow it to play its proper role in
the community. I could go on. It is an understatement to
say this is a fantastic budget on the part of the
government. I congratulate the Treasurer on such a
fantastic budget, and I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Wimmera) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity to speak on the appropriation bill
on behalf of the Wimmera electorate. I am following
the honourable member for Clayton. The parliamentary
handbook states that he was elected to the Parliament in
1996, so he was not here in 1993 when the previous
government landed here.
In its budget papers the government shows it has no
shame at all at having been so negative even though it
has been in government for only two years. It has no
shame in the fact that the previous government arrived
in this place in 1993 with a recurrent deficit of
$2 billion per annum and a debt of $32 billion. It did
not have any money. Every bit of money it had to spend
was borrowed money.
This budget is again a big-spending and high-taxing
budget and continues the old Labor tradition. The
government will end up having to go back to printing
money. According to some reports the budget will be in
deficit next year. I highlight that by reading from an
editorial of the Australian Financial Review under the
heading ‘Bracks budget disappointing’. It states:
The Bracks government’s second budget is a disappointing
document. The Victorian general government sector is about
to be pushed back into cash deficit, and that deficit is
projected to rise to almost $300 million in 2002–03.

Already the major commentators are concerned. The
concern expressed in the article is also reflected by the
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people in my area, where the budget is a major concern.
Those people do not believe the approach taken by the
government will improve competitiveness for the
Wimmera or Victoria. Today we compete against not
only other states but also the rest of the world. As
honourable members see here, we are very much a
multicultural society, and importantly, we are exporting
a lot of our produce. In order for us to be able to spend
money in Victoria, Australia needs to be a good
exporting country.
I have heard a lot in the debate about country Victoria. I
remind the house that the previous government was not
in a good financial position when it came to power. I
would like to highlight that under those difficult
financial conditions the Wimmera received well over
$100 million for many projects, including $27 million
for health facilities; $24 million to bring natural gas to
the region; $26 million to upgrade water and waste
water facilities — I will come back to that; millions of
dollars to upgrade schools in Horsham and Stawell;
and — I note the presence of the Minister for Transport
in the chamber — money on roads.
Things were happening in the Wimmera and they are
still happening but the budget raises some concerns. It
is a mixed bag for rural Victoria. Some positive projects
have come to the Wimmera through my representations
to the government. I am pleased to see the spending on
the standardisation of rail in western Victoria.
Honourable members may remember that the Keating
government standardised the rail line from Adelaide
through to Melbourne, disenfranchising three spur lines
in the process. Under difficult financial conditions the
previous government found $22 million to standardise
these spur lines. I want to make sure the standardisation
happens as quickly as possible — I heard the
honourable member for Mildura speak about this — to
ensure the links are there to service the mineral sands
industry.
I also see reference to fast trains in the papers. I hope
not only that the fast trains get going but also that we
have a fast implementation time. One thing that has
been overlooked is that bus services now go right
across the state. The rail lines do not and I am very
concerned about that and will be keeping the
government up to the task of making sure bus services
are provided across the state to places such as Bendigo.
Obviously, health and aged care is a major concern for
any community. I am delighted to see in the budget a
$3.9 million allocation to the Rainbow Hospital and
aged care facilities. The people up there are over the
moon about that.
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Mr Mulder — A hard-working local member!
Mr DELAHUNTY — I thank the honourable
member for Polwarth.
The people of the Wimmera are entitled to top-quality
health services in their community. I have spoken to
and written to the minister in relation to the fact that the
previous government allocated $3.2 million for aged
care facilities at Warracknabeal, particularly to the
Landt Nursing Home. About a year ago, when the
home amalgamated with those at Beulah and Hopetoun,
it was thought there was a more urgent need to move
the money north, and that was done. Those involved
were led to believe that this money would be
back-filled in this budget. That did not happen, and I
call on the government to make sure it does as soon as
possible so that the facilities are brought up to standard.
The facility has a certification score of only one when
the average for other facilities is three or above. That
money is needed urgently. The next 12 months will see
new health and aged care facilities opened in Jeparit,
Horsham and Dimboola. The expenditure of a lot of
money was projected by the previous government, and
it has taken a little while for that to come through.
Areas of need for other capital works include Nhill,
Edenhope and Stawell, specifically the second stage of
the hospital. I am disappointed the honourable member
for Ripon is not here because, as we all know, a joint
project was funded from Ararat and Stawell where
$10 million was spent on two facilities. About
$3.3 million was spent on the first stage at Stawell. I
call on the government to make sure that the next
budget contains money for the second stage so the
hospital is completed.
Mr Mulder — That was Liberal and National
government programming that put those in, wasn’t it?
Mr DELAHUNTY — I don’t know. You’ve beat
me.
Education is important to any community and I
highlight the fact that I read in the paper that this
government would spend $100 million on education
facilities. I am disappointed that Murtoa, Edenhope and
Nhill missed out on these programs. As I said, youth
are our investment in the future.
While on the subject of education I will touch on
kindergartens. This government has been in
government for nearly two years, yet we see now a
differential between the wages of kindergarten teachers
and primary school teachers of between 20 and 30 per
cent. It is difficult to get staff, particularly in rural
Victoria. I have been working with the minister in
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relation to some exemptions and she has been fairly
cooperative, for which I must thank her. But the reality
is that the government has to address the nub of the
issue. We know of the Kirby report on this matter and
that committees in the area are waiting for the release of
that report. Education is vital for the continued
development of the Wimmera and I ask the government
to address the concerns at Murtoa, Nhill and Edenhope,
particularly the needs of kindergartens.
The Victorian Institute of Dryland Agriculture (VIDA)
in Horsham, Australia’s tidiest town — —
Mr Hamilton — A top organisation!
Mr DELAHUNTY — It is a top organisation. The
Minister for Agriculture has just moved into the
chamber. VIDA is the premier institute in Victoria and
Australia for research and development in cereals,
pulses and all seeds. I see the Minister for Agriculture
nodding, so I take it that the staff will take that as a very
complimentary pat on the back. I want the minister to
hear that I am pleased to see the government has
continued funding to upgrade the facilities at VIDA.
I am disappointed the Minister for Major Projects and
Tourism has moved out of the chamber. The
government supported the Stawell Gift — and we thank
it for that — but further developments are planned in
Stawell, particularly on the oval and the Hall of Fame. I
look forward to the government supporting this major
initiative for a major event in country Victoria.
Tourism is a growth industry in Victoria and it creates
many opportunities in the Wimmera, but I am
disappointed to see a relatively small increase of
$4 million in the tourism budget. I believe the
government has missed a great opportunity by not
capitalising on the low value of the Australian dollar
and doing more to attract international visitors to our
region.
Other tourism priorities in the Wimmera are for an
information centre at Halls Gap. Everyone knows that
the Grampians are a Mecca for tourists in Victoria. An
information centre is needed there. The Johnny Muller
interpretive centre at Harrow in the West Wimmera
shire is looking for capital to do that, and it may access
money through the Community Support Fund. Now
that Nhill has federal money to upgrade the roads
through the centre of the town it needs to improve and
upgrade its information centre as well. We are looking
for the Minister for Major Projects and Tourism to dip
into his pocket and get some money out.
On the issue of law and order, I am pleased to see the
upgrading of Apsley and Kaniva police stations.
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Residents of the West Wimmera shire are concerned
about getting police to their area. They believe the
upgrading of these facilities will help, but there are
many other police stations in the area that need funding.
Warracknabeal has some concerns that people may
have read about in the media, and the Yarriambiack
Shire Council under the leadership of its new mayor,
Cr Denis Bell, is looking for funding for a 24-hour
police station. I have already spoken to the minister
about that.
The preservation of our natural assets is paramount.
The Wimmera environment is fragile and, as I said in
my maiden speech, issues such as salinity, flood
management and waterway degradation must be
addressed. In the budget $157 million has been
allocated over seven years to work on a national action
plan for salinity and water in Victoria. In my area the
Wimmera Catchment Management Authority will play
an important role in delivering on this expenditure.
Salinity and water management are key issues in the
Wimmera electorate, and I will continue working with
the catchment authority and other organisations to
maximise the benefits of this expenditure. The problem
is that it is going to take seven years to get all that
money and use it. We look forward to that continuing.
The Minister for Transport is in the chamber so I will
add that the Wimmera road network needs to be
adequately maintained for efficient community and
freight transport. There is a budget allocation for
regional arterial road links, but there is little money for
local roads and bridges in the Wimmera. The West
Wimmera shire is looking for support for timber roads
and, importantly, Vivians Road at Kaniva. I am sure the
minister has been lobbied in relation to that matter.
All of my councils need assistance to maintain the road
network. Thankfully John Anderson and the federal
government have put in a lot of money through the
Roads to Recovery program to help councils in my
area.
Mr Batchelor — Spend it!
Mr DELAHUNTY — They are spending it. It is a
great initiative. I wish this government would do
likewise and put some of its money into rural roads in
country Victoria.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Did the Minister for
Transport say, ‘No way!’? He has already forgotten
country Victoria. I hope he looks after them on the
matters I have raised in my speech.
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Mr Maclellan — The minister just said, ‘No way!’.
Mr DELAHUNTY — I heard that and quoted it. I
hope it goes in: the minister said ‘No way!’ to rural
roads.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member, continuing his speech!
Mr DELAHUNTY — A major disappointment is
the little relief given to business and to employment
creation. On many occasions I have called for cuts in
payroll tax, stamp duty, Workcover premiums and land
taxes. As honourable members know, the previous
government lowered payroll tax in difficult
circumstances by more than $300 million and created
18 000 long-term jobs. Stamp duty is another major
concern.
Importantly, as we all read, yesterday the
Attorney-General expressed concern about increases in
Workcover losses. I quote from a leaflet that provides a
brief summary of the June 2001 Report on Ministerial
Portfolios. It says:
During the six-month period to 31 December 2000, the
Victorian Workcover Authority incurred an operating loss of
$651 million, bringing the accumulated losses to almost
$1.1 billion.

Here we go again, we are on the slide down again! It
also states:
The common-law component of the outstanding claims
liability had increased by around 138 per cent from
$630 million to over $1.5 billion since 30 June 1998 …

Many small business and job creation opportunities will
be wound back if the state cannot get a handle on such
important cost increases.
The National Party has been calling on the government
to show positive discrimination to country Victoria by
having payroll tax discounted by up to 2 per cent.
Again the government has shown that it has no shame
by promoting the fact that there will be $774 million
worth of cuts to businesses. The reality is that that will
happen over four years; the National Party wants it to
happen as soon as possible. If that did happen and there
was positive discrimination on payroll tax, that would
greatly assist our unemployed and our youth in country
Victoria to find jobs.
Water is a finite resource and the current level of water
evaporation and seepage from the open channel system
is unacceptable. Western Victoria has seen great
benefits from the piping of the Wimmera Mallee stock
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and domestic water channel system. The March
newsletter of the Wimmera Mallee Water piping
feasibility study, which is almost complete, covers
many key findings. Under ‘Current water use and
losses’ it states:
An analysis of current water use and inflows has indicated
that annual losses from the distribution system are around
85 000 ML/year (mainly due to seepage), with an additional
18 000 ML/year lost from evaporation and seepage from farm
dams …

Under ‘Possible water saving concepts’, the newsletter
lists full piping, part piping, lining of main channels and
lining and covering of farm dams and urban storages.
It is important to note that economic development
opportunities will be created if that marvellous program
of piping the Wimmera Mallee stock and domestic
water system continues. Improved water supply quality
and security will provide multiple economic
developments, which are also listed in the newsletter.
Environmental issues and values will be picked up in
the report. I highlight that the opportunity for recreation
water needs will be addressed in the report, because I
know that is important for people around Stawell and
right across the Wimmera electorate. The lakes and
dams are very low, in fact down to 12 per cent capacity,
and water is needed to ensure survival.
I would like to cover many other matters, and will refer
quickly to some of them. Public housing is becoming
an issue, particularly at Horsham and Nhill. The
Dunmunkle sump oilers would be disappointed if I did
not give them a plug; and a marvellous group around
Minyip, Rupanyup and Murtoa is doing some work.
As the National Party spokesperson on youth, I refer to
Freeza events, which have been a marvellous thing for
country youth. I am sure that you, Madam Acting
Speaker, as the honourable member for Gippsland West
will say that they have also been very good in your
area. There has been a great opportunity to bring major
music groups and bands into country areas to
drug-and-alcohol-free venues. I hope the government
will continue funding that program.
I am also disappointed that the government did not find
the money to work on the rural youth strategy that was
developed last year by a lot of young people across
Victoria.
Water and waste water facilities are important for the
development of country areas, particularly small towns.
In the past couple of months three or four facilities that
were an initiative of the previous government have
opened. I see the honourable member for Ripon in the
chamber. Many facilities have also been developed in
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his area. Although they were initiatives of the previous
government, it has been given no recognition at all for
them. There are still towns, such as Rupanyup, where
the government needs to make sure there are
appropriate waste water facilities. I look forward to the
government continuing the initiative of the previous
government in water and waste water facilities.
I finish by saying that I support the initiative of the
honourable member for Swan Hill, who spoke about
the vision for agriculture and called on the government,
particularly the Minister for Agriculture, to make a
ministerial statement on the future of agriculture and
the benefits he sees in that for not only rural Victoria
but the whole state. I look forward to that ministerial
statement and a discussion of that in this Parliament.
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — In this budget in my portfolio
areas of police and emergency services and corrections
the government has continued down the trajectory it
embarked upon last year. Firstly, that was about
rebuilding the Victorian police force, which was so
appallingly cut back by the previous government. The
cutbacks of 800 police officers certainly had a
significant detrimental effect on the Victoria Police.
All honourable members know what happened prior to
the last election. In the last round of enterprise
bargaining negotiations in 1996, the then Minister for
Police and Emergency Services offered to spill police
blood on the wharves when he was refusing to pay
them and was cutting back police numbers, and when
police were working 12-hour shifts on the wharves and
being fed Mars bars and orange juice! What happened
in that enterprise bargaining negotiation? The previous
government gave police a 3 per cent by three-year pay
rise. That was very generous, except that at the same
time the government was cutting back police numbers
by 800. It paid for the pay rise by cutting back police
numbers, exposing our police and leaving our police
stations short staffed.
It is interesting that lately members of the opposition
and National Party are getting up in this place and with
monotonous repetition saying, ‘We want more police’,
and, ‘We want new police stations’. The people who sat
here silent like a pack of mummies while the previous
government was running down the police force,
refusing to build police stations and cutting back police
numbers have suddenly found their voice. This
government is doing it! Those opposite sat in this place
and allowed the previous government to cut our police
force to ribbons. The government is restoring the
numbers and morale in the Victoria Police.
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Mr Maughan interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — How many more police?
We have more than 160 additional police officers on
the ground, and more than 400 police in the academy at
the moment. The government will achieve the target of
800. What the honourable member for Rodney should
have been asking when he was sitting on the
government benches was, ‘How many fewer police?’
because the previous government was deliberately
running down police numbers. By his silence he
consented to that. He supported the budget that did
that — he voted for the budget that did that!
Apart from the additional police, and on top of the large
number of new police stations that were announced last
year, this year the government has announced more
new police stations. It is good to see the member for the
Otways, the honourable member for Polwarth. He
received five new police stations under the last Labor
budget and should be applauding the Bracks Labor
government.
Mr Batchelor — He does, in private.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAERMEYER — Yes. It is interesting what
people do behind closed doors, with the blinds pulled.
In this budget the government has provided 23 new
police stations. I am pleased to say that 7 of those are
new 24-hour police stations, and 16 are in country
areas. They offer reassurance about the future of
policing in those areas. They provide the
accommodation that will enable us to retain existing
personnel and attract additional police officers to those
country areas. The seven new 24-hour stations are
important.
Last year the government looked after long-neglected
inner-suburban police stations such as those at Preston
and Northcote, which were pretty much the worst in the
state but which the previous state government
completely overlooked. This year we are building
police stations in growth areas like Rowville in the
electorate of the honourable member for Wantirna. I
recall the honourable member expressing some doubt
about whether a police station was needed there. I
spoke to and asked questions of the local community
and local police officers. They are unambiguous in their
view that a police station is needed there. So
notwithstanding the reservations of the honourable
member for Wantirna, the government believes there is
a need for a police station in Rowville. It is funded in
the budget, it will be built, and it will be up and running
within two years.
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A police station will also be built in Endeavour Hills. It
is interesting to note that although he would have had
some idea of what was happening in the law and order
portfolio, when he was parliamentary secretary for
justice the honourable member for Berwick did
nothing. Despite the numerous public meetings that
were held in the Endeavour Hills area in support of a
new police station, he sat on his hands and did
absolutely nothing. When in the run-up to the last state
election the Labor Party committed to building a police
station there, he suddenly extracted a big commitment
from the former government, which was to stick a
police officer in with the local SES unit for a few hours
a day! That was his commitment to Endeavour Hills.
Since the Bracks government was elected to office, the
honourable member for Berwick has been a voice of
negativity. First of all he asked where the money was,
saying that the Labor Party would never fund the
Endeavour Hills police station. I point out that it has
been funded; the money is in this budget. The police
station is coming, and it will be up and running in two
years. Despite that, Doubting Robert, the honourable
member for Berwick, has expressed doubt about the
police station being built, as reported in an article in the
local press headed ‘MP doubt on station’. The money is
there, and the police station will be built.
I will be happy to turn up at the opening of that police
station 18 months to two years down the track and pay
homage to the work that has been done by the
honourable member for Dandenong, the honourable
member for Dandenong North and numerous local
councillors to obtain a commitment to and the funding
for and construction of that station. The honourable
member for Berwick will no doubt still be sitting on
that side, but the station will be there — no thanks to
him. All the time this guy has been wishing it will not
be built, because he is embarrassed about having done
nothing about it when he was on the government
benches.
The Bracks government has also made a commitment
regarding the Diamond Creek police station, which is in
a wonderful electorate. It is intended to build a
co-located complex that will include a 24-hour police
station; a brand new, state-of-the-art fire station for the
Diamond Creek CFA, which services the area with
great distinction; and a facility for the new ambulance
service, which the government provided last
November. That area previously had ambulance
response times in excess of 40 minutes.
Also on the police front, the government has committed
funding for protective personal equipment for police
officers. They will have new lightweight state-of-the-art
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protective vests and screens to protect them when they
are transporting offenders in their vehicles. All this is in
the budget. This government is certainly committed to
delivering on policing. It has looked after the localities
that require new police stations and a police presence,
and it is also looking after the personal safety of police
officers.
On the corrections front the government also inherited a
disastrous situation. Under the previous government the
prison population increased by more than 1000 — by
one-third — yet fewer than 100 additional prison beds
were provided. No wonder we now have
overcrowding! Yesterday I heard the honourable
member for Wantirna talking about the budget not
providing funding for enough beds in the system. I
certainly never heard him say one thing about
overcrowding in the system under the previous
government. However, now that we are providing more
than 1100 beds — that is a net figure — he says there
are not enough. Not only will there be 1100 new beds
in four new prisons, the government is providing
375 beds in existing prisons, funding for which was in
the last budget.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — He was ineffectual in
government. I never heard him once express concern
about overcrowding in police cells or police station
staffing levels. In fact, when I went through Hansard I
discovered that in seven years in government the
honourable member for Wantirna never once
mentioned the Country Fire Authority, despite the fact
that his electorate encompasses a number of significant
CFA brigades.
In addition to the 375 beds the government funded last
year to ensure maximum flexibility in the prison
system, it is funding 300 relocatable beds for the prison
system in this budget. By next year we will have
removed most, if not all, prisoners from police cells.
The new prisons are part of the planning that has been
done to accommodate any future growth in the prison
system. When the previous government came to office
the prison system was running at around 85 per cent
capacity, which is about where it should be. However,
when it left office, the prison system was running at
112 per cent capacity.
I shall say a few words about what is happening in the
northern suburbs, in which I have an abiding interest.
The previous government’s neglect of the northern
suburbs was of great concern to me. Under this
government the Northern Hospital has received
$12 million in additional funding, including $9 million
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in this budget. Transport services will also be improved
in growing areas like Craigieburn and Roxburgh Park.
As part of that provision has been made for an extended
bus service to those localities. The last budget provided
funding for the duplication of Pascoe Vale Road —
which is a real bottleneck — and there is also funding
for the duplication of Cooper Street, Epping, which is
on the boundary of my electorate and that of the
Minister for Transport. Many things are and will be
happening in Epping, including the duplication of
Cooper Street, which the previous government refused
to do.
This government is also allocating funds for the new
Craigieburn bypass, on which the previous government
refused to make a decision. I also refer to the Epping
North development, which was stalled for too long. We
have seen the development of Epping Plaza and other
commercial areas in that part of northern Melbourne. It
is the most exciting, go-ahead part of Melbourne at the
moment, yet — —
Ms Beattie interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — As the honourable member
for Tullamarine says, that includes Mickleham Road,
Tullamarine.
A card-carrying member of the Liberal Party — one of
the Liberal Party bagmen and power brokers in the
area — by the name of Tom Love has opposed virtually
every single one of those projects. He has objected to
the Cooper Street duplication and the Craigieburn
bypass, and he is now objecting to the Epping North
development.
An article in last week’s paper states:
Taxpayers could be forced to pay up to $200 million
compensation to a landowner whose quarries lie in the path of
the proposed Craigieburn bypass.

On reading further I saw that it was all about Mr Love.
It states:
Epping quarry owner Tom Love fears a historic family
homestead on the property — built about 1870 — will be
bulldozed to make way for the 16.7 km Hume Highway
extension.

As I said, Mr Tom Love is a prominent Liberal Party
identity. He is the local warlord and the Liberal Party’s
major bagman. He is trying to hold up hundreds of
millions of dollars worth of development that will assist
the north. Exciting stuff is happening out there. It is all
about jobs, increased property values, better services
and better facilities — and he is holding all of that up.
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He wants $200 million in compensation for his quarry.
The quarry is a load of junk — there is nothing but crap
in it — yet he wants to hold all this development up
because of it. It is about time the Liberal Party and
Mr Love learned that Epping has gone beyond being
the perpetual quarry hole of the north. The government
is delivering to the northern suburbs. In the seven years
of the previous government Victoria saw what it had
seen under other Liberal conservative governments —
and that is a complete neglect of the north. Schools
were closed and infrastructure and services were run
down. The government is trying to deliver good things
for the northern suburbs, but a prominent local member
of the Liberal Party is trying to obstruct their
development.
Mr SMITH (Glen Waverley) — We have heard a
lot of drivel from certain members of the government
during the budget debate. This is a sad budget, because
the government has taxed more and spent more. It is a
typical Labor budget. As the honourable member for
Wimmera said, that is exactly what people will find out,
because blow-outs will occur in every area.
The previous government inherited a state debt of
$32 billion, which had reduced to about $4 billion when
it left office. It is normal for Labor governments to have
blow-outs in budgets because they borrow when they
are not taxing people. Eventually the time will come
when people’s confidence goes, as it did prior to 1992
when job losses were at their highest.
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of days honourable members have heard that that has
not occurred. In fact, spending in these areas has
increased dramatically.
If they are fair dinkum about it, members opposite will
admit that they are unaware of any new major projects
being built by the government. Building major projects
is one of the great ways to increase employment. The
government is good at opening coalition initiated
projects, but it is not good at building anything itself.
The Labor Party says it will build the Scoresby
freeway, but the budget commits nothing towards it
except $2 million for a freeway planning study. This is
in stark contrast to the federal government’s allocation
of $220 million to the project.
People in Glen Waverley feel justifiably let down by
this big spending, big taxing government. I was sent a
copy of a letter from the Wheelers Hill Secondary
College that is addressed to the Honourable Mary
Delahunty and signed by Stephen Mead, the school
council president. In the letter Mr Mead talks about the
state of his school and what has happened over the past
few years as a result of its not receiving the money that
had been promised to it. The coalition government had
promised the school $1 million for its justifiable
upgrade. Mr Mead states:
… the next step in the college’s major upgrade process was
announced in this year’s budget …

The school feels let down. He continues:
The people of Glen Waverley will be worse off as a
result of the Bracks government’s budget. It will be a
cold winter for the poorest families after the
government’s cancellation of the $60 winter power
bonus, which was brought in four years ago by the
previous government. The Premier will collect
increased revenue through rises in stamp duty on
conveyancing, land taxes, gaming taxes and payroll tax.
The shame is that payroll tax increases — which we are
seeing in Victoria — adversely affect the willingness of
employers to take on staff. It is a natural reaction: even
when they are thinking of increasing staff numbers,
they will not do so. This will also cause concern to
people in employment, because small businesses will
be caught in the payroll tax net. The Premier has
already spent $5.5 million of the goods and services tax
paid by Glen Waverley families, but they will not see
$1 of it put back into their economy through tax cuts.
Blow-outs are occurring in salaries and in building and
construction work, which the government has not
properly supervised.
When it was in opposition the government promised
cuts in consultancies and advertising. In the past couple

The college has completed two master plans in 10 years.

I worked with the school, helping it get its plans
through to the Minister for Education — and the money
for the upgrade was promised prior to the 1998
election. Mr Mead discovered this year that the school
has once again been overlooked:
… I immediately rang Phil Dawkins of the Eastern region and
was told yet again that the college may be on a list of schools
approved to move from master plan to further planning
published in June … We only get so much funding … All
projects are on a needs basis … and that I should continue to
be patient.
Minister, you have often stated that funding is based on a
needs basis, yet we see recently built primary schools in
nearby marginal seats receiving additional funding for
upgrades and allocations of $6 million dollars, to special
projects at secondary colleges …

By that I think he means ‘projects up to and including
$6 million in marginal areas’. The letter further states:
… the most effective way to obtain funding is not by doing
the right thing and following procedures, as we have patiently
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done in the last 10 years, but by political bullying and
nepotism.
As a council that is not the way we prefer to handle disputes
with the department however, we see the quick response that
Berwick and Carlton schools received by going to press and
are seriously tempted to take a similar course of action.

I will ensure that that course of action is taken. The
letter continues:
Wheelers Hill has been in desperate need of both a major
capital works upgrade and major maintenance for years.
…
The college has for many years had a positive policy of
implementing innovative and popular programs.

It is interesting that in the past four to five years the
school population has risen by 100 students a year, so
there are currently just under 1000 students in a school
that was originally designed for a few hundred. The
letter further states:
The popularity of these programs at the school is evidenced
by the wide catchment area …

Students are coming from as far away as South
Oakleigh, Belgrave, Lysterfield, Mount Waverley and
Dandenong to take advantage of the programs offered
at the school. The letter further states:
Despite keeping maintenance spending to an absolute
minimum, during 2000, all maintenance and minor works
funding was expended on this purpose, and the allocated
budget ran in deficit to the tune of $35 000.

Mr Mead provides an enormous list of things in the
school that need upgrading. If the government had
allocated that $1 million promised when it came to
office in 1999 the school would now have many of
those things, such as 24 relocatable classrooms,
3 relocatable staff workrooms and even 2 relocatable
student toilet blocks. The whole list reflects the neglect
of this government during its time in office. The letter
further states:
As I did when I wrote to you —

that is, the Minister for Education —
on 10 February, 2000 and received no reply, I again extend an
invitation for you to visit the school and see first hand the
poor state of the facilities at the school and the cramped and
unsafe conditions that both the staff and the students are
forced to endure.

That is one of the areas this government has neglected
because it feels it does not have to give the school its
unqualified support.
Another matter of great concern to the people in my
electorate is referred to in a letter dated 1 June from
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Ms Jennifer Downes of Wheelers Hill. She speaks on
behalf of all taxpayers when she says she is writing:
… to point out the gross inequity of charging 10 per cent
stamp duty on top of a grossed up amount which includes
GST on house and contents insurance and car registration.

Mr Lenders interjected.
Mr SMITH — You do not understand — it is a tax
on a tax, which is exactly her point.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SMITH — This is interesting; are you listening?
Mrs Downes later says:
When Mr Brumby says he could not ‘exclude GST from the
dutiable …

Mr Stensholt interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Burwood is out of
his place.
Mr SMITH — He is out of his mind as well. To
continue the quotation:
When Mr Brumby says he could not ‘exclude GST from
the — —

Mr Stensholt — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I would like the honourable member for Glen
Waverley to withdraw his statement impugning me.
Mr SMITH — I withdraw.
Mrs Downes states:
When Mr Brumby says he could not ‘exclude GST from the
dutiable value of transactions’ because ‘there would be a net
decrease to state revenue of about $100 million’, he has not
comprehended what our anger is about. The GST has to stay.
It is the stamp duty which is a tax on a tax. In my latest car
registration bill the GST is $27 and the stamp duty was
$29.70. On my car insurance notice the GST is $39.09 and
stamp duty is $43. We know which is the tax on a tax.

Mr Brumby has received about $100 million in extra
revenue since the introduction of the GST. In my
opinion it is $100 million to which he is not entitled.
Mrs Downes is an average constituent who wrote the
letter to tell the newspapers about the problem with this
tax. I receive on average four letters a week about this
tax on a tax on things like car insurance and the other
insurance referred to by Mrs Downes. The point is that
the government does not understand.
For example, in New South Wales Treasurer Egan took
stamp duty off the GST and gave it back to the people,
because he said it was a windfall tax. That is not the
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case with this government. People are not silly! When
ordinary retired people like Mrs Downes write letters
showing that they understand what the tax is about, we
know the message has absolutely got through.
I return to the matter of police. Glen Waverley has a
police station that I think was opened in 1983 or 1984.
Initially it had the wrong guttering system installed.
Honourable members will have often seen the sort of
guttering it has — I think it is called a Holmesglen
design gutter — on houses, schools and many other
buildings. It was also on my house. At the end of the
tiles on my house there is a bargeboard, with the
guttering on the inside. After water got inside and
ruined the ceilings we found we had to take it off and
put in extended guttering along the outside. Now when
the water comes down from the tiles there is nothing to
stop it and force it to go back into the inner wall, and it
consequently goes into the gutter and away. There are
now no further problems.
The old guttering on our house had a design fault, and it
is the same guttering that is still on the Glen Waverley
police station. As I said, it has been there since 1983 or
1984. Over the years, and I have pointed this out on
many occasions, repairs have been done inside the
building and the damage to equipment from water is
always fixed, but no-one ever gets around to replacing
the guttering.
The police station building needs complete new
guttering on the outside, as we did with our house.
They say it might not be the best aesthetically but, for
goodness’ sake, the station has not been painted since
then and the outside walls look an absolute disgrace. If
only the message could get through. The sergeants were
recently flooded out again; they were working in wet
conditions and using telephone books to try to hold the
carpets up. I would rather see a delay in replacing the
carpets while the guttering is fixed. If they do not fix
the guttering the water will keep coming through.
I have had this matter raised in the local newspapers.
The minister has responded by saying I have a
responsibility to go through him and not to go to the
newspapers. What nonsense! The guttering needs to be
fixed first and all these other things done secondly.
Morale in Glen Waverley police station is not good
because the officers know that this government does
not care.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services was in
here before trumpeting about what he is doing about
numbers. In Glen Waverley they have exactly the same
numbers as they have had for donkey’s years. The point
is that when the coalition was in government the police
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were getting 15 to 20 recruits from the academy to
bolster the staff. That is not happening now and
consequently at one stage recently there was one patrol
wagon for Glen Waverley and none for Oakleigh, so
the paddy wagon had to do Oakleigh as well as Glen
Waverley.
The government trumpets about these things
happening, but they do not occur. I know this because
the police there ring me. They come and see me and I
go to lunch with them because they are interested in
getting their message across. I have been going out with
them for years and I have had this very good
relationship with them. The point is, the message is not
getting through. The government says it has fixed all
the problems and done all this. It has not fixed the
problems. It certainly has not fixed the problems in
regard to police numbers overall because, despite what
the minister says, police are still going out the other end
through attrition. They are finding jobs outside and they
are leaving the force at younger ages. Of course people
are going to leave work when they reach the age of 55
because their pensions take them out, but police are
going out at a much younger age.
The senior constables cannot see promotional
opportunities and they are very concerned about this: I
am sure we could all think of a better word for that.
They are concerned and they are getting out. In spite of
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services saying
the force is getting thousands of applicants and putting
lots of people through the academy — I know that
because the academy is in my electorate and I drive
past it every day — they are not getting any more than
130 net, and that is counting the recruits going through
the course.
In conclusion, because I know that other members want
to make their contributions to the debate, we have a
government that is high taxing and high spending, a
government that is going into the same pattern as its
predecessors, the Cain and Kirner governments, and we
must try to get it to realise, through an arrogant
Treasurer who will not listen to anything, that if it goes
down this track it will get Victoria back into the state of
bankruptcy that it was in before.
Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — I rise to speak on
the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill. I appreciate the
benefits allocated to ordinary people right across
Victoria in this budget. In particular, I appreciate the
benefits allocated to rural areas, including my own
electorate of Gippsland West.
It was always going to take considerable amounts of
time to rebuild and redevelop these rural areas given the
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many years of hardship they suffered. It will take time,
but the intent of the government is obvious and the
progress has been tangible. That is not to say that
difficulties will not arise, because they will. We have
had setbacks, and I am sure we will have more as
industry changes and goes up and down. Not long ago
we lost a factory in Wonthaggi, the Smith and Nephew
factory. The Bonlac reorganisations in Drouin,
Longwarry and Toora did not help, nor did the closure
of Prom Meats in South Gippsland. Yet there have been
gains and changes. We have a building boom in Bass
Coast and unemployment levels have dropped
marginally. There are changes but they do not
necessarily indicate disaster; they may just be changes.
I will continue to do my part to urge the government to
persevere with the attention it is paying to rural areas
and the rebuilding that needs to happen. Several highly
significant gains have been made in Gippsland West in
this budget. They represent symbolic and very practical
changes of direction from the previous government.
Probably the most obvious is the reopening of the
railway line to Leongatha. That reopening means that
the towns of Koo Wee Rup, Lang Lang, Nyora, Loch,
Korumburra and Leongatha will be rejoined to that
special and vital artery of rail line. I cannot emphasise
enough how important I see that as being. Koo Wee
Rup, Nyora and soon Loch are bypassed by the major
highways and those towns have felt very vulnerable for
a long time. Each of them has communities that have
worked very hard to rebuild their towns and keep them
strong, and the reopening of the railway line will do
much to help them feel linked to the rest of the state.
Once we have a decent track and brand-new rolling
stock and we are connected to the express route to the
city, each of one those towns will be in easy commuting
distance of the city. We have a highly mobile work
force these days. Those rural communities can offer
people a superb lifestyle. We have very good, very
strong community infrastructure in our schools and
hospitals and we have community spirit, and I am sure
that having a comfortable, safe and fast railway line
will add hugely to the attractiveness of these towns.
The government subsidy on the track upgrade will
make freight a much more economically viable
possibility. The areas around Lang Lang, Nyora and
Grantville are major sand and gravel fields. The gravel
and sand extraction industry is important, but it has a
considerable impact on the community with B-double
trucks thundering up and down the roads. Getting that
gravel off the road and onto the railway line is a very
high priority. That will be a much more efficient means
of transport for that sort of bulk. Freight Australia has
been working very hard in that area for a long time. I
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know that it views this announcement of the reopening
of the line very positively and I hope that it is able to
work speedily towards that possibility.
If one looks at the map of Victoria and the five
reopened railway lines and the high-speed railway lines
that will be going into the more major centres, one sees
that it is very much a symbolic reaching out and
connecting up of different parts of Victoria with the
centre. That is very important in helping all of us to feel
a part of the greater whole; roads are not enough on
their own.
There has been some scepticism about the time it will
take to return these services. I think the people who are
sceptical should not underestimate the amount of work
that needs to be done. I want this reopening to happen
properly. I do not want to wait any longer than
necessary, but when I think about the time it will take I
am reminded of my feelings when the City Link deal
was announced and building commenced with what
seemed at the time to be almost indecent haste. In view
of the enormous problems that have since occurred with
City Link in setting up the tolling system and the even
more dangerous difficulties of an apparently shonky
tunnel design and construction and the leakages that
have occurred since then, I think it is important that we
make haste slowly. Taking a bit of time to ensure that
our railway lines are done properly as opposed to too
quickly is not a bad thing.
Many deals and contracts that the previous government
entered into with indecent haste have since gone pear
shaped. I am not at all concerned if a little more time is
taken to make sure fewer arrangements go pear shaped
in this post-Kennett era.
A highly symbolic allocation to my area, and there
were similar allocations to other areas, was the
provision of $3 million to rebuild the 30-bed Grabham
Wing nursing home, which is attached to the
Wonthaggi Hospital. The current Grabham Wing home
contains 30 publicly run beds. It has strong community
support, but its facilities are outdated.
During the 1999 election campaign there was a leak
from the hospital suggesting that those 30 beds were
about to be flogged off to the private sector. Because
the campaign was close, the then Premier suddenly
backed down, saying that no decisions had been made.
A certain amount of deviousness went on during that
campaign. After the election it was confirmed that those
beds had been earmarked for sale. I have no doubt that
if we still had a Kennett government those 30 beds
would have been sold off to the private sector, even
though, apart from being inhumane and not something
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the community wanted, it would not have been
economically sensible.
Armitage House is another 30-bed nursing home. If the
30-beds at Armitage House were attached to the
30 beds in the Grabham Wing we would have a 60-bed
nursing home, which would be more economically
viable than either of them separately. Having those
nursing home beds attached to the Wonthaggi Hospital
adds to the hospital’s economic viability, because they
could use common kitchen and heating facilities as well
as common cleaning services. As I said, it would be
economically sensible to have them together rather than
apart. The only reason the previous government wished
to sell off those beds was its foolish obsession with
ideology — and perhaps a wish to oblige some mates.
After the 1999 election the new government quickly
announced that there would be no sell off. The news
that the beds will be rebuilt has been received with
great joy. It is a truly excellent result for Wonthaggi
itself, the hospital and the community. It is about public
infrastructure being built in the public interest.
I note an oft-repeated comment that Liberal Party
members use when, in referring to major projects, they
say that the government has not announced any more
monuments for Melbourne. That is what the previous
government used to do, although it called them major
projects. I accept that Melbourne needs public facilities
such as the museum, the arts centre and Federation
Square, but frankly we do not need any more
monuments of that nature. I get much more excited
about practical major projects in rural areas, such as the
opening of railway lines and the Bass Highway
duplication, another stage of which will be built as a
result of the budget, which we are all pleased with. I am
sure the millions of tourists who travel up and down the
Bass Highway every year also will be pleased with the
extended duplication of the highway, which will be
much safer as a result.
Drouin Secondary College is to be rebuilt, Koo Wee
Rup Secondary College will get additional facilities,
and the primary school and police station at Lang Lang
will be rebuilt. Those kinds of major projects have
direct benefits for our citizens.
I listened carefully to the budget response of the
shadow Treasurer, as I always do. I always ask myself
whether she is raising issues that I need to consider or
sending messages that I need to respond to. The
messages I received from the shadow Treasurer
included the one she repeated at the start, about not-yet
spending. I have already discussed the fact that I prefer
caution to rushing gung-ho into things that then have to
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be fixed up later. I also heard the messages she gave
about budget blow-outs and higher recurrent spending
by this government.
If I had some criticisms or concerns about the budget, it
would be about the continuing need to increase the rate
of recurrent spending. We have not yet made up for the
years of savage cuts by the former Kennett government.
There are still obvious holes in the social fabric in this
state. The main increase in this year’s recurrent
expenditure went to the health budget. I approve of that,
because health is a primary concern of all citizens. We
have an ageing population, and health costs are
increasing all the time, so it is hard to argue against the
increase in the recurrent expenditure on health.
However, that means other areas did not get the
increases in recurrent expenditure for which they
argued. Our kindergartens are still under stress despite
the extra funding they have received, and kindergarten
teachers are still waiting on a salary settlement, as are
the police. Secondary schools are still under
considerable staffing pressures. It is hard to deal with
the difficult and complex needs of students if you do
not have adequate time to spend with them individually.
In the human services area there are many worthy
programs in need of more recurrent spending. There
will continue to be tension between the need for
financial responsibility and the need to achieve the
good quality services that are required in a humane
society.
I note the pressure the government is rightly being put
under by the opposition to be financially responsible. I
also note the pressure the government is being put
under by the community to continue to rebuild services
to proper and acceptable humane standards. The
pressures coming from different directions will always
be strong. I will continue to urge the government to
look for a balance between the two, and considerable
progress has been made in achieving it. I believe the
government is moving in the right direction, and I
appreciate the efforts it has made, particularly in
spreading the benefits across the whole state.
These days no-one can be said not to matter. There is a
much healthier atmosphere in Victoria. We do not have
a society where people are sneered at as losers. That is
the most extraordinary difference for me between the
era of the Kennett years, which could be referred to as
the sneering years, and now. It is obvious that a lot of
hard work still needs to be done to achieve a balance
between the need for financial responsibility, which we
are all acutely aware of, and the need to fund services
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and infrastructure to the point where we are truly a
humane and civilised society.
Mrs ELLIOTT (Mooroolbark) — In making a
contribution to the budget debate I set the record
straight on some of the achievements of the former
coalition government. During the years from 1992 to
1999 Victoria experienced the fastest growth in living
standards of any state or territory. It had the highest
growth of public sector investment anywhere in
Australia. In 1992–93, 22.5 per cent of public sector
revenue went to pay interest. By the budget of
1999–2000 that had been reduced to 2.5 per cent, which
effectively added $5.5 billion gross to capacity for
spending on services and left the incoming Labor
government and Treasurer with a budget surplus of
$1.2 billion.
After the Treasurer’s budget speech two weeks ago I
picked up the document Growing the Whole State to
see what it contained for my electorate of Mooroolbark.
I found some welcome funding to Wonga Park Primary
School and Yarra Road Primary School to modernise
their libraries and for technology-enhanced classrooms.
The planning for those upgrades was undertaken while
the Liberal Party was in power and is part of the rolling
cycle of refurbishment of schools throughout the state.
As I said, the Wonga Park and Yarra Road primary
schools are very grateful for those funds, but they were
expected, previously planned for, and have now been
delivered.
Apart from that, there is nothing in this budget for my
electorate. The nearest thing is slightly more than
$5 million to replace the Croydon police station. I am
sure the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
would back me when I say that I have hounded him
about the Croydon police station. It is not in my
electorate — it is in the electorate of Warrandyte — but
it services my area. It is totally outmoded and is well
overdue for replacement.
During the last election campaign the current Minister
for Police and Emergency Services made a
commitment to not only replace the station but also to
have it fully manned 24 hours a day. I was delighted to
see the figure of $5.1 million in the budget for the
replacement of that police station. The only problem is
that no site has been identified. Croydon has a problem
with graffiti, minor theft and drug-related crimes. The
citizens of my area want a greater police presence on
the streets.
As I said, the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services and the Treasurer have announced this
$5.1 million grant for the new Croydon police station
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before finding a suitable site. I rather suspect that by the
time the budget comes around next year the minister
may be reannouncing that $5.1 million unless he puts a
rocket under his heels and works with the local
community to find a site.
Apart from that there is the laughable $2 million to plan
for the Scoresby transport corridor which is wanted so
much by the outer east businesses. The corridor will
considerably enhance not only the income-earning
potential of the people who own the businesses but also
the job potential for people in the outer east.
When I examined the document even more closely I
found that there was nothing for the Mooroolbark part
of my electorate, the part that lies in the Shire of Yarra
Ranges. Not one cent has gone into the true outer
east — the part of the outer east that is Mooroolbark,
after which my electorate is named.
People in the outer east feel shunned by Labor
governments, which is why they have consistently
stuck with the Liberal Party during the past three
elections. Not one cent is allocated to anything in the
suburb named Mooroolbark, and the government stands
condemned for that.
I turn now to the portfolio areas of which I am the
shadow minister. The community services portfolio
merited only seven lines in the budget. The spending on
community services mirrors the few lines it received in
the Treasurer’s budget speech. Four of those seven lines
related to the redevelopment of Kew residential
services, yet there is not a dollar in the budget for that
because it is a 6 to 10-year project. This government
will not be delivering on that!
The government is under pressure in two areas, the first
of which is preschools. Earlier speakers have spoken on
that subject. A teachers strike will be held on 19 June.
A large component of the strikers will be preschool
teachers, who feel undervalued by this government.
The Minister for Community Services, who last year
commissioned a review of the responsibilities and pay
of preschool teachers and the responsibilities of
committees of management, remains silent.
She said in the house last week that she would release
the Kirby report but has not done so. The community
wants to know what that report contains. Preschool
teachers want to know how much they are valued by
the minister and how much she is prepared to pay them.
Committees of management made up of parent
volunteers want to know what the minister will do to
alleviate the burden of running preschools, of being
both employers and recipients of services for their
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children, but the minister remains silent. The budget
contains not one cent for preschools. That has been
noticed right across the state.

Thursday, 7 June 2001

to make savings on pens, papers, post-it notes and
floppy disks. That 1.5 per cent should be absorbed by
the department and not passed on to agencies like
Melba Support Services.

Mr Brumby interjected.
Mrs ELLIOTT — I am corrected by the Treasurer.
I should say that the inappropriate $4 million that came
from the profits of gaming has been converted into
recurrent funding. Other than that, there was not one
extra dollar for preschools — not one!
The other area that is under considerable pressure is
early intervention for children with disabilities. I know
that some honourable members on both sides of the
house have children with varying sorts of disabilities.
One of the greatest tragedies that can befall parents is to
have a child who is less than perfect.
In the case of nearly all children with some form of
disability early intervention is imperative. It gives them
the best chance to live as close as possible to a normal
life. There was some funding in the budget for early
intervention — $1 million — and although it sounds a
great deal it is going to deliver services to 322 children.
If you divide $1 million among 322 children they will
get the statewide average of $3000 each — and that
does not deliver too many services over a 52-week
year, sometimes only a couple of hours a week, which
is not sufficient to make a real difference.

No increase is predicted in the number of people in
institutions participating in appropriate day activities.
There has been no movement from last year’s budget.
The government predicts that 970 people eligible for
assessment for services will receive that assessment in
the coming year, compared with 739 last year, yet there
is no increase in funds.
I could go on and on, Madam Deputy Speaker, but I
realise that we are coming to the end of the time.
Suffice it to say that in the area of community services
the Council of Intellectual Disability Agencies said that
people with disabilities have a right to feel
short-changed by this year’s state budget.
The Community Welfare Association of Victoria
lamented the fact that there was no increase in foster
care allowances. Anglicare has expressed concern that
non-government sector workers appear to have
received little, if any, funds for the services it provides.
It is a general thumbs down in the community services
area for the Labor government’s budget.
I will move on very quickly to the arts. In the house
yesterday the Minister for the Arts referred to the
Kennett government’s edifice complex, yet at page 253
of the budget estimates this appears:

The greatest complaint in the letters I have received
relates not only to the funding gaps in the budget for
early intervention, but to the community cabinet that
occurred at Knox on 21 May. Parents and supporters of
children with cerebral palsy and autism went to that
cabinet in the hope of being able to speak to the
Minister for Community Services. They stood outside
with banners and placards. The minister asked her
driver to drive around the back so that she could slip in
a back door, unnoticed.

a Kennett government initiative —

What has made the most unfavourable impression on
the parents of those children is that the minister could
not face them and would not agree to talk to them about
their concerns. I say to the Minister for Community
Services, ‘You may run, Minister, but you can’t hide:
those parents will track you down and they will speak
to you about their concerns’.

And what a shambles Federation Square is! It is a
coalition government initiative, but it was not a
shambles when we began it. Page 253 also refers to the
Malthouse development — also a coalition government
initiative. Who has the edifice complex? It seems that
the Minister for the Arts has.

There is some money for disability services, but it is
hard to see exactly how much. I urge the Treasurer not
to force on non-government agencies that provide
services to people with intellectual disabilities the
1.5 per cent productivity saving that is being imposed
on all departments. It is unfair to expect agencies that
spend more than 80 per cent of their income on salaries

The coming year will see the opening of the Australian
Centre for the Moving Image —

and the Ian Potter Centre–National Gallery of Victoria —

a coalition government initiative —
Australian Art at Federation Square …

The money for the arts in the budget is largely
consumed by one of the minister’s pet projects, which
is the film industry, although I am not decrying that. If
we can get a viable film industry going in Victoria, all
power to the minister and to the Treasurer. However,
$31.6 million over four years towards industry
development and investment in film, television and new
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media production and $13.2 million to the Australian
Centre for the Moving Image at Federation Square
make up a large chunk of the budget allocation. The
only other initiative is $7 million for the major
performing arts centres as part of the Nugent inquiry.
There is nothing for the small and medium-sized
companies that always struggle. They would have liked
something in this budget, but they got nothing.
An announcement was made that there would be a
10-year plan for the arts to be developed and that
research would be completed into the relationship
between art and wellbeing. One would think that the
government might have done this sort of research and
developed its plan for the arts before coming into
office, not waited until 20 months down the track.
In closing I note the allocation of $10.3 million in
capital funding for the North Melbourne Meat Market,
a state-owned asset. The Minister for the Arts
promised, when she was in opposition, and has
promised since, that the meat market craft centre would
reopen for the public. I called the centre the other day: it
is not open to the public. So $10.3 million sounds like a
lot of money for something that exists, but for what
purpose I am not sure.
This government saw fit to provide $6.1 million for a
space technology centre at a suburban secondary
college. I am not sure about the merits of that. When
there are children who cannot walk, children who
cannot speak, children who cannot eat, children who
cannot bathe themselves and children who cannot toilet
themselves and they need funding, one does have to
wonder where the priorities of this government lie.
In all the glowing speeches that come from the
government about the budget, the message I am getting,
particularly from the community services sector and my
electorate of Mooroolbark, is that it is not a great
budget at all.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms BEATTIE
(Tullamarine).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to House Contracts
Guarantee (HIH) Bill.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development).
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ADJOURNMENT
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Royal Victorian Institute for the Blind
Mr VOGELS (Warrnambool) — Almost 10 weeks
has elapsed since I wrote to the Minister for
Community Services requesting her intervention in the
decision of the Royal Victorian Institute for the Blind
(RVIB) to close its Warrnambool-based regional office.
To date, not even an acknowledgment has been
received from the minister’s office. A petition was also
tabled in the house on 2 May seeking intervention by
the government and the minister to prevent this closure
and requesting a continuation of present services. No
acknowledgment has been received to date.
I now ask the minister what action she has taken to
ensure continuity of services for these very vulnerable
people. The RVIB has not only neglected its
responsibilities but reneged on its promise that all its
services will continue to be provided. It is not good
enough for the minister to respond by saying that the
RVIB is a statutory authority and therefore the
government cannot get involved. The state government
puts in many millions of dollars to the RVIB budget.
This year RVIB funding went down, and because of an
increase in Workcover premiums the institute has had
to cut costs. It seems that south-western Victoria has
been chosen to bear the brunt of those cuts.
Letters went out and people were told that the office in
Warrnambool would close on 30 June — which is odd,
because the office had already closed at the end of
April. Prior to the closure of the Warrnambool office
the institute told the media and RVIB clients there
would be continuity of service, but that has failed to
materialise. I am very disturbed to learn that the RVIB
has made no contact with clients within the region as
promised to reassure them and to advise them of where
to go now. When they ring up head office in Melbourne
they get the usual responses such as, ‘Which office do
you want?’, ‘Hold the line’ and so on. It is absolutely
hopeless.
None of the RVIB clients I have spoken to has received
any correspondence from the institute explaining the
reasons for the closure or how to access services in the
future. RVIB clients have reported to me that they are
feeling abandoned, mostly due to a lack of
communication and lack of support. It has obviously
been handled extremely badly by the RVIB, which had
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promised to do so much more. I ask the minister to
intervene.

Winery Walkabout
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I advise the
Minister for Major Projects and Tourism and all
honourable members that the Winery Walkabout will
be conducted in north-east Victoria over the Queen’s
Birthday long weekend. The Winery Walkabout is
based around the Rutherglen wineries and wineries in
the surrounding areas. Thousands of wine lovers will
travel to north-eastern Victoria and tour the wineries,
tasting the various great wines produced in the
north-east of the state, particularly around the
Rutherglen area. They will enjoy the fine food and
entertainment provided by those magnificent wineries.
Activities will include the Rutherglen Country Fair,
which is conducted on the closed main street of
Rutherglen on the Sunday. Over 300 stalls will be on
the go in the main street, providing all sorts of foods,
crafts and other goods for sale. There is also a great
range of entertainment.
Included in the list of entertainments is the celebrity
grape tread. Over the past two years I have invited two
other members of Parliament to join in the celebrity
grape tread, and this time the Minister for Sport and
Recreation has agreed to join me. It will be a David and
Goliath-sized job to beat him, of course, but I will be
working hard to do so. I encourage any honourable
members who have a free weekend to come up to
north-eastern Victoria, visit Rutherglen and the
wineries, and take part in the country fair.
I direct the minister’s attention to the fact that the
country fair, an integral part of the Winery
Walkabout — which has won the Victorian tourism
award on three occasions and the Australian award
three times, too — is a major event. However, the
volunteers who operate the country fair are concerned
about increases in operating costs. Last year their public
liability cover, for example, was $1700. This year they
have a bill for $6278. The organising committee simply
cannot afford that because the increase is too massive.
Any profits they make by charging stallholders and by
running other functions and activities on the day go to
charity or to community projects around the area.
The minister should consider funding the Winery
Walkabout to ensure that it maintains its position as the
premier wine tourism event and wine festival in
Victoria. I ask the minister to see what he can do to
assist the organising committee of the country fair in
particular in view of its hugely increased public liability
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insurance premiums, perhaps by supporting it in the
event that there is a claim against it. I hope he can also
provide some information and assistance on that
request, as well as assistance for the Winery Walkabout
generally, so that it will be a great weekend for all.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Rail: Montmorency station
Mr PHILLIPS (Eltham) — The matter I raise is for
the Minister for Transport and refers to a letter I
received from a constituent on the problem of illegal
parking at Montmorency railway station.
Although I have received an acknowledgment from the
minister, my constituent, Ms Pauline Venn, has raised
the problem. She received a letter from Connex which
suggested that in August 2000 its authority to deal with
car parking offences under the Road Safety Act was
withdrawn by the government. The letter goes on to
state that although Connex has been negotiating for
some time to have the authority reinstated under the act,
it is a long and drawn-out process that cannot be
resolved quickly.
I would like the minister to look into this as a matter of
urgency. It means that people can park illegally and
block other cars at railway stations and neither Connex
nor anyone else has the authority to book the drivers.
The situation is totally unsatisfactory and creates a
safety problem. I ask the minister to look into it and
advise me accordingly. If negotiations are pending, I
ask that he expedite them so the matter can be resolved
as quickly as possible.

Refinery Pier, Geelong: oil spill
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — Through the Minister
for State and Regional Development I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Ports in another place.
The issue I raise relates to an oil spill that occurred at
Shell’s Refinery Pier on 23 May. For the information of
the house, on 23 May approximately 600 litres of crude
oil spilt from a vessel berthed at Refinery Pier in
Geelong.
The action I seek from the minister is that he investigate
the possibility that Shell provide permanent booming
around all oil tankers using its facility at Corio Bay. On
many other oil refinery piers throughout Australia,
including BP’s pier at Western Port, oil companies
provide permanent booming around their oil-carrying
vessels. The permanent booming ensures that where an
oil spill occurs from a berthed oil tanker the oil is
corralled within the boom. As I said, BP provides
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permanent booming at Western Port around all its
visiting tankers. I commend BP for its proactive
approach to oil spill control. That action at
Western Port at least minimises the risk to the marine
and shore environments there.
Nearly 200 oil tankers visit the Shell refinery on
Corio Bay throughout a year. That is essentially
400 movements — 200 in and 200 out. Each vessel
carries nearly 100 000 tonnes of oil-based product. In
total something like 7 million tonnes of oil and
petroleum is shipped through Geelong annually. A
major oil spill at the refinery would be an absolute
disaster for Corio Bay — an ecological disaster, a
financial disaster for many industries, including tourism
and the fishing industry, and a community disaster for
Geelong.
Not only do I ask the minister to take action on the
matter, but I call on the Shell refinery in Geelong to
implement a permanent booming system around all the
oil tankers that visit its berths on Corio Bay.

Marine parks: establishment
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The action I ask of
the Minister for Environment and Conservation is in the
finest traditions of the house. I ask the minister to lay on
the table of the library all ministerial and departmental
files relating to the implementation of the Environment
Conservation Council’s final report on its marine,
coastal and estuarine investigation. In particular, I ask
for the files on the variation between the final report
and the bill. I also ask for files containing legal advice
and financial assessments of the possible liability of the
state arising from the creation of the parks.
If the files are too voluminous, and again in accordance
with the traditions of the house, honourable members
would be happy to examine them in a departmental
room under the same rules that apply to the tabling of
documents in the library.
The minister is asking the opposition to support the bill
while having politicised the process by bringing in a
bill that alters a number of the major recommendations
of the Environment Conservation Council. The
government was elected on the basis of a charter saying
it would be transparent. As I look at, for instance,
clause 26 of the bill and other matters relating to the
liability of the state, it is clear that it is appropriate that
the advice of the Solicitor-General and the advice
relating to possible legal actions by other parties ought
to be made available to parliamentarians before they are
expected to debate the bill.
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That is so, too, in respect of Cape Howe and Ricketts
Point, where the local government body is in favour of
the implementation of the recommendations of the
Environment Conservation Council. It is important for
honourable members to know what submissions,
assessments, meetings and delegations were made.
The tradition of the house has existed since the 1870s.
You will recall, Madam Acting Speaker, that it was
followed by previous Liberal and Labor governments,
and even by ministers during the course of this
government. I ask the minister to do that immediately
in order to promote transparency and informed debate
by honourable members and members of the
community.

Ambulance services: community officers
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I raise an issue for the
attention of the Minister for Health. On 11 May the
Ambulance Employees Association issued a bulletin
supporting its current enterprise bargaining claim. In
the bulletin the position of community ambulance
officers and their valuable work to the community was
denigrated in a despicable way. The bulletin states:
RAV insist on calling people, who do not have an ambulance
officer qualification, ‘ambulance officer’ and parade these
well-intentioned people in unsuspecting communities in
ambulance uniform.

The union says they should be called ‘community
officers’, ‘ambulance community officers’ or
‘community first responders’ and should not look like
counterfeit ambulance paramedics. The bulletin states:
They should not be used as scabs to undermine ambulance
paramedics or their award.

I call upon the Minister for Health to acknowledge the
work that community ambulance officers do and not to
downgrade their positions. It is timely to acknowledge
what these people do in our communities. From
Manangatang to Rainbow, Hopetoun to Patchewollock,
Ouyen to Murrayville and across the border in New
South Wales at Wentworth, community ambulance
officers are working in harmony and cooperatively with
their full-time paramedic colleagues and are providing
24-hour ambulance service through 12 months of the
year to their respective communities. They are on call
for no financial benefit.
These people are on their tractors or feeding their
children one minute and the next minute responding to
potentially acute road trauma or similar activities. Their
communities respect them and appreciate their efforts.
They are not scabs or counterfeit ambulance
paramedics, nor are they — —
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Mr SAVAGE — Nor are they paraded in
unsuspecting communities as well-intentioned people
in ambulance uniform.

submission to the relevant funding program was
charged for at $88 per hour plus a 10 per cent success
fee.

In 1954 people in Murrayville purchased their own
ambulance and recently raised $15 000 for a
defibrillator, which they are authorised to use. They are
trained to the level below an acute lifesaving course,
and they have the ability to administer certain drugs.
Perhaps I should have clarified what the training is.

The letter went on to say that an initial investigation of
the relevant programs available at the federal, state and
local government levels and the preparation of the
report generally takes between 5 and 10 hours. The
letter said that more complex reports take between 10
and 20 hours, and all are charged at a flat hourly rate of
$88. Once that initial report has been received clients
can request a relevant submission. Red Tape Busters
will prepare that for the client, and they say that it
generally takes around 10 hours to prepare a robust
submission, all at $88 per hour.

At Wentworth they have raised $250 000 out of the
money they get as serving community ambulance
officers and put it towards the cost of building their new
station. These people deserve recognition and should
not be denigrated in the way the union has chosen to
do. Without these community ambulance officers we
would be — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Red Tape Busters Pty Ltd
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) — I direct to the
attention of the Minister for State and Regional
Development a matter for investigation by the Minister
for Consumer Affairs. It relates to a matter brought to
my attention on Monday this week when, as part of my
regular constituent day in my electorate, I had a visit
from a husband and wife who own a small business run
by only the two of them. It is a transport company.
They came to me to see what assistance could be
sought from the state government for their business.
The reason they had come to my office was because a
few months ago on A Current Affair they had seen a
story about a company called Red Tape Busters Pty
Ltd. I ask the minister to investigate this company. The
program reported that the company investigated state,
federal and local government for advice that was
available for small businesses from the three levels of
government. A Current Affair showed a number of
success stories.
This couple were interested in getting assistance for
their small business and left a message on an answering
machine on a number in Queensland. They received a
letter which told them that, for initial work to be
undertaken, the company could assist them in liaising
and negotiating with governments at all levels,
undertaking research, preparing relevant documentation
and liaising with close media contacts. Those four tasks
alone were charged for at $88 per hour. The company
also offered assistance in providing specialist assistance
in developing business plans at a fee of $66 per hour.
Preparing all relevant documentation with regard to the

The letter then says that if clients are successful and the
small business gets funding, the company will require
the payment of a 10 per cent success fee. The letter also
says that the company’s service offers great value for
money.
If my constituents had taken up this wonderful offer
they would be out of pocket by at least around $1700
for work that might not be successful. I am pleased to
note that my constituents decided that their first course
of action was to come and see their local member rather
than shelling out the money.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Sandringham: cliff erosion
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Environment
and Conservation. The relationship between Port
Phillip Bay and the various organisations that conduct
activities around it is an important one. Also important
is the relationship between the government and local
communities where there is a level of combined work
and synergy regarding a range of practices that are
undertaken.
The specific matter I raise with the minister is to ask her
to ascertain the current level of progress of a request for
government funding and remedial works that are to be
undertaken near the base of Masefield Avenue,
Sandringham, north of the Red Bluff area and in front
of the Red Bluff Hotel.
Over the past six months or so there has been extensive
undercutting of the cliff base. It is a matter that the
minister is aware of and has responded to on previous
occasions. I understand that some geological evaluation
was undertaken to ascertain what works would be
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appropriate to make sure that there were no further
significant cliff collapses in that specific area.
However, as a consequence of that work being
undertaken there has not been any communication
between the government and, in turn, by the local
council to the president of the Bayside Ratepayers
Association, Mr Chris Carroll, who has taken a strong
and diligent interest in this matter. This is where the
relationship between government, local government
and the local community is important so that people can
be kept informed and apprised of progress that has been
made. In that case a stitch in time may have saved nine.
In this case it may have saved $900 000 or so. I ask the
minister if she could advise the house of current
progress.

Roads: cattle underpasses
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I refer the Minister
for State and Regional Development to the
government’s $4 million program, which is being run
in cooperation with the Victorian Farmers Federation,
to assist dairy farmers to construct cattle underpasses.
During the seven dark years of the Kennett government
dairy farmers were given absolutely no assistance on
the issue of moving their cattle from one side of a road
to another.
Dairy farming is a major industry in my electorate. The
increasing trend to larger farms with properties on
either side of the road is causing difficulties, especially
when drivers from the city who are not used to country
roads come charging around a corner without being
aware that cattle may be crossing because they have not
taken notice of the ‘Cattle crossing’ signs. As a result
farmers have had to face the threat of their cattle being
injured — not to mention the injuries suffered by those
who run into the cattle.
During the last election campaign it was a great
pleasure for me as the Labor candidate to outline the
Labor Party’s commitment to funding cattle
underpasses. During the election campaign the now
Minister for State and Regional Development
announced in my electorate the Labor Party’s
commitment of $4 million towards their construction.
That commitment has certainly been warmly welcomed
by the rural community. It can be contrasted with the
years of Kennett government neglect of rural Victoria,
when dairy farmers were completely and utterly
abandoned by a city-centric government that was not
interested in looking after them, even though they are
the lifeblood of my community.

1847

As someone who worked in the dairy industry for
10 years I know how important the dairy industry is to
West Gippsland.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member has 1 minute. He must ask for
action.
Mr MAXFIELD — The comments from the
opposition clearly demonstrate their disregard for those
fine members of my community.
Given the importance of this program to the dairy
industry, will the minister confirm whether the
government will consider extending this great program
if the demand is there?

Caulfield Junior College
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Education. On
17 August last year I raised a matter relating to the
Caulfield Junior College. As I said at that time, this
multicampus college was formed in 1998 with the
merger of Caulfield North Primary School and
Caulfield Primary School in Caulfield South. In
February last year the school council announced plans
to merge the two campuses at Balaclava Road. This
initiated a vigorous campaign from parents to keep the
Glenhuntly Road campus open. In fact, a lot of division
had resulted in the community. Back in August I asked
the minister to take appropriate action, consider the
issue, come to a conclusion and inform parents. She
told me at the time that a working party had been set up
to examine the issue; that it would be reporting back to
her the very next week; and that she hoped there would
be some resolution. In fact, there has been no
resolution.
I believe the minister has not only misled this house
about the action she was contemplating, she also misled
the local community. Since August last year all that has
happened is that she has received the task force’s
report, which was all very good. The parents then put a
recommendation to the minister — but what did she
do? She called for yet another investigation, which was
to take place in the first term of this year. Now that that
investigation has been completed, a new draft report
has been produced — and now we are into another
process, which is responding to this draft report.
I am told that even though parents from the Caulfield
South campus have banded together, the response they
have prepared says that this report should not be
considered on its own. I ask the minister whether, if I
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make this report available, she will consider it as part of
her deliberations.

Disability services: volunteers
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I raise for the attention of the
Minister for Community Services — particularly as this
is the International Year of Volunteers — the needs of
volunteers who work in disability services. I especially
refer to those people in self-help groups, who have big
commitments and whose needs are often not taken into
account. I ask the minister to consider funding for those
small self-help groups, which usually get assistance
only for administrative work and back-up type services.
The volunteers at the Keilor centre, who meet regularly,
should be looked after because they have done a
tremendous job in developing that service and assisting
people to live in their own accommodation wherever
possible. They also educate the parents, who are often
scared to allow their children to live independently.
These groups teach independent living skills, including
how to use public transport, how to go shopping and
even how to purchase clothing and so on.
The people associated with the Sunshine House of
Happiness are getting a bit older. The parents need to
be helped, and the skills their children require have to
be developed and fostered. Self-help groups such as this
have fewer opportunities for fundraising these days, so
they would benefit greatly from some government
support.

Roads: Winchelsea crossing
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I call on the Minister
for Transport to take action to install a pedestrian
crossing in Winchelsea to link Winchelsea’s hospital,
aged care facilities and schools with the commercial
centre of the town. At present the residents of the aged
care facilities and schoolchildren have to negotiate
often perilous road conditions in crossing the dual
highway to get to the shopping centre. I call on the
minister to take action to assist the people of
Winchelsea, including the elderly and schoolchildren,
who have to cross this dangerous section of road by
installing traffic lights or a safe pedestrian crossing.
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compensation and give an apology. I ask the Premier to
investigate whether the Minister assisting the Premier
on Multicultural Affairs was instrumental in the
Macedonian Teachers Association coming to an
agreement to ensure peace and harmony in our
community!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Responses
Mr Brumby — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, the honourable member for Murray Valley
raised a matter regarding tourism to which, obviously,
the Minister for Major Projects and Tourism wishes to
respond. The honourable member for Bulleen raised a
question for the Premier in the Premier’s capacity as
Minister for Multicultural Affairs. The Minister for
Major Projects and Tourism is also the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs, so rather
than my taking that matter as the minister at the table, it
is obviously more appropriate for the minister to
answer the honourable member for Bulleen.
Mr McArthur — On the point of order, Deputy
Speaker, that would be entirely inappropriate, because
the action the honourable member for Bulleen
requested was that the Premier investigate whether this
minister was up to his neck in it!
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Deputy Speaker,
matters have been raised for the Minister for
Environment and Conservation. As you are aware, this
afternoon she was meant to enter into the committee
stage of the debate, but the minister was not able to be
found during the course of the afternoon. I think both
the public and Parliament would be intrigued to know
where the minister is, and you should call upon her to
answer the matters that were raised with her.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Doncaster is raising another
point of order and I have not yet ruled on the first point
of order. The Chair cannot direct the ministers at the
table on responding to matters. If the Minister assisting
the Minister for Multicultural Affairs wishes to respond
to the honourable member for Bulleen, he can do so.

Macedonian language
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I ask the Premier to
investigate whether the Minister assisting the Premier
on Multicultural Affairs instructed an officer from the
Department of Premier and Cabinet to negotiate with
the Macedonian Teachers Association to come up with
a deal whereby the government would withdraw the
term ‘Macedonian Slavonic’ but would have to pay

If the honourable member for Doncaster wishes to raise
another point of order, he can do so now.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for Major
Projects and Tourism) — I thank the honourable
member for Murray Valley for raising this matter and
his courtesy in coming to see me and having a bit of a
chat about it. In his contribution to the budget debate
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yesterday the honourable member also referred to the
fantastic tourism opportunities in the north-east region,
and he is absolutely right.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — He has done the right
thing; he has come and spoken and wants an answer.
The honourable member referred to the great events in
the region. Obviously the government has increased
funding for regional events across Victoria; we have
dedicated an extra half a million dollars a year. Let us
not forget that when we came to government the
funding was $75 000 a year. We funded small events
and big events — the biggest being the Wangaratta jazz
festival, which is in the honourable member’s electorate
and which receives ongoing support from Tourism
Victoria.
I can advise the honourable member that, it having been
designated a hallmark event, about $10 000 was spent
last year advertising the festival in Canberra and
southern New South Wales. Negotiations are going on
with festival organisers at the moment about how the
government can further help it financially. Once an
event is designated a hallmark event, it gets financial
support to market the event. It also gets what is called
the ‘free spend’ from Tourism Victoria. A hallmark
events brochure goes to the whole industry and travel
agencies, so events get promoted quite a lot. There are
not many hallmark events, especially in regional
Victoria, but the jazz festival at Wangaratta is one of
them.
The government is putting a lot of money into regional
events and encouraging local community organisations
that are running events in regional Victoria to apply
because resources are available. They should apply
either through the Country Victoria Tourism Council
for the minor regional events program or Tourism
Victoria for separate or additional support. Events
funded in the region include the 2001 Albury Wodonga
Festival of Sport, the 2000 Albury Wodonga Food and
Wine Festival, the Beechworth Harvest Celebration, the
Historical Town Festival and the Golden Horseshoe
Festival. Other events in the region include the
Yackandandah Folk Festival.
Great events are happening on the Queen’s Birthday
long weekend in Rutherglen, including the Rutherglen
Winery Walkabout — which the Minister for Sport and
Recreation will be attending — and the Rutherglen
Country Fair. They are Rutherglen’s two big events,
although many other good local events will also be held
there. Many events are taking place across regional
Victoria on the long weekend.
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I encourage event organisers and the local member to
think about how they can apply for funding to access
some of the money, because my department is always
keen to hear from them. There are three funding rounds
in February, June and October each year for the minor
events program. I have been surprised that sometimes
the money allocated for those periods is not expended
because event organisers have not applied for it.
Resources are available, and I encourage organisers to
apply.
The other issue raised by the honourable member for
Murray Valley — he raised a couple of points — was
in relation to the insurance of events. Public liability
insurance has gone up for many events, including
tourism events, local events and sporting events. The
HIH Insurance Group was a public liability insurer, and
I am concerned about the effects of its collapse on
events across Victoria. Obviously it will affect
Australia as well, as one insurer is no longer in the
marketplace.
It is not only the Rutherglen Country Fair that is having
its premiums increased. Other events, including
council-organised ones, are also having their premiums
increased. The advice I have from Tourism Victoria is
that if events are auspiced by councils or on council
property, it may be possible, depending on the type of
public liability insurance the councils have, for them to
be included in the councils’ insurance policies.
I encourage the honourable member to contact his local
council to see if the event can be included as part of the
council’s existing public liability cover. Most local
events are included as part of the cover, but because of
the arrangements some events have, they may not
necessarily have been so included. I am happy to talk
further with the honourable member for Murray Valley.
The honourable member for Bulleen, in his usual way,
asked the Premier to ask me as the Minister assisting
the Premier on Multicultural Affairs what I might have
done in relation to some issues with the Macedonian
Teachers Association.
Mr Kotsiras — On a point of order, Madam Deputy
Speaker, I asked for the Premier to investigate the
minister, not to speak to him.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! There is no
point of order.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — We take a
whole-of-government view in multicultural affairs and
we are serious about it. I recall that not long ago the
Premier, as Minister for Multicultural Affairs, replied to
the honourable member’s question on notice. The fact
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is the honourable member has come in here with
opposition conspiracy theories. He was told in the
Premier’s reply that no payments had been made to the
Macedonian Teachers Association. There were no
deals. There was a case at the Human Rights and Equal
Opportunity Commission, which is administered by the
federal government, and the fact is the government lost
the case. The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission decided to withdraw the directive, and the
government is duty bound to do that.
The honourable member wants to play politics on this
issue. That is the way he handles these issues. He wants
to divide communities, but what he does not want to do
is say that this thing was set up. The government
carried it through to its logical conclusion, went to the
High Court and got referred to the Human Rights and
Equal Opportunity Commission. The umpire made a
decision, and that is what the honourable member does
not like.
Publications put out by the former government refer to
the Macedonian community. Does he want to make an
issue about that? No! In the recent debate on the Racial
and Religious Tolerance Bill two opposition members
referred to the Macedonian community, not the
Macedonian Slavonic community or the Slav
Macedonian community. Honourable members
opposite want to criticise the government, which has
accepted the umpire’s decision, and they use
terminology that they publicly say they reject. They are
a bunch of hypocrites, and they should stop playing
politics. The umpire has made his decision, and that is
the way it is.
Mr BRUMBY (State and Regional
Development) — The honourable member for
Warrnambool raised the important issue of Royal
Victorian Institute for the Blind services that previously
existed in Warrnambool and are no longer provided,
and he gave me some background information. He
raised concerns that the former RVIB office in
Warrnambool closed some 10 weeks ago and that, as a
consequence, some 280 people throughout the area who
have vision disabilities are no longer receiving the level
of service they previously received.
I listened carefully to the contribution of the honourable
member. I am sure all members of the house want to
see proper services maintained for people in country
Victoria, wherever they live. I do not know the
background to the situation or the reasons for it, but I
assure the honourable member that I will refer the
matter to the Minister for Community Services. I
understand the honourable member wrote some
10 weeks ago; I will refer the matter on and ask
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whether there are any options available to assist in
restoring services to their previous level.
The honourable member for Eltham raised a matter
regarding illegal parking at Montmorency railway
station. He said he had received a letter from Connex
about the problem and asked that I convey the matter to
the Minister for Transport. I will do that.
The honourable member for Geelong raised for the
Minister for Ports in another place an oil spill at the port
of Geelong on 3 May, when some 600 litres were spilt.
He asked whether the government would look at
putting in place regulations for permanent booming
around refinery and oil transfers and alluded to some
examples where this exists. I know the honourable
member is a strong supporter of the port and of the
importance of a good environment. I will ensure that
the matter is referred to the minister for her
consideration.
The honourable member for Doncaster raised the report
of the Environment Conservation Council on marine
areas, estuaries, coasts and parks, and asked whether
the minister would consider laying all the files from that
report, including the files on variations, legal advice
and various other matters, on the table in the
parliamentary library. I will refer the matter to the
minister for her consideration. Obviously in the past
there have been occasions where files have been made
available. There have also been many occasions on
which files have not been made available, and
obviously the minister will take that into account.
The honourable member for Mildura raised the issue of
community ambulance officers and spoke strongly in
support of the services they provide. He asked for his
comments to be conveyed to the Minister for Health. I
will ensure they are conveyed to the minister.
The honourable member for Bendigo East raised an
interesting question about a small business comprising
a husband and wife team in her electorate who saw a
show on television and were considering seeking
assistance from a Queensland registered company
called Red Tape Busters Pty Ltd. That company
provides advice on getting assistance on small business
matters from government at a cost of $88 an hour. I
advise businesses in Bendigo or Bendigo East, whether
they are large businesses, small businesses or a
medium-sized businesses, that the government’s office,
Small Business Victoria, is located in Bendigo. The
Bracks government has expanded the range of advisory
services available to businesses. In addition, the
Minister for Small Business has put in place a new
program called Showcasing Small Business.
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The point of what I am saying is that there are more
services available to support small business in Victoria
than there have been previously. If for any reason a
particular business wants even more assistance than is
available through normal channels, it should feel free to
approach the honourable member for Bendigo East,
who is an outstanding member of Parliament, and her
staff about any other support or assistance that may be
available.

Infrastructure Development Fund (RIDF) and the cattle
underpass and overpass program. He asked me to
consider additional funding for the program. The
government has committed $4 million through the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund for this
program. It has been an outstanding success. When I
say that, I am quoting from a press release issued on
7 May by the Victorian Farmers Federation, which
describes the initiative as an outstanding success.

The honourable member for Sandringham raised a
matter concerning the cliffs off Masefield Avenue in
Sandringham near the Red Bluff Hotel and asked about
funding and support arrangements. If my memory is
correct, some additional funds were made available in
the budget for coastal safety works — a generic
description. I will ensure the minister is aware of the
comments made by the honourable member for
Sandringham. He raised a particular objection to the
level of safety, and I will ensure the minister is made
aware of it. Obviously, the government is keen to give a
high priority to cliff safety.

I say with some pride that it has been highly successful
and popular with farmers. To date — I know the
honourable member for Monbulk is interested in this
issue as well — 215 applications for cattle underpasses
have been submitted to the Victorian Farmers
Federation, which administers the scheme on behalf of
the government; 190 applications have been approved;
and as at 31 May more than $900 000 had been paid
from the RIDF to 45 farmers for completed
underpasses.

The honourable member for Caulfield raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Education
concerning Caulfield Junior College. There is a report
by the department and a subsequent report prepared by
a working party of the Caulfield South campus. The
honourable member has provided me with a copy of
that report entitled ‘Review of the draft report re future
directions of Caulfield Junior College’ and asked me to
ensure that it is conveyed to the Minister for Education
together with a copy of today’s Hansard. Obviously,
she will respond to the honourable member at the
earliest opportunity.
The honourable member for Keilor raised the issue of
volunteers working in disability services, particularly in
some of the small self-help groups. This is the
International Year of Volunteers, and we are all
mindful of the wonderful contributions that volunteers
make in our community, particularly in some of the
smaller self-help groups. I will convey the comments of
the honourable member to the Minister for Community
Services.
The honourable member for Polwarth raised a matter
relating to the pedestrian crossing in Winchelsea and
the concerns he has for older members of the
community using the crossing and the safety
arrangements in place. I will refer that matter to the
Minister for Transport for his consideration.
The honourable member for Narracan raised a matter
with me, in my capacity as Minister for State and
Regional Development, concerning the Regional

In the regional breakdown of payments made to dairy
farmers for underpasses — the honourable member for
Narracan raised this issue — in Gippsland there have
been 21 payments; in the western region there have
been 6 payments; in the north-eastern region there have
been 2; and in the south-western region there have been
15, which is a total of 45 payments. Farmers in regional
areas right across the state are getting the benefit of this
program, whether it be in Allansford in the south-west
or Poowong in South Gippsland.
The honourable member for Narracan asked me
whether the government would consider additional
funding, and I have also had a query from the Victorian
Farmers Federation about whether it should submit a
new application for an extension of the program. The
honourable member for Narracan in particular is
enthusiastic about the program because, as he said, it
was launched in his electorate prior to the last election.
I understand the VFF is in the process of preparing an
RIDF application for an extension to this program as
the $4 million is already fully committed, although it
will not all be spent this year. There have been no
programs of this type in the past, so there is a huge
backlog. However, it is a great program for farmers and
for rural communities, and it is creating a huge number
of jobs in the construction industry across country
Victoria.
I advise the house and the honourable member for
Narracan that if the VFF submits that application, it will
be considered by the RIDF interdepartmental
committee, which will then make a recommendation to
me on the project and I will closely examine the matter.
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I believe it has been a very successful program, and if
there is capacity within the RIDF budget and if the
committee recommends an extension to the program, I
will be inclined to look favourably upon it.
Mr McArthur — On a point of order, Madam
Deputy Speaker, I refer you to your ruling earlier in the
adjournment debate on the point of order raised by the
Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs,
the minister for tourism, and I refer you to Rulings from
the Chair — 1920–2000 and in particular to the last
item on page 13, which is a ruling that states:
Which ministers may reply. Either the minister at the table or
the minister to whom the issue was addressed may reply. It is
not open to another minister to reply.

That is a ruling given by a particularly distinguished
Deputy Speaker who I believe was named Maddigan.
Madam Deputy Speaker, in the light of that ruling, I ask
you to reconsider the advice you gave the house earlier
and to consider requesting the Treasurer to take this
matter up and refer it to the minister to whom it was
directed — in other words, the Premier — because on
your own earlier ruling, Madam Deputy Speaker, the
relevant minister was not able to reply.
Mr Brumby — On the point of order, Madam
Deputy Speaker, I would have thought the matter is
settled because the point of order was raised earlier, you
ruled on it, and the minister assisting has already
responded.
The shadow minister raised the point of order.
However, there is a particular circumstance in which a
portfolio has a minister assisting, and in the case of this
adjournment matter, although the Premier is the
Minister for Multicultural Affairs, he has a minister
assisting on multicultural affairs. Obviously the Premier
is not here, as he is at the Council of Australian
Governments meeting, and the Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs was actually in the
chamber and was happy to respond to the question.
While I understand there has been a general ruling
about these things, it would seem to me to be nonsense
to suggest that in an arrangement where you have a
minister and a minister assisting, if the minister
assisting is present and the minister is not, the minister
assisting cannot respond to a matter raised with the
minister. I simply make that point.
Mrs Shardey — On the point of order, Madam
Deputy Speaker, I ask that you abide by the ruling you
made previously, and not your ruling today. I suggest
you stick with your earlier ruling on this type of issue,
because the minister was being asked to investigate the
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very minister who came into the house and wanted to
answer the question. It begs the question and makes
little sense from that point of view. I think your earlier
ruling on this issue is appropriate, and I request that you
ask the minister at the table to refer the matter to the
Premier for him to do what has been asked by the
honourable member for Bulleen — that is, investigate
the matter relating to the minister assisting him in that
portfolio.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I will not hear
further on the point of order. I allowed the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs to
respond because he has a ministerial responsibility in
that area, which was not the case in the previous
situation. However, I accept that because the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs was the
subject of the request it would be appropriate for the
Premier to investigate the matter. I shall ask the Premier
to investigate the matters raised by the honourable
member for Bulleen.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 6.56 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 5 June 2001
Police and Emergency Services: Torquay station
293. MR PATERSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services — what —
(a) is the Government’s timetable for the establishment of a new police station in Torquay; and (b) hours of
operation are planned for the station.
ANSWER:
The Government is committed to upgrading police facilities along the surf coast; Lorne proudly boasts a new
collocated police and emergency services facility and construction of a new 24 hour police station in Ocean Grove
serving the surf coast and the Bellarine community will commence construction early in 2002.
The Torquay police station was built in 1960 and is currently a 16-hour station. While recent fit out and computer
upgrades have improved the police station, the Victoria Police assessment of operational priority for the facility
proposes that its replacement and upgrade to a 24 hour facility ideally occur within the next 5 years. This timeframe
will need to recognise the availability of funding for upgrade of Police station assets and the competing demand of
other capital projects across Government
The Government has to date made a substantive investment in police facilities and will also investigate possible
opportunities for collocation of police and other emergency services in the area.

Premier: racial and religious tolerance bill
301. MR KOTSIRAS — To ask the Honourable the Premier with reference to submissions regarding the
Government’s Discussion Paper and draft model Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill — (a) what was the
total number of submissions, letters and emails received; (b) what proportion supported the model bill;
(c) what proportion opposed the bill; and (d) what proportion sought amendment of the bill in order to give it
support.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs received in excess of 5000 written submissions.
To provide an answer as to what proportion supported the model bill, what proportion opposed the bill and what
proportion indicated support only if the proposed bill was amended, would require an inordinate amount of time
and resources that are not available.

Police and Emergency Services: full-time police
329. MR WELLS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services — what was the
effective number of full time police employed at — (a) 31 July 1999; (b) 31 August 1999; (c) 30 September
1999; and (d) 20 October 1999.
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ANSWER:
The full time equivalent number of sworn police employed at the specified times are shown below. No data is
available for the date of 20 October 1999, however data from the nearest date for which data is available, which is
25 October 1999, is included.
31 July 1999
31 August1999
30 September 1999
25 October 1999

9,312
9,314
9,306
9,286

Police and Emergency Services: Sandringham police station
335. MR THOMPSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services with
reference to the Sandringham Police Station — what are the number of — (a) authorised police officers;
(b) actual police officers; and (c) probationary constables at — (i) 1 February 1999; (ii) 30 June 1999;
(iii) 20 October 1999; (iv) 1 February 2000; (v) 30 June 2000; and (vi) 1 February 2001.
ANSWER:
Where possible the following data is for the dates specified. Where that data was not available, data for the nearest
date for which data is available is included.
Authorised

Actual

Probationary Cons.

25 January 1999
(nearest to 1 Feb 99)

32

29

5

30 June 1999

32

29

0

20 October 1999

32

28

0

7 February 2000
(nearest to 1 Feb 00)

32

29

2

30 June 2000

32

31

7

29 January 2001
(nearest to 1 Feb 01)

32

37

10

Notes: 1. In line with police methodology, actual police numbers include Probationary Constables as they are fully
operational at graduation and hence considered to be part of authorised strength. The listing of Probationary
Constables is shown to indicate how many of the actual number they comprise. For example in the first date there
are 29 members at Sandringham of whom 5 are Probationary Constables.
2. The number of approved police officers remained static throughout the period covered by the specified dates.
However as a result of the implementation of the Statewide Management Model and the Minimum Service
Delivery Standards the Assistant Commissioner (General Policing) has recently increased the number of authorised
police officers at Sandringham Police Station to 38.

Health: Sandringham hospital treatment numbers
341. MR THOMPSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Health how many patients were treated at the
Sandringham Hospital for — (a) Accident and Emergency; (b) Obstetrics; and (c) Orthopaedic Surgery for
the time frames — (i) 21 April 1999–20 October 1999; (ii) 21 October 1999–20 April 2000; (iii) 21 April
2000–20 October 2000; and (iv) 21 October 2000–20 April 2001.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 5 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

1855

ANSWER:
Accident & Emergency Separations at Sandringham Hospital
TREATED
21 April 1999 to 20 October 1999
21 October 1999 to 20 April 1999
21 April 2000 to 20 October 2000
21 October 2000 to 20 April 2001
Grand Total

Total
1380
2107
2067
2033
7587

Notes: Accident & Emergency Separations are all Road emergency, Industrial (work) emergency, Other emergency admissions.

Obstetrics Separations at Sandringham Hospital
TREATED
21 April 1999 to 20 October 1999
21 October 1999 to 20 April 1999
21 April 2000 to 20 October 2000
21 October 2000 to 20 April 2001
Grand Total

Total
417
594
545
452
2008

Note: All Obstetrics Separations are admission in the Obstetrics Specialty derived by Diagnosis related Groups (DRGs).

Orthopaedic Surgery Separations at Sandringham Hospital
TREATED
21 April 1999 to 20 October 1999
21 October 1999 to 20 April 1999
21 April 2000 to 20 October 2000
21 October 2000 to 20 April 2001
Grand Total

Total
314
419
421
376
1530

Note: All Orthopaedic Surgery Separations are Surgical type admissions in the Orthopaedic Specialty derived by Diagnosis related Groups
(DRGs).

Notes:
Data for 21 October 2000 to 20 April 2001 period is provisional.
All separations are admitted patients discharged in treatment periods requested.
Source: Victorian Admitted Episodes Dataset (VAED) 21 April 2001.

Environment and Conservation: beaches at risk
343. MR THOMPSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation with
reference to the Minister’s announcement in March regarding a $100,000 study to identify beaches at risk
around Port Phillip Bay — (a) what was the date of the announcement; (b) who was in attendance at the
announcement; and (c) what was the forum for the announcement.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The ‘Beaches at Risk’ consultancy was announced on 15 March 2001.
(b) Over 120 invited guests were in attendance including representatives of the Victorian Coastal Council,
Regional Coastal Boards, Government Agencies, Local Government, individuals and community groups.
(c) The forum for the announcement was the presentation of the Victorian Coastal Awards of Excellence 2001 by
the Victorian Coastal Council in conjunction with Coast Action/Coastcare held at the Melbourne Museum.

1856

ASSEMBLY

Tuesday, 5 June 2001

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Wednesday, 6 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

1857

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

Wednesday, 6 June 2001
Environment and Conservation: tree destruction
290. MR THOMPSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation with
reference to the ringbarking and poisoning of 100 trees, all estimated to be over 150 years old, in the
Cobboboonee State Forest reported in The Age of 17 March 2001 on page 14 —
1. Which Regional Office employed the officer who organised the destruction of the trees.
2. How many years of experience with the Department did the regional officer have.
3. What protocols were in place, at the time the ring-barking and poisoning occurred, to instruct regional
officers in relation to their responsibilities and in particular to the moratorium that was in place.
4. What changes in operational procedures have been implemented in — (a) the region; and (b) other
departmental offices since the incident to ensure that the incident is not repeated.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
1. The officer supervising the culling operation for Forestry Victoria is based in the Heywood office of the
Department.
2. The officer involved in instructing the crew in the culling operation has worked for the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment and its predecessors for 25 years.
3. Forest operations are guided by detailed forest harvesting prescriptions. In this case, the supervising officer
inadvertently adopted a set of prescriptions for the operation that applied to another Forest Management Area
(FMA). The operation was stopped immediately the supervising officer’s manager became aware of it.
4. All Forestry Victoria staff will be advised in writing of all changes to Government policy as they occur.
5. In addition, an annual briefing on the forest harvesting prescriptions will be established in the Portland FMA
and in all other FMAs to ensure staff are up-to-date with their contents and to provide a formal opportunity to
amend or modify the prescriptions, including any amendments required as a result of new Government
policies.

Health: Grace McKellar Centre
295(a).

MR PATERSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Health — what is the — (a) Government’s
timetable for the redevelopment of the Grace McKellar Centre in Geelong; and (b) extent of the financial
contribution required from Barwon Health for the project.

ANSWER:
The question falls within the portfolio responsibility of my colleague, the Hon Bronwyn Pike, Minister for Housing
and Aged Care who has answered this question previously.
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Police and Emergency Services: Beach Road traffic volume
342. MR THOMPSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services with
reference to the cities of Bayside and Kingston — what are the — (a) dates when the Traffic Operations
Group monitored traffic on Beach Road with radar and speed detection devices; and (b) number and dates of
the speed infringements recorded for traffic on Beach Road from 1997 to 2001.
ANSWER:
(a) The Traffic and Operations Support Department of Victoria Police has advised that it has speed cameras on a
continual roster in Beach Road.
(b) The Traffic and Operations Support Department of Victoria Police has supplied the number of speed camera
infringements for the years 1999 to 2001 inclusive. The system used by Victoria Police to record this data was
modified in 1998 and consequently figures for the period prior to 1999 are not readily available. The number of
speed camera infringements recorded by Victoria Police is summarised in the table below.
Beach Road Beaumaris
Beach Road Mordialloc
Beach Road Mordialloc
Beach Road Parkdale
Total

1999
2,994
559
298
245
4,096

2000
418
857
165
474
1,914

2001 (to date)
232
480
0
320
1,032

Total
3,644
1,896
463
1,039
7,042

In interpreting the numbers of infringements, it is important to note that:
(i) The number of “on the spot” speeding infringements issued for the same dates are not recorded by offence
location.
(ii) The dates for each infringement issued vary over the respective year.
(iii) Sites such as Beach Road Beaumaris in 1999 may be targeted due to the frequency of traumas or
complaints of speeding vehicles. The targeting is discontinued once the frequency begins to diminish.
(iv) The figures for 2001 are to date.
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Business of the house
Program, 1578
Points of order, 1577, 1672

Adjournment
Mornington Peninsula freeway: extension, 1770
Bills

Questions without notice
Planning: broiler farms, 1712
Rulings, 1736, 1742, 1745, 1747, 1748, 1826, 1827, 1830, 1832

Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 1820
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill, 1666

MEMBERS INDEX
5, 6 and 7 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

DOYLE, Mr (Malvern)
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Bills

LUPTON, Mr (Knox)
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Rulings, 1680, 1681, 1685, 1686, 1687, 1688, 1689

Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 1758
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill, 1644
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Farm dams, 1768
Bills
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 1792
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Adjournment
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 1743
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