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Tuesday, 14 June 2005
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 2.02 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to the
claim, before last week’s Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, by the Minister for
Commonwealth Games in the other place that it would
not be possible to scrutinise the Commonwealth Games
budget results before next year’s state election because
the Auditor-General had requested a change to the
timing of the financial reporting on the games, and to
the Auditor-General’s subsequent statement that he
definitely did not request reporting date changes. I ask:
who is correct, the minister or the Auditor-General?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. The Commonwealth
Games will finish before the end of the next financial
year, but of course the accounts will not be received
fully, nor be acquitted fully, until well after the financial
year has closed. That is, the acquittal process — the
receipt of statements which will need to be paid, the
acquitting for the revenue which was gained — will not
be completed until the financial year is complete. That
is understandable, and that would be understood by
anyone who had some knowledge of how the accounts
operate at the conclusion of such an event.
I understand the department which advises the minister
has indicated that it has had discussions with the
Auditor-General and that the Auditor-General is aware
of these arrangements and has approved them. That is
the understanding that the minister had from his
department and the advice he received.

Environment: government initiatives
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — My question is to
the Premier. Can the Premier outline to the house the
government’s most recent initiatives that demonstrate
its commitment to promoting environmental
sustainability while at the same time protecting
Victoria’s economic future?
The SPEAKER — Order! It is a fairly broad
question, and I ask the Premier to relate it to current
conditions.
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Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
his question and for his continued commitment as the
member for Mitcham to balanced economic, social and
environmental policies in this state. It is a great
hallmark of the member for Mitcham that he has such a
great balance in how he operates — —
An honourable member — Who does he barrack
for?
Mr BRACKS — Except for that! Certainly that is
the tenet on which this government was formed. We
have been growing the economy over the last five and a
half years. If you look at jobs growth, with 290 000
new jobs, if you look at gross state product, which is
averaging more than 3.5 per cent, if you look at the
record business investment and if you look at
population growth, you can see it all points to a
growing and robust economy here in Victoria. If you
look at services, you can see we have improved
services enormously in both health and education, and
in public safety we have a crime rate which is
significantly lower than the national average and the
lowest in the country. We have done that whilst also
making sure that the finances are robust, with a strong
surplus and debt which is well under control, to make
sure we have a capacity to improve services even
further.
We have also been ensuring — the member asked me
this question, and the detail goes to this matter — that
we protect the environment and that we have a strong
environmental sustainability policy as part of our
government’s objective. If you look at some of the
things we have achieved, we have the most extensive
number of marine parks and sanctuaries in Victoria’s
history, with more than 5 per cent of the coastline now
being covered. There is also the Box-Ironbark National
Park, which was undertaken by our government.
The Otways national park, which I announced and
confirmed recently with the Minister for Environment,
is, I have to say, the most extensive national park on
Victoria’s coastline, extending from Anglesea to Cape
Otway. This will be a significant boost not only to the
number of reserves which are under national parks in
this state but also to our economy. It will be a boon for
tourism and a boon for the economy more broadly
across the state and also that region.
I am very pleased to say that as part of our
announcement we are ceasing logging completely as
logging licences expire in 2008. No more logging
licences will be issued as part of that. We are also —
and we will be debating this in the house — removing
cattle grazing from the most sensitive areas of our

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1542

ASSEMBLY

Alpine National Park. This will significantly improve
our environment and our tourism potential in the future
as well. If you look at the marine parks, the
Box-Ironbark National Park, the Otways national park
and cattle grazing — —
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BRACKS — I know the Leader of The
Nationals is champing at the bit, but at least we know
where they stand. They have opposed every one of
these measures: they opposed marine parks, they
opposed the Box-Ironbark National Park, they opposed
the Otways national park and they opposed cattle
grazing. But the Liberals do not know where they
stand; they are up and down. They offered resistance
and then caved in on the Box-Ironbark National Park.
They offered resistance — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is clearly debating the question and is not
telling the truth.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Keilor
will not behave in that manner. I ask the Premier to
return to answering the question.
Mr BRACKS — We have a very proud record over
the last five and a half years of making sure we have a
strong economy, using the proceeds of that strong
economy to invest in better services for Victorians,
making sure the finances are robust and strong and able
to cater for those improvements we want to undertake,
and making sure we have a sustainable environment.
As I outlined, if you look at our record on the
environment, you will see it is second to none.
I can understand the sensitivity of the opposition, the
Liberal Party, in this state. It was only two years ago
that publicly it was said the environment is the crusade
of our times. It was only two years ago that the
opposition leader said the two most crucial issues are
education and the environment — that is what he said
two years ago.
Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is again debating the question. I ask you to
bring him back to the question. He has been speaking
for over 5 minutes. I ask you to have him conclude his
answer.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order in relation to debating the issue, and I ask the
Premier to return to answering the question.
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Mr BRACKS — I believe our record on balanced
economic, social and environmental policies is second
to none. It is something to be proud of. We know where
we stand on these issues and we know where The
Nationals stand — but as to the Liberal Party and the
division with the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party,
we will not know until they finally have to put up their
hands and have to vote on this issue.
Questions interrupted.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER — Order! Before I call the next
question I wish to advise the house that I have been
advised that the Minister for Manufacturing and Export
is absent today and his questions will be handled — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
South-West Coast should show some appropriate
behaviour in this house. Questions addressed to the
Minister for Manufacturing and Export will be handled
by the Minister for Gaming.
QUESTIONSWITHOUTNOTICE

Questions resumed.

Alpine National Park: cattlemen’s rally
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — Out of the
frying pan and into the fire! My question is to the
Minister for Environment. Will the minister inform the
house just how many country groups were contacted by
his staff and encouraged not to join last week’s country
voice rally in Melbourne?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members in the
house to come to order and allow questions to be asked
and answered without that continual noise from the
back benches on both sides.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
Clearly the Leader of The Nationals is embarrassed by
the fact that despite his urging many of the people he
was trying to get to turn up did not turn up. I can
understand why he is embarrassed.
I can indicate to the house that we are about delivering
for country Victoria. We were there, as I was last week,
delivering for country Victoria in Benalla with our new
funding for wild dogs control. I might say I was very
pleased that for once we even got support from the
member for Benalla, who was there, and I understand

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Tuesday, 14 June 2005

ASSEMBLY

he was acting contrary to the instructions of his leader
who has said no-one is ever to support anything the
government does. But the member for Benalla did
support us because it is good policy, just as I expect we
will get further support for what we are doing with
water as we got support from the Victorian Farmers
Federation which has said Victoria is doing much better
for farmers than the national water initiative.
The house should look right across the range of issues.
Country people are backing our investment of another
$19 million in this budget to tackle weeds. The member
for Ripon, together with the member for Seymour, has
been in country Victoria working with timber
communities, indicating to them how we can work very
closely with them in ensuring we have a sustainable
timber industry. I might compare that to some
people — and this may sound odd — in the Liberal
Party who have actually supported stopping all logging
in water catchments. That is what the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition has said.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, I ask
you to have the minister return to the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order by the member for Doncaster and I ask the
minister to return to answering the question.
Mr THWAITES — We have got lots of reasons to
ask people to come to Melbourne from country Victoria
to indicate their support for what we are doing to
deliver for country Victoria.

National parks: management
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — My question is to the
Minister for Environment. Can the minister outline to
the house what recent action the government has taken
to protect Victoria’s natural heritage through the
transfer of land to national parks or state parks?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
thank the member for Gembrook for her question. She,
like most Victorians, is proud of our national parks. We
on this side of the house believe we have some of the
best national parks in the world — and the Bracks
government is making them better. You just have to
look, Speaker, at our comprehensive system of marine
parks. They are magnificent. The Alpine National Park
is magnificent. The great Otway park is a new park
which will be an attraction for people from Victoria, the
rest of Australia and all around the world. We are
backing up our support for parks with extra investment.
There was an extra $91 million in the last state budget.
There is $49 million for upgrading facilities in our
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parks; $13 million for the Otways; $19 million for
weeds and pest control and $10 million for parks
acquisitions.
Today I am very pleased to announce a further eight
additions to national and state parks and nature
conservation reserves. I am very pleased to announce
that in the electorate of the member for Gembrook a
new Beaconsfield nature conservation reserve is being
created. The Beaconsfield Reservoir, which was
controlled by Melbourne Water, has now been
decommissioned. Following the very strong advocacy
of the member for Gembrook and the Cardinia
Environment Coalition, I am very pleased that that land
is being transferred over to the Crown to be part of the
new Beaconsfield nature reserve. The member for
Gembrook, who put this arrangement together, should
be congratulated by the house.
Another example of the work of the member for
Gembrook is the addition to the Yarra Ranges National
Park of land along the decommissioned O’Shannassy
aqueduct. That is between Warburton and Launching
Place. This will be a magnificent walking trail, and I
look forward to the day when I walk with the member
for Gembrook in celebrating the opening — —
An honourable member — Arm in arm?
Mr THWAITES — We will walk arm in arm in
celebrating this inspiring new walking trail!
An honourable member interjected.
Mr THWAITES — There are so many. I would
also like to acknowledge the role of the member for
Seymour. I am very pleased to advise that new areas in
his electorate are to be added to the Yarra Ranges
National Park at Fernshaw, Dom Dom Saddle, Badger
Creek and Cement Creek.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr THWAITES — The Leader of The Nationals
asked me, ‘Does he know?’. I can say that the member
for Seymour has been passionately advocating for the
picnic and toilet facilities at Fernshaw for some period,
and as a result of that those facilities are going ahead
now. Finally, I would like to acknowledge the role of
the member for Yan Yean and her work with her
community to secure the new Warrandyte-King Lake
nature conservation reserve.
Today we have heard how we are expanding our parks.
We are investing more in them. That is because we
know where we stand on national parks. We are strong
advocates for national parks. Our MPs are able to get
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behind their local national parks and their local
communities, and we back them up. Speaker, you have
to compare that to the opposition, which is totally
divided on national parks. It does not know whether it
supports them or — —
Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister has now resorted to debating the question. I
ask you to bring him back to the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not believe the
minister was debating the issue. The minister,
continuing.
Mr THWAITES — We are strong advocates for
our parks; we know where we stand.

Australian Synchrotron: project
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — My question is to the
Minister for Innovation. Can the minister confirm that,
in its haste to complete the synchrotron project, the
government approved plans for a building which is now
too small to accommodate the imaging and medical
therapy beam line and as a result a hole has to be cut in
the outside wall to enable its installation?
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for Innovation) — We
have been looking and looking, but we cannot find the
opposition’s policies anywhere!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members will cease that
level of interjection. The minister, to continue.
Mr BRUMBY — So we will build a big
microscope so we can help the opposition to find its
policies!
An honourable member interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr BRUMBY — You would have thought this
week we might have got some big questions from the
opposition. They have had the whole session to come
up with something substantial.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to
cooperate with the Chair to allow question time to
proceed in an orderly manner. The minister, to
continue.
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Mr BRUMBY — This project is the most important
piece of national scientific infrastructure which has
been constructed in Australia in the last two decades. It
is on time, on budget, on schedule. Here we are, the
best part of six years into government, and I have not
heard a single policy from the opposition — not a
single policy. We are building this project. We have
commitments from the New Zealand government, the
Australian Defence Simulation Office, the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation, Monash University and Melbourne
University. The building program is ahead of schedule.
We held an open day for this great bit of infrastructure a
couple of months ago and you could not get down
Wellington Road at 10 o’clock in the morning because
of the traffic jams. We had 12 500 people there and we
now have more than 3500 scientists around Australia
signed on to this great project.
We are happy to have this opposition out there
continually campaigning against this bit of
infrastructure, because I will tell you one thing: all the
scientific community across Melbourne, across Victoria
and across Australia is 100 per cent behind this project.
It is a great project for the science community, and it
locks in Victoria’s reputation as the innovation and
science capital of Australia.

Tourism: national parks
Mr LONEY (Lara) — My question is to the
Minister for Tourism and I ask: can the minister outline
to the house the most recent evidence that demonstrates
the economic benefit of tourism to Victoria’s national
and state parks?
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for
Tourism) — I thank the member for his strong support
of the parks system and its importance to tourism and
his big support of the new Otways national park
announced by the Premier recently. According to the
World Tourism Organisation, nature-based tourism is
the fastest growing sector of tourism globally. I have
mentioned that to the house in the past. In Victoria we
have been capitalising on this growth to ensure that
significant economic benefits flow right across Victoria
as part of our regional economic and tourism
development strategies.
In 2002 I launched Victoria’s adventure tourism plan,
and I am pleased to be able to let the house know that
Parks Victoria, the Department of Sustainability and
Environment, and Tourism Victoria are developing a
new nature-based tourism strategy to take us forward
even more into the future in this very fast growing
segment of tourism. National parks are a key setting for
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the majority of nature-based tourism activities and are
vital to the industry sector. You can get a sense of the
economic value when you see the big growth in visitor
numbers. I am pleased to report to the house some of
the latest numbers and data that support what we are
doing in tourism.
For the year ending December 2004 Victoria had
3.5 million domestic overnight adventure visitors,
accounting for 12 million visitor nights. Adventure
tourism visitors are half of all the nature-based visitors.
That has grown from 2.5 million domestic overnight
adventure visitors in 1999, when our government was
elected — a growth of 1 million! Even more impressive
is the number of visitor nights, which has grown from
9 million in 1999 to 12 million, another staggering
increase in visitors!
This area is also important internationally. In 2004
some 405 000 international visitors from Europe, the
United Kingdom, North America and Asia accounted
for 9.5 million visitor nights across Victoria. That is not
surprising as Victoria is rich in national parks and state
parks, and we are very aware of the extension of new
parks in this state. Tourism will grow even more in the
future.
Adventure visitors currently represent 31 per cent of all
international visitors to the state. It is not surprising that
outside of Melbourne the Great Ocean Road is the no. 1
tourism region for international visitors, nor is it
surprising that the Grampians is the second biggest or
that Gippsland is the third-biggest area for international
visitors outside of Melbourne. In addition, Victoria had
almost 2.5 million daytrip visitors, so many people
enjoy our parks system.
Seasonally 35 per cent of tourism visits over summer
are by nature-based visitors, and 29 per cent take place
in the autumn period — just reflecting the good weather
conditions. It is a growing part of tourism. It is not just
about visiting national and state parks, because these
people book local accommodation, they buy things in
local shops and they add to tourism jobs.
Imagine towns like Halls Gap without the Grampians;
imagine Mallacoota without the Croajingolong
National Park; imagine Olinda and Sassafras without
the Dandenong Ranges National Park, or Foster
without Wilsons Promontory; imagine Bright and
Mansfield without the Alpine National Park!
Recently the Australian tourism and transport forum put
out a press release applauding the government’s
decision on moving cattle grazing out of Victoria’s
Alpine National Park. It said:
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The economic benefits to the high country will be significant.
With tourism already a leading contributor to the local
economy, accounting for 21 per cent of local employment, a
regenerated and renewed national park will result in an almost
exponential increase in visitor numbers.

That is what our tourism strategy is all about. We want
Victorians and visitors to our state to enjoy our great
nature activities. World best practice is about
sustainable tourism, and that is where our industry is
going. That is why it is important to be able to
acknowledge that a local tourism association, Geelong
Otway Tourism, is the first tourism body in Australia to
be given green globe accreditation.
On the weekend Falls Creek Resort management
announced that it is the first alpine resort in Australia to
be given international green globe sustainable tourism
accreditation. Surf Coast shire is the second local
government area in Australia to also have green globe
accreditation. The reason is that environment and
tourism are so integrally related. Tourism is about
showcasing the things we love and enjoy about our
communities. We want to protect, enhance and support
areas. That is why national parks are important.
These visitor figures are very impressive. Nature-based
adventure tourism will be even bigger with the great
and successful tourism industry we have here in
Victoria and with great state strategies integrated not
only by Tourism Victoria but in a whole-of-government
way.

Rail: fast train safety
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — My question is for the
Minister for Transport. I refer to media reports that the
Bracks government has purchased a $44 million fast
train safety system described at the European
Commission as ‘B-class’ and I ask: why has the
minister placed the safety of Victorians at risk by
purchasing a system that the Age newspaper describes
as ‘very close’ to a debacle?
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
opposition has fallen for the three-card trick of repeating
an allegation in the papers that is fundamentally untrue.
It is unsound. The opposition — and its shadow minister
in particular — is so lazy that it is prepared to come into
the house to back up allegations that have no substance
to them.
We are implementing a much safer train protection
system on our regional upgrade. It will be one of the
safest train systems in country Australia. In terms of the
train services across rural Victoria, when this one is
implemented in Victoria it will be one of the safest
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across the nation. We have lifted the safety high jump
bar by requiring extra and additional safety
requirements to be installed. It is going to cost us more
money, and we make no apology for spending money
on making the country rail system safe — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Polwarth!
Mr BATCHELOR — The member for Polwarth
forgot the second half of his question. In the second half
of his question he should have apologised for the
destruction that the past Liberal government
implemented on country rail systems.
The SPEAKER — Order!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind members,
particularly the Leader of The Nationals and the Leader
of the Opposition, that they are required to cease
interjecting when the Speaker is on her feet. I ask the
minister to continue.
Mr BATCHELOR — The comments reported in
the newspaper and parroted today by the member for
Polwarth — more like a galah than a parrot — come
from a European report in 2001. I remind the member
for Polwarth that it is now 2005.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — The comments were not
made against the safety system to be built in Victoria.
They were made about a system that was to be built in
the United Kingdom. We have taken those comments
and a range of others into account and on the
recommendation of our safety regulator a number of
modifications and significant improvements have been
made.
More modern adaptations have been incorporated into
the safety system. As I said, this will make the safety
system here the safest for country train travel anywhere
in Australia. It will be a great system. Simply, it is
designed to provide protection to passengers for when
the driver is incapacitated. We have seen the
catastrophic — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — This is a serious matter.
Interstate, people have died when trains have crashed
going at high speed when the driver has been
incapacitated. There is no system that adequately deals

Tuesday, 14 June 2005

with this in Victoria at the moment. But we are
proposing to put onto our fast rail corridors a system
such that when a driver is incapacitated there is an
additional safety feature that will take over automatic
control to bring that train to a safe conclusion.
Also, there is an elevated risk in a train journey when a
train travels at high speed through turnouts and
junctions, and our train protection and warning system
has been designed and enhanced to accommodate those
types of occurrences. When a train pulls out from the
station, out from a passing loop or at a junction, these
are occasions of elevated risk, and the train protection
system that we are putting in place will provide for
greater protection in those circumstances.
We have also seen, because of fatal accidents in other
jurisdictions in Australia, people killed — —
Mr Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass’s
behaviour is inappropriate. I ask him to cease
interjecting in that manner.
Mr BATCHELOR — I am shocked that the
Liberal Party here is not concerned with train safety.
There are occasions on our rail network, as has been
demonstrated by the tilt train accident, where you
require and rely upon the driver to keep the train
travelling at a specified speed so that the risk of going
around sharp corners is reduced. That is another feature
of this train protection system that we are
implementing. It does not exist at the moment. We are
also putting in place a system whereby if trains go
through red lights at high speeds, again this system can
bring those trains to a stop. This is about improving the
safety of the train system.
Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister has now been speaking for well over
6 minutes. I ask that he conclude the answer.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members have the right
to put forward their points of order without a large
amount of noise coming from members behind them.
The minister has been speaking for some time and I ask
him to draw his answer to a conclusion.
Mr BATCHELOR — A lot of detailed safety
information needs to be put on the record because the
honourable member for Polwarth has sought to
perpetrate an untruth, a misrepresentation of safety on
our system. We are making the system safer. In fact
when this system was successfully introduced in the
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United Kingdom, there was a 70 per cent reduction in
the number of potentially serious incidents. We make
no apology for wanting to make train travel safer in
Victoria. The Liberals did nothing about it. The way
they made train lines safe was to close them down!

Agriculture: avian influenza testing
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — My question is to the
Minister for Agriculture. Can the minister outline to the
house the most recent evidence that demonstrates the
benefits that the government’s approach to biosecurity
brings to Victoria’s rural and regional areas?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — As
Victoria’s largest agriculture-producing state,
biosecurity is extremely important, and the Department
of Primary Industries (DPI) advises that its spending on
biosecurity has doubled in the last six years. Protecting
our poultry industry is important. Late last year an
exercise conducted with industry, DPI and government
agencies tested coordination in the event of an outbreak
of avian flu, and that simulation exercise was called
exercise Gallus. Victoria having led the way, there will
be a national simulation later this year.
The earlier that we can detect the bird flu or a disease,
the greater the chance of containing the problem. We
will not eliminate it, but if we are able to contain it we
will be in a much better position — for example, in
2001 we had an outbreak of Newcastle disease, which
affects poultry in Victoria. The loss to industry was
$2 million. The damage was contained because of a
rapid test that had been developed by DPI the year
earlier. This compares with an outbreak in New South
Wales a year earlier, where, without such a test, the loss
was $30 million. That is an example of the importance
of being able to get onto an issue early to try and
contain it.
Department of Primary Industries scientists, led by
Dr Simone Warner, have produced a rapid test for avian
influenza. That test takes only one day to get the results
instead of up to three weeks at the present time. That
test is for all 15 subtypes of avian influenza, including
those that only affect poultry and also including those
that can have human health implications. There are
40 million migratory birds — —
An honourable member — Name them!
Mr CAMERON — They come to Australia every
year. Some have names, but I will not go into them. It is
certainly not a paltry issue.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr CAMERON — What are you parroting on
about?
As part of routine monitoring, in terms of the
development of this test it means we are now in a
position to know if avian influenza possibly has entered
Australia earlier, and we can then respond more
quickly. If we can help contain the issue, that will be
extremely important. We are also expecting as a result
of this that there will be a national program for the
monitoring of migratory birds as well.
The Premier will showcase this test at BIO 2005 in
Philadelphia later this month. This of course is
something that is extremely important in relation to our
biosecurity arrangements, and again it is an example of
the Bracks government taking positive steps to protect
rural industries and jobs in those rural industries.

Hazardous waste: transport
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to this morning’s
truck accident on the Calder Highway and the
consequent spillage of about 3000 litres of diesel oil,
and I ask: will the government guarantee that there will
be no such accidents when trucks are carrying toxic
waste for 500 kilometres through 30-plus country
communities along that very same Calder Highway?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
The Nationals for his question. As he is aware, there is
a full environment effects statement examining
Nowingi as a site for a long-term containment facility.
Could I also indicate to the Leader of The Nationals
that the type of waste and its transportation is different.
The waste intended for a long-term containment facility
is solid waste; the product which was in the accident
which was reported this morning on the Calder
Highway was liquid material which spread out and has
taken some time to clean up. I remind him that it is
qualitatively different, and it is being examined anyway
by the environment effects statement process.
Obviously the outcome would be quite different if solid
waste were involved in such an accident.

Small Towns Development Fund: grants
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — My question is to
the Minister for State and Regional Development. Can
the minister update the house on the progress of the
Small Towns Development Fund and how it is
delivering on the Bracks government’s commitment to
growing the whole state?
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I thank the member for Evelyn for
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her question and am delighted to inform the member
and the house that to date the Small Towns
Development Fund has contributed in excess of
$10.6 million to what are now 162 approved capital
works projects right throughout country Victoria. The
total estimated value of these projects is $24.9 million,
and all of that has gone to the benefit of small towns
and rural communities across provincial Victoria.
I am pleased to say that this fund, as the house would
be aware, is the first of its type that was wholly and
exclusively devoted to small towns funding and was an
initiative of the Bracks government. Our commitment
here compares very favourably with the sorts of
policies that were in place in the 1990s. Some of the
projects funded this year included: $200 000 towards
the development of the Peck Street industrial estate in
Hamilton, which I announced just a couple of weeks
ago; $79 000 towards the upgrade of the Talbot town
centre; $70 000 for the enhancement of the Harrow
streetscape; and $76 000 towards the Wombat Hill
Botanical Gardens improvement in Hepburn. There are
projects all around the state.
I just want to say that these projects of course reinforce
the Bracks government’s very strong commitment to
provincial Victoria. If you look at the results of our
policies, this year we are seeing record population
growth in provincial Victoria of 1.2 per cent, one of the
highest levels on record. We are seeing building
approvals this year of $3.66 billion, which is 70 per
cent higher than when we were elected in 1999. It is an
extraordinary increase in confidence and investment
across the state.
Something like 80 000 new jobs have been created
since October 1999, and of course we are seeing new
hospitals and schools. On top of that the government
has led the way on what could only be described as
nation-building projects. These projects include the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline, which is a great project and
now also has federal government support. It is a
$500 million project with construction set to start later
this year, and it will save 83 000 megalitres of water,
which will then be available for the environment and as
water for growth.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — He is paying attention.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Ryan — By the way, how is that web site
going? There were seven jobs on it.
Mr BRUMBY — It is not a job search web site.
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Mr Ryan — Oh, isn’t it?
Mr BRUMBY — It is not that hard to read, but
obviously it is for The Nationals. The only delay on the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline is that we are waiting for the
Prime Minister to sign off. Our money has been in the
budget for the last two budgets, and we are waiting for
the Prime Minister and then work will get under way.
The duplication of the Calder Highway is a great
project — another $58 million this year — and we look
forward to the completion of that project. There is
$340 million for country hospitals and aged care
facilities. In five years we have spent about twice as
much as the former Kennett government did in seven
years. There are 100 new police stations — all those
little single-man police stations — that have been
rebuilt right across the state.
Whether it is funds for small towns, the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund, population growth,
facilitated investment, building approvals, the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline or the Calder Highway
duplication, we have got a vision and a belief in country
Victoria, and that contrasts with the Liberal and
National parties, which did nothing for seven years and
offer nothing now.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Rule of anticipation
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to make a ruling
in relation to the rule of anticipation, a matter that was
raised with me in the last sitting week. In particular I
refer to a ruling made by Speaker Plowman on
12 November 1997. The intention of the rule of
anticipation is to protect matters which are on the notice
paper for consideration and decision by the house from
being pre-empted by unscheduled debate.
In applying the rule the Speaker must have regard to the
probability of the matter being anticipated being
brought before the house in a reasonable time. The
reason for this discretion is to prevent the rule from
being used mischievously to block debate on a matter.
Currently the rule of anticipation would not apply to
general business items listed on the notice paper
because there is virtually no opportunity for those items
to be debated and the reasonable-time discretion would
apply. However, the rule does apply to government
business items on the notice paper.
In contributing to the discussion on anticipation during
the last parliamentary week the Leader of the House
asserted that the rule of anticipation related specifically
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to bills on the government business program and not to
other bills listed on the notice paper. To support his
view the Leader of the House made reference to a
ruling by Speaker Plowman which states:
As an adjournment motion related to a bill before the House
and the bill was not listed on the weekly government business
program and there was no guarantee that it was to be called
on for debate in the following week, the Chair ruled that it
would not accept any argument about anticipation.

I have now had the opportunity to read the Plowman
ruling in its entirety. The ruling related to an
adjournment motion that had been proposed by the
member for Williamstown to discuss the refusal of a
then Premier to delay debate on the Audit
(Amendment) Bill until after the Mitcham by-election.
The Speaker advised the house that he would not accept
any argument about the inadmissibility of the motion
on the grounds of anticipation.
In explanation the Speaker advised that the bill was
unlikely to be debated in a reasonable time as it was
neither listed on the government business program nor
was there any guarantee that the bill would be debated
the following week. He went on to advise the house that
the scope of debate was somewhat narrow and did not
allow debate on the bill that would eventually be before
the house. Speaker Plowman’s ruling does not support
the notion that only matters on the government business
program are subject to the anticipation rule.
For the benefit of members I wish to make it quite clear
that matters listed on the notice paper under
government business may not be anticipated unless the
Chair is of the opinion that the matter being anticipated
is unlikely to be brought before the house within a
reasonable time. The house has made one exception to
this rule, which allows issues relating to the main
appropriation bill being raised during question time.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144 notices of
motion 268 to 280 will be removed from the notice
paper on the next sitting day. A member who requires a
notice standing in his or her name to be continued must
advise the Clerk in writing before 6.00 p.m.
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NATIONAL PARKS (OTWAYS AND
OTHER AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the National
Parks Act 1975 to provide for the creation of the Great Otway
National Park and for other related matters, to amend the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978, the Fisheries Act 1995, the
Forests Act 1958, the Heritage Rivers Act 1992 and the
Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004 and for other
purposes.

Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I ask the
minister for a brief explanation of the bill, particularly
pertaining to the fisheries and other related Crown land
matters.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
The bill will implement the government’s key
commitment to create a new national park, the Great
Otway National Park. It will contain provisions in
relation to the forest park area which is to be created
under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act. It will also
amend the Fisheries Act to provide that any new
commercial fishing entitlements after 7 March 2005 do
not authorise fishing in any national state or wilderness
parks or reference areas.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Wonthaggi State Coal Mine: future
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria
The petition of Friends of the State Coal Mine, residents of
Wonthaggi, residents of Bass Coast Shire in the state of
Victoria, draws to the attention of the house that Parks
Victoria have ceased underground tours at the Wonthaggi
State Coal Mine tourist attraction after advice from
engineering consultants that haulage and electrical equipment
is no longer in line with the new regulations. This means that
all underground workings, operations and maintenance done
by volunteers have stopped. All tourist mines must now
operate to working mine standards.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria provide Parks Victoria, Bass Coast
Shire Council and Friends of the State Coal Mine with the
means to carry out major upgrades to bring all underground
operations and equipment up to the same standard as a
working mine. We, the undersigned, will gratefully accept
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every possible assistance you can offer us to have this
valuable tourist attraction in working order so that
underground tours can resume.

By Mr SMITH (Bass) (554 signatures)

Boating: Bass Landing ramp
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria
The state government, through Parks Victoria, recently closed
the Bass Landing boat launching ramp, a small man-made
launching ramp on the Bass River, which has for decades
provided access to a very popular recreational boating and
fishing area, most of which is on private land. The ramp has
very low environmental impact!
We, the undersigned concerned citizens of Victoria, ask the
Victorian Parliament and the Minister for Environment to
allow the Bass Landing boat launching ramp and parking area
to remain open to the boat users and fishermen and women of
Victoria, who have used this area for many years.

By Mr SMITH (Bass) (39 signatures)

Schools: religious instruction
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of citizens of Victoria concerned to ensure the
continuation of religious instruction in Victorian government
schools draws out to the house that under the Bracks Labor
government review of education and training legislation, the
future of religious instruction in Victorian schools is in
question and risks becoming subject to the discretion of local
school councils.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria take steps to ensure that there is no
change to legislation and the Victorian government schools
reference guide that would diminish the status of religious
instruction in Victorian government schools and, in addition,
urge the government to provide additional funding for
chaplaincy services in Victorian government schools.
The petition of citizens of Victoria is concerned to ensure the
continuation of religious instruction in Victorian government
schools and to provide additional funding for school
chaplains.

By Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) (38 signatures)
Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) (32 signatures)
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) (98 signatures)
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) (301 signatures)
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) (14 signatures)
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) (43 signatures)
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) (22 signatures)
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) (33 signatures)

Eastern Freeway: city end congestion
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Manningham and the eastern
suburbs draws to the attention of the house the increasing
traffic congestion at the city end of the Eastern Freeway and
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the consequent terrible waste of time and productivity for tens
of thousands of Victorians who use the freeway daily, and
draws to the attention of the house the remarks by the chief
executive of the Southern and Eastern Integrated Transport
Authority who has urged road users to tell politicians that
‘something needs to be done to the city end of the Eastern
freeway’.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria act to require that the government
proceed with planning and construction of a tunnel to link the
Eastern and Tullamarine freeways and consider other road
proposals including tunnelled lanes under Hoddle Street and
Punt Road.

By Mr PERTON (Doncaster) (63 signatures)

Wantirna Heights School: facilities
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of parents and associates of Wantirna Heights
School draws to the attention of the house the inadequate
classroom provision arrangements that exist at Wantirna
Heights School. This school provides individual educational
programs for primary school aged students with autism. The
school’s submission to the Department of Education and
Training for additional classroom provision was rejected in
December 2004 with the result that non-classroom spaces
now have to be utilised as teaching and learning areas.
The petitioners request that the Legislative Assembly of
Victoria instructs the Minister for Education Services to
immediately oversee her department to ensure that this
inadequate classroom situation is rectified through the
provision of a MOD 5 building.

By Mr PERTON (Doncaster) (432 signatures)

Port Phillip Bay: channel deepening
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria draws to the attention
of the house our concerns and objection to the proposal to
deepen the channel in Port Phillip Bay.
Our concerns and objections are based on the inability of any
currently available information to guarantee that ‘minimal’
effect (minimal is such a relative term) is acceptable.
We are concerned firstly for the continued ‘health’ of the bay
environment and the possible effects that the dredging process
will have on the exquisite and somewhat unique marine life,
both flora and fauna.
We are concerned about the effect that dumping 15 million
cubic meters of ‘spoil’ just offshore from Mount Martha and
Mornington will have on our beautiful beaches.
We are concerned about the effect on businesses and property
values when our beaches are destroyed.
We are also concerned about the apparent ‘foregone
conclusion’ by our government that this project will go ahead
and that the whole environmental effect statement process
appears to be an expensive farce. The fact that the final
decision is in the hands of so few is also a great concern.
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The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria rule that the proposed channel
deepening in Port Phillip Bay not proceed.

Gippsland lakes is detrimental to the long term viability of
fish stocks due to the by-catch issues and continuing damage
to the marine environment.

By Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) (345 signatures)

Prayer

Port Phillip Bay: channel deepening
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria.
The petition of the citizens of Victoria points out to the house
that:
The economic rationale for deepening shipping channels
is inadequately justified against the environmental costs.
The vast majority of benefits will stay with overseas
shipping lines and shippers, and a PoMC witness admits
that financial benefits to individual consumers will be
‘immeasurably minor’.
Port Phillip Bay Heads area outranks the Great Barrier
Reef for diversity of reef life, colour and interest.
Dredging will cause turbidity and sedimentation;
smothering of marine species, and re-release of toxicity
from Yarra sediments — all of which will seriously
threaten our recently created marine parks, Ramsar
wetlands, dolphins, seals, penguins, recreational and
commercial fisheries, residents around the bay and
tourism industries.
The petitioners request that the Legislative Assembly of
Victoria ensure that the proposal to deepen shipping channels
is rejected, and that alternative solutions making better use of
a mix of interstate rail from existing deep water ports and sea
transport are engaged. We also request that the Minister for
Planning makes public the findings of the EES independent
panel, due for release in February 2005, as soon as the panel
provides its report to government.

By Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) (51 signatures)

Surf Coast: poll
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of Victoria
respectfully requests:
a poll be held of all enrolled voters of the Surf Coast
Shire in the existing Winchelsea/Moriac wards. The poll
to determine whether the rural area of the shire should
be transferred to an adjoining municipality.
And your petitioners humbly pray that their rights will be
recognised and protected and, as in duty bound, will ever
pray.

By Mr MULDER (Polwarth) (158 signatures)

Fishing: commercial netting

The petitioners therefore request that we, the undersigned,
being recreational fishers in the state of Victoria, support the
VRFish policies on commercial netting and request that the
Legislative Assembly of Victoria takes action to phase out
commercial netting activities in Victorian bays, inlets and the
Gippsland lakes.

By Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon)
(19 071 signatures)

Schools: religious instruction
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the undersigned residents of Victoria draws
the attention of the house to the call by the state government
for a review of education and training legislation to take place
later this year.
We commend the current provisions and regulations with
regard to religious education in schools and the petitioners
therefore request that the Education Act 1958 which governs
religious instruction in government schools be retained in its
present form in any new legislation.

By Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) (29 signatures)
Tabled.
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Ivanhoe be considered next day on
motion of Mr COOPER (Mornington).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Scoresby be considered next day on
motion of Mr WELLS (Scoresby).
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Bass be considered next day on motion
of Mr SMITH (Bass).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Polwarth be considered next day on
motion of Mr MULDER (Polwarth).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Lowan be considered next day on
motion of Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Burwood be considered next day on
motion of Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood).

To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of recreational fishers in the state of Victoria
draws to the attention of the house that the continued
commercial netting activities in Victorian bays, inlets and

Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for South Barwon be considered next day
on motion of Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon).
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Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Doncaster be considered next day on
motion of Mr PERTON (Doncaster).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Morwell be considered next day on
motion of Mr JENKINS (Morwell).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Mitcham be considered next day on
motion of Mr PERTON (Doncaster).

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 7
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) presented Alert
Digest No. 7 of 2005 on:
Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill
Accident Compensation and Transport Accident
Acts (Ombudsman) Bill
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Bill
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety)
Acts (Amendment) Bill
Energy Safe Victoria Bill
Environment and Water Legislation
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
Health Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Bill
Land (Miscellaneous Matters) Bill
Melbourne College of Divinity (Amendment) Bill
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing)
Bill
Owner Drivers and Forestry Contractors Bill
Parliamentary Administration Bill
Planning and Environment (Williamstown
Shipyard) Bill
Racing and Gambling Acts (Amendment) Bill
Racing and Gaming Acts (Police Powers) Bill
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill
Victorian State Emergency Service Bill
together with appendices.
Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.
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Discrimination in the law
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) presented report,
together with appendices.
Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Sustainable communities
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) presented report, together
with appendices and minutes of evidence.
Tabled.
Ordered that report and appendices be printed.

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Section 17DA Orders
granting under s 17D leases over:
Albert Park
Calembeen Park Reserve
Dimboola Caravan Park
Geelong Telegraph Station Reserve
Yarra Bend Park
Financial Management Act 1994 — Report from the Minister
for Education and Training that she had received the 2004
annual report of the International Fibre Centre Ltd
Forests (Dunstan Agreement) Act 1987 — Termination of the
Dunstan Agreement under s 6 (two documents)
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984:
Notice under s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule
No 24
Notice under s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Waste
Management Policy (Ships’ Ballast Water) (Gazette
G37, 9 September 2004)
Notice under s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Waste
Management Policy (Siting, Design and Management of
Landfills) (Gazette G16, 21 April 2005)
Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986 — Certificate
under s 7(1)(c)
Ombudsman Act 1973 — Report of the Ombudsman on Own
Motion Investigation into VicRoads Registration Practices —
Ordered to be printed
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Parliamentary Committees Act 2003:
Response from the Minister for Children and Minister
for Community Services on the action taken with respect
to the recommendations made by the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee’s Report on the Review of the
Auditor-General’s Performance Audit Report on
Services for People with an Intellectual Disability
Response from the Minister for Sport and Recreation on
the action taken with respect to the recommendations
made by the Rural and Regional Services and
Development Committee’s Inquiry into Country
Football
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Nos C46 Part 1, C49
East Gippsland Planning Scheme — No C22
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Nos C13, C54
Latrobe Planning Scheme — No C38
Maroondah Planning Scheme — No C45
Monash Planning Scheme — Nos C43, C55
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme — No C42
Part 1
Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Nos C10 Part 1, C22
Part 2, C34
Wyndham Planning Scheme — No C56
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Victorian Environmental Assessment Council Act 2001 —
Response from the Minister for Environment on the action
taken with respect to the recommendations made by the
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council on the
Angahook-Otway Investigation Final Report.

The following proclamation fixing an operative date
was tabled by the Clerk in accordance with an order of
the house dated 26 February 2003:
Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 — Whole Act on
26 May 2005 (Gazette G 21, 26 May 2005).

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 31 May to:
Children and Young Persons (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill
Gambling Regulation (Public Lottery Licences)
Bill
Long Service Leave (Amendment) Bill
Road Safety (Further Amendment) Bill
Transport Legislation (Further Amendment) Bill.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending appropriation for:

Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act 1996 —
SR No 35
Casino Control Act 1991 — SR No 38
Chattel Securities Act 1987 — SR No 44
Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987 — SR No 48
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Act 2001 — SR
No 47
Country Fire Authority Act 1958 — SR No 43
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 —
SR No 39
Health Act 1958 — SR No 41
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 — SR No 42
Road Safety Act 1986 — SR Nos 45, 46
Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 — SR
No 37
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — SR Nos 36, 40
Supreme Court Act 1986 — SR No 47
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Ministers’ exception certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 36, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47
Ministers’ exemption certificate in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 30, 34, 37, 39, 41

Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety)
Acts (Amendment) Bill
Planning and Environment (Williamstown
Shipyard) Bill
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill
Victoria State Emergency Service Bill.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That, pursuant to standing order 94(2), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 16 June
2005:
Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill
Health Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill.
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This motion sets out the legislative intention of the
government for this parliamentary sitting week. It
identifies six bills that we would like to see passed by
this chamber during the course of this week. It is a
relatively small number in comparison to the number of
bills that have been dealt with on other occasions, and
that is because it contains the National Parks (Alpine
National Parks Grazing) Bill. This, I anticipate, is a bill
that will engender some numerous contributions from
all sections of the chamber. So, in anticipation of this
historical bill going before the Parliament, we have
reduced the number of the bills this week that we will
be seeking to have passage, in order to provide
additional speaking time for the period of the
second-reading debate and consideration in detail of
this important piece of legislation.
The bills that we intend to have passed are the first six
on the notice paper. People who study the notice paper
will be aware that they are the same six that were
placed on the notice paper on the Friday at the end of
the last parliamentary sitting week. That was done as an
indication at that time of the sorts of bills that we were
likely to be dealing with this week. On this occasion,
that prediction which was made some considerable
weeks out is what has turned out to be the
government’s intention.
I make that comment because I think it would be
helpful to explain to the house the procedure that the
government goes through in determining which bills,
the number of bills and the order that it expects the
chamber to deal with them in any particular
parliamentary sitting week. In the normal course of
events the government has a cabinet meeting at the
beginning of each parliamentary week, and the decision
on the final order and timing of the bills is reserved for
that cabinet meeting. In trying to facilitate good order
and give prior and advance notice, we try to tell the
opposition parties and the Independents on the
preceding Thursday what we predict the list will be,
only subject to further consideration by cabinet. This
week we let people know on Thursday afternoon or
first thing on Friday what the expected list will be for
the following week.
In the normal course of events that is a fairly accurate
guide and it enables people to do the preparation work
if they have not already done it. Of course, when bills
are second read they are adjourned for two weeks
specifically to enable the opposition parties to do the
consultation, to have discussions within their own party
organisations, to discuss it at shadow cabinet meetings
and to consult widely. It has been the custom and
practice for that to occur over a two-week period.
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It is interesting to note, however, that of the six bills
that are coming before the house today, three were
second read on 19 May and two were second read on
26 May. So a longer than normal amount of advance
notice has been provided on the six bills that will come
before the Parliament this week and form the
government business program.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — The opposition
does not oppose the government business program and
in fact might I say I am pleased that on this occasion the
program is actually the same today as it was last week,
which is something of a change. I appreciate the fact
that the manager of government business has actually
delivered. I hope from the promises he made to us
earlier that this is something we can come to expect in
future weeks.
Mr Cooper — Don’t be too hopeful.
Mr PLOWMAN — I am certainly hopeful. Can I
just say though, that a serious aspect of this business
program is its listing of a bill that actually should not be
on the notice paper at all. The National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill certainly should not have
been introduced into Parliament at this stage. It is a bill
that has received condemnation from all sectors of the
community, and it has greater opposition than any other
bill — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Benambra should restrict his comments to the
government business program and not a discussion
about particular bills.
Mr PLOWMAN — On that basis it is a shame that
this bill is on the notice paper. What is even a greater
shame is that there is an intent by the government to
force this bill through both houses in one week. The
normal course is to give time while a bill is between the
houses for debate and for the opportunity to negotiate
with the parties who need to know more about the
debate in the lower house before the bill goes to the
upper house. To ram a bill of this significance through
both houses within the period of one week indicates this
government is running scared.
It is concerned about the level of public condemnation.
I would suggest that if it were not concerned, it would
reconsider its trying to ram this bill through both houses
in a week. It is with that concern I certainly express
opposition to what is being proposed for both houses.
But, as I said, the six bills will be able to pass in the
time allotted. The opposition agrees with the
government that maybe on Wednesday night, if
additional time is necessary and sought, it would be
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agreed to. I am sure the program can be achieved in that
time.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I firstly want to make
a couple of comments regarding the Leader of the
House’s remarks about our following the business
program that was given to us last week. I noticed the
Leader of the House explained why that should be the
case and gave very good reasons why the opposition
parties should have adequate time to consider and
consult. I note this is the first time, as I recall, in these
sittings he has been able to do that. I congratulate and
thank him for that.
Having said that and having been nice, The Nationals
will oppose the government business program. We
believe the government is ramming through the
legislation to do with alpine parks without adequate
consultation and consideration. We believe the whole
process of consulting with user groups has been a sham
anyway, but we should at least have more time for the
community out there and certainly for the opposition
parties to adequately consult and consider all of the
issues rather than, as the government is planning to do,
ram this legislation through both houses of Parliament
this week. So we will oppose debating the bill this
week. There should be far more community
consultation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MAUGHAN — I remind members of the
government who are rabbiting on that the Point Nepean
bill was second read on 21 April. This one was second
read a month later. What is the haste? Why are we
running this one ahead? How about bringing on the bill
to do with channel deepening which was actually
second read on 9 December? What is the delay on that
bill? Why do we have six months without debating it?
And there was plenty of time given for the Point
Nepean bill. But the Alpine National Park bill is
controversial and there is opposition to it, which was
demonstrated last Thursday outside the steps of
Parliament. We need more time to adequately consult
with all of those groups and have some discussion
between the houses.
The other point of course is that the commonwealth has
now declared this an interim heritage area, with a report
back to — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Rodney
to speak to the government business program, without
assistance from members of the Labor backbench.
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Mr MAUGHAN — I simply point out that the
commonwealth, whatever other members might think
of it, has made this declaration. The committee is to
report back to the minister in 40 days. Why can we not
wait for that 40 days? Why do we have to rush ahead
with this legislation? We will be opposing it because
we believe the mountain cattlemen have had a very raw
deal from this government. The pros and cons of this
legislation are not going to be adequately considered in
the time that is available to us, so we will be opposing
the government business program this week.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I desire to move
an amendment to the government business program. I
move:
That the words ‘National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill’ be omitted from the question.

Speaking to that amendment and also to the
government business program, I would like to support
the whip of The Nationals on the points of view he
raised.
There are six bills on the business program. Clearly that
is not something this house cannot get through in a
working week. The issue I have is the amount of
discussion and debate there has been around the
Parliament about the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill being dealt with totally today and
about our keeping going until the bill is done. If that is
the government’s preference, then it does not need to be
on the business program anyway.
There is a fundamental problem with the guillotine in
the first place. I could go back and do some research
and find numerous presentations to this place by the
Leader of the House when he has railed against the
guillotine, describing it as an undemocratic and
unjustifiable mechanism for cutting off debate on
legislation. For that reason I think debate on such an
important bill as that one should not be guillotined at
4 o’clock on Thursday. It could get to the stage where a
number of members may wish to speak. It is my
understanding that some house amendments will be
proposed. There is also the potential for opposition or
other amendments to be proposed. If that were to
happen, we would need to go into the
consideration-in-detail stage, and that would take a
lengthy period of time. The last thing this Parliament
should do is put debate on a bill like that to the
guillotine. If the government wishes to deal with the
bill, it should deal with it in an appropriate time frame.
I also agree that it would be very Kennett-like if this
government were to choose to have this legislation pass
through both houses of Parliament this week. For those
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reasons I put forward my point of view that we can deal
with this legislation but that an amendment needs to be
made to take it off the list. It is an incredibly important
bill, which, as previous speakers have said, has created
an enormous amount of angst, particularly in my
electorate. We saw the rally out on the streets, which I
participated in. For those families and individuals who
have licences, we need to be make sure that the
legislation is not rammed through this house tonight or
hits the guillotine without adequate parliamentary
debate.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — I rise to make a
brief contribution in support of the government
business program, as proposed by the Leader of the
House. There are six bills on the program, which is
substantially fewer than we have dealt with in other
weeks during my time in this place, and it is certainly
fewer than the numbers we have dealt with over a
longer period of time.
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — As the member for Brighton
interjected, in the time I have been here we have dealt
with many more than six bills in a sitting week. I think
that is a fair point. We will be dealing with six bills this
week in recognition of the fact that at least one of them,
the National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill,
is of interest to many members, who will want to speak
on it. Appropriate time will be allocated to do that.
Mr Plowman interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Benambra!
Mr ANDREWS — The member for Benambra was
heard in relative silence. At the end of the day this is a
modest and sensible program. As I said, there are six
bills in recognition of the fact that one of them will be
the subject of much debating time, because many
honourable members will seek to speak on it. The
workload of the house for the week is lighter than
would otherwise be the case so as to provide a proper
amount of time for debate on the National Parks
(Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill.
As the Leader of the House indicated, the six bills on
the program he has moved were put on the notice paper
at the end of the last sitting week. So there has been
three weeks notice. The member for Rodney
acknowledged that that was a good thing. Three of
those bills were second-read on 19 May, and two of
them were second-read on 26 May, so they have been
around for some three weeks, as has the fact that they
were coming on this week. There is no ambush or haste
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about this. People will have an opportunity to speak,
given the relatively light workload. Proper notice has
been given — three weeks — and, as I said, the
member for Rodney thanked the Leader of the House
for that. The situation is that there is a lighter workload
than would otherwise be the case to allow appropriate
attention to be given to at least one of those bills. The
government business program is modest, and it is one
that we can get through. I urge the house to support the
business program.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — When I looked at the
government business program I got quite excited — I
am not easily excited, either! — because I saw there
was a national parks bill and I thought that perhaps the
National Parks (Point Nepean) Bill was finally going to
make its appearance in this place. But alas, we are
pushing through the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill. The last time we sat, probably a
month ago, I got up and expressed my disappointment
that the Point Nepean bill had once again — I think for
the third sitting week in a row — been left off of the
government business program, even though it was due
to be debated. I fully expected that it would be debated
this week and alerted my electorate to the possibility,
but once again it has fallen off the list. I and a lot of
other people are very suspicious about why the
National Parks (Point Nepean) Bill keeps slipping off.
Is it tied in with some sort of media event which the
government is going to manufacture? I do not know,
but I am waiting with bated breath.
I understand the Otways national park bill was
introduced today. I just wonder whether that will
leapfrog the National Parks (Point Nepean) Bill. I will
be watching that with interest. My electorate and the
rest of the Victoria — anyone with an interest in Point
Nepean, which has been a huge issue in this state and
throughout the rest of the country — deserve some sort
of explanation as to why this bill keeps disappearing
from the government business program.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 58
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr

Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
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D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms

Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 26
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amendment defeated.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 76
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Donnellan, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr

Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Mulder, Mr
Munt, Ms
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pike, Ms
Plowman, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
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Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Kotsiras, Mr
Langdon, Mr

Seitz, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 8
Delahunty, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Maughan, Mr

Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Walsh, Mr

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Gordon Wells
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — The late Gordon John
Wells died on 30 May 2005 one day after his
75th birthday. A veteran of the Korean War, he was
awarded the 1945–75 Australian Active Service Medal
with clasp Korea; the 1950–53 Korean War Medal; the
United Nations Service Medal with clasp Korea; and
the Returned from Active Service badge. Gordon was a
much loved member of the Chelsea RSL sub-branch for
30 years and served as its president from March 1994 to
May 2000, when he retired due to ill health. Gordon’s
warmth and love of a good time was what was
remembered when we gathered at his funeral.
John Morris, the current president of the Chelsea RSL
sub-branch had this to say:
To sum up Wellsy he was nature’s gentleman, war veteran,
true blue Aussie, the boy from Tassie and a great mate.

To Ian, Gordon’s partner of 36 years, his friends at the
Chelsea RSL and the Korean Veterans Association, I
offer my condolences. We have lost a true friend and a
fine Australian, and our lives will be the poorer for his
passing.

Manufacturing: investment
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to condemn the
government for the management of some of its industry
grants. Some grants have been given to companies that
have reduced jobs in Victoria, and in some instances
these grants have not been recovered. Grants have been
given to Austrim Textiles, Arnott’s, Email, Nestlé and
Rocklea Spinning Mills. In fact 1532 positions have
gone from Victoria as a result of these companies
making decisions and reducing employment. Only the
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Email grant was recovered by government in that
example.

Primary School so that students can learn to their full
potential.

The government has also given a large and undisclosed
grant to Kodak. In fact it has given four grants to
Kodak. In July 2003 Kodak announced it would sack
6000 staff world wide, yet this government still gave a
grant in 2003–04 to a company that had already
indicated it had a clear intention of reducing jobs.
Kodak shut its Coburg plant and 650 jobs were lost.
The question for the government is whether that grant
money — the four grants that I am referring to — was
in fact recovered from Kodak. The Auditor-General in
2002 indicated there was insufficient transparency in
the reporting of these industry grants. I call on the
government to reform the way it administers grants,
give grants only to companies which increase
employment in Victoria and, if the reverse occurs, have
the grants paid back.

Wimmera Parkinson’s Disease Support Group

Murrumbeena Primary School: upgrade
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — It was a great day at
Murrumbeena Primary School on Wednesday, 8 June,
when the Minister for Education and Training officially
opened the $2.65 million major renovation that has
transformed the school. The two-stage project included
a new library-information resource centre incorporating
an IT area for 15 computers and more space for
students and staff; a new art/music room joined by a
portable soundproof wall; new students toilets;
extensions to the administration and staff areas; and
refurbishment to 14 general purpose classrooms.
The Bracks government contributed $1.6 million to the
project, the federal government $900 000, and the
school community $102 306. Community spirit is alive
and well at Murrumbeena Primary School, and it has
been a great pleasure to work with the school staff and
community and to see the modernisation works come to
fruition. I congratulate principal, Heather Hill, past
school council president, Kathryn Bates, current school
council president, Jane Blenkiron, and the very
hardworking and diligent school community for all
their efforts. I also thank the school captains, who met
guests on the day, escorted them to the school hall and
did a wonderful job assisting the minister to unveil two
plaques to commemorate this special occasion.
Murrumbeena Primary School is a great school. After
many years of hard work by the school community it
has modern and high-quality facilities in which to
continue the excellent teaching of local children, now
and into the future. The Bracks government will
continue to invest in schools as it has at Murrumbeena

Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — As members of
Parliament we get opportunities to meet many great
people within our electorates. Early this month I was
privileged to attend the Wimmera Parkinson’s Disease
Support Group meeting of about 20 sufferers and
carers, who are keen to not only raise awareness of the
disease but to support those who are dealing with it.
Parkinson’s disease is a progressive, degenerative
neurological condition that affects the control of body
movements. It is not contagious, and it is not fatal. It is
estimated that approximately 1 or 2 people per 1000
have Parkinson’s, with the incidence increasing to 1 in
100 over the age of 60. In Australia approximately
40 000 people have Parkinson’s, with 1 in 7 people
being diagnosed before the age of 50. More than
500 new cases are diagnosed in Victoria every year.
Parkinson’s usually begins between the ages of 40 and
70, with only 5 per cent to 10 per cent being diagnosed
before the age of 40. The prevalence of people over 65
is around 1 per cent. The disease causes symptoms such
as tremor, stiffness and slow movements. Unfortunately
there is no cure for Parkinson’s disease.
The Wimmera Parkinson’s Disease Support Group is
concerned about the basic lack of knowledge in the
community, not only among politicians but also within
the medical and health professions. It is also concerned
about putting young Parkinson’s sufferers in nursing
homes. The management of Parkinson’s in hospitals is
more difficult than many procedures. Members of the
support group told me about doctors changing
medication without talking to specialists and about the
importance of on-time medication — not only when the
trolley comes around. Today I am proud to use this pen
and wear this emblem — the James Parkinson tulip —
to promote awareness of this manageable disease.

Arthur Coates
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — I would like to
congratulate Arthur Coates, the principal of Banksia
Secondary College, for his long career in education. In
last week’s Banksia News Arthur Coates announced his
retirement from education.
Arthur joined the education department in January 1959
when he commenced primary teacher training at
Coburg Teachers College. On 7 February 1961 Arthur
took up his first teacher posting at Areegra Primary
School in the northern Wimmera region. On 7 February
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1962 Arthur returned to Melbourne and took up a
position at Footscray Technical College. In January
1974 he transferred to Altona North Technical School
and remained there until 1979. At the commencement
of 1980 he transferred to Heidelberg Technical School.
On 25 May 1981 Arthur was appointed vice-principal,
and in 1985 he was appointed principal. In 1989
Heidelberg Technical School, Heidelberg High School
and Latrobe High School amalgamated to become
Banksia Secondary College.
Arthur was appointed principal of Banksia Secondary
College where he has remained until his recent
announcement. Arthur has worked in all three sectors of
education — primary, technical and secondary — and
he holds qualifications in all of them. I am aware of
Arthur’s great dedication to Banksia Secondary
College, to education and to his students. I commend
and congratulate Arthur on his long career.

A Fairer Victoria
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — In April the Premier
launched A Fairer Victoria, which was meant to be this
government’s social policy action plan. This plan, filled
with rhetoric, sets out 85 so-called actions the
government will take to address disadvantage in
Victoria. It seems that it was the public servants who
came up with this 85-point action plan without any real
input from the key stakeholders.
I have been advised that the Minister for Employment
and Youth Affairs has received some criticism of this
action plan. It seems that the minister has now written
to all regional youth affairs networks (RYANs) seeking
their views on the gaps that have become evident in this
plan as it relates to young people. Once again, young
Victorians have not been consulted before a major
policy initiative is announced by this government. Only
when this inept government realises that there are gaps
and inconsistencies in the policy does it decide to get
feedback from the key stakeholders.
This minister should be ashamed of treating our young
people as political footballs, simply to be kicked for
political mileage at a time that suits the government.
Our young people deserve better. The minister needs to
stand up for young people in Victoria; to stand up for
their rights and for their needs. Above all, the minister
must not take them for granted.

Health: Melton super-clinic
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — I wish to thank the
Minister for Health for the $13.8 million in funding to
construct the Melton Health super-clinic and for
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announcing the purchase of land for $4 million at
Woodgrove, in Melton. I also thank key people on the
Melton ALP health subcommittee — Mr Leigh Wood,
Mrs Lorelle Scarlett and Mr Chris Papas. The health
subcommittee has advised me and the government
regarding Melton and regional health matters and
policy. The subcommittee has been important to me in
the further delivery of new and much-needed health
services within the region. I also want to thank
members of the Melton super-clinic advisory
committee, the board and officers of Djerriwarrh Health
Services, the board and officers of Western Health,
Melton and Moorabool shires, and officers of the
Department of Human Services.
The Melton Health super-clinic will attract further
private sector health services and developments into the
health precinct with the potential to attract other
much-needed specialists and other health professionals.
This comes on top of other health announcements and
actions like the Bracks Labor government’s funding of
the Bacchus Marsh hospital accident and emergency
service of $390 000 per year; the new peak-time
ambulance service based in Melton with five full-time
ambulance officers who will look after the region; and
the funding of the Blackwood community emergency
response team.
The opening of the super-clinic was attended by many
community groups who welcome the implementation
of the election policy and the real benefits it will bring
to local people.

Police: numbers
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — This statement
condemns the Bracks Labor government for its
continuing failure to honour its major election
commitment to increase police numbers by an
additional 600 in this term of government. Regions and
towns across the state simply do not have enough police
members to properly police their streets. Today police
members in Geelong met to discuss the serious shortage
of police in Geelong and on the Bellarine Peninsula.
Geelong has a shortage of at least 20 members, while
Bellarine police station has had to shut a number of
times in recent months due to the crisis in police
numbers.
At the 2002 state election the Bracks government
promised an additional 600 police in this term of
government. However, in response to questions on
notice, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
has revealed that as at 31 December 2004 only
178 police had been allocated to the five Victoria Police
regions. To make matters worse, with 178 police
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allocated to the five regions there are still 124 unfilled
vacancies. This means there has been a net increase of
only 54 police across the state — nearly 550 short of
the promised 600 new police. Region 1 is the hardest
hit, with 62 vacancies, followed by region 3 and
region 4, both with 32. Apart from the increase in
vacancies, sick leave is also on a sharp rise.
Our police officers do a courageous, stressful and often
difficult job and they deserve our utmost respect and
support. Police Minister Holding needs to explain to the
Victorian community just how he is going to deliver the
election promise — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Emergency services: Casey
Mr WILSON (Narre Warren South) — The Bracks
government has once again delivered for the south-east,
with the opening of the Casey State Emergency Service
(SES) office last week. I congratulate the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and his predecessor,
now the Minister for Manufacturing and Export, for
their good work after listening to the community in
making the necessary decisions to create the first new
SES unit for more than a decade.
I congratulate David Porter, the new controller of the
Casey SES, for his excellent work in organising the
training of more than 35 volunteers. I understand
28 volunteers have completed the first stage of their
training, with more nearing the end of their basic
training. The City of Casey, led by the then mayor, Rob
Wilson, lobbied the state government effectively to
provide the service and contributed the necessary funds
for the new building and land. The state contribution is
more than $400 000 over four years, and the Casey
council has contributed $175 000.
Over the recent long weekend I visited the Colac unit
and accepted a revitalising cup of coffee and an anzac
biscuit in the midst of a very long car journey. The
opening of the Casey SES office is great for emergency
services in the south-east and will complement the
fantastic work done by other emergency services in the
region, including the Narre Warren Country Fire
Authority, in ensuring that residents in the Narre
Warren South electorate and surrounding areas have the
services required to ensure the best possible response in
the case of an emergency. The Bracks government has
made a continuing commitment to the SES and I call on
the local community to maximise its success by
providing additional resources from both council and
the private sector.
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Police: schools program
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — Like many
members of Parliament I am receiving extensive
representations from school students, principals, school
councils and parents bringing to my attention the
importance of the police schools involvement program
and the proposal to close this important contact
between police officers and school students. The police
in schools program commenced in Wangaratta in 1987
as the Stranger Danger program. Since that time the
program has developed with the support initially of
superintendents of police and subsequently of
successive commissioners of police. It is now operated
across Victoria by approximately 80 police officers
meeting with students in a school situation.
Letters and contacts from schools across north-eastern
Victoria have highlighted the broad aims of this
program: to develop a positive relationship between
students, police and the community; to explain the
rules, rights and responsibilities within society; to detail
drug and alcohol education; and to reduce the incidence
of crime in society. Many students have written letters
to me from their primary schools confirming in detail
and with obvious individual passion the importance of
this program. Last week the Leader of The Nationals,
Peter Ryan, and I visited Wangaratta’s Yarrunga
Primary School where letters of support were presented
to us and we witnessed the program being implemented
by Senior Constable Brett Phillips. Despite the strength
of our representations I have not received any response
from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
Minister, do not throw the baby out with the bathwater:
retain this program!

Dhamma Sarana Temple, Keysborough
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — On Sunday,
29 May, I had the privilege of attending the unveiling
of the pinnacle of the stupa and the statue of Lord
Buddha, along with my parliamentary colleagues
Minister John Pandazopoulos, representing the Premier;
Minister Tim Holding; Hong Lim, the member for
Clayton; and Dale Wilson, the member for Narre
Warren South. This ceremony was organised by the
committee of management of the Dhamma Sarana
Temple in Keysborough, under the stewardship of the
chief incumbent of the temple, Ven Naotunne Vijitha
Thero. The ceremony was attended by over
2000 people. Three Buddhist priests flew from Sri
Lanka to attend the ceremony. Dr Ranjith Hettiarachi
and Mrs Ramani Liyanarchchi graced the occasion by
chairing the formal proceedings. The stupa has an
octagonal base and a dome on top where Buddha’s
relics and 1500 Buddha statues are housed. The stupa is
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believed to be the symbol of enlightenment. It is the
main object of veneration for Buddhists as it enshrines
the bodily relics of the Buddha. Buddhist devotees
believe that going around the stupa in walking
meditation brings peace and serenity to the mind.
I congratulate the chief incumbent of the temple,
Naotunne Vijitha Thero; the president, Daya
Samarakoon; and the members of the committee of
management and many volunteers who carried out
tireless tasks to complete this magnificent facility in a
short time. Well done! Now the Buddhist community in
the south-eastern suburbs is blessed with all three
shrines.

Health: Frankston facility
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I congratulate Dr Vinod
Ganju and his team on the start of construction of the
long-awaited day procedure and medical centre at
Frankston. This privately owned but publicly accessible
facility will fill a lot of the medical gaps on the
Mornington Peninsula. Many of the long waiting lists
for treatment will be drastically reduced as a result of
this facility being built and the service that it will bring.
Despite an overwhelming need for cancer radiology
services for patients in my electorate, nothing has been
done until now under Dr Ganju’s leadership. The
cancer patients and the fantastic volunteers of Sister
Carmel’s cancer support group and drivers from the
Red Cross will enjoy the short trip to Frankston instead
of the long haul to Moorabbin and the city. It will cut
costs but more importantly will result in a better quality
of life and health for the patients.
The next step for cancer patients in the southern
Mornington Peninsula is an increase in chemotherapy
couches at Rosebud Hospital. Many patients are now
having to travel to Frankston, which is an expensive
and tiring exercise. The local community worked with
Peninsula Health to establish the first two couches,
which was a wonderful achievement, but such is the
need locally that more couches and hours of operation
are now needed. Due to the age and poverty profile of
my electorate, the more specialised and acute services
we can obtain on the southern peninsula the better for
everyone’s health.

Steven and Michael Dimos
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I wish to inform
the house of two very special people who have
achieved milestones in the Australian Labor Party.
Steve and Michael Dimos are extremely proud and
deserving recipients of the Australian Labor Party’s
40-year medallion. The brothers migrated to Australia
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from Macedonia in their very early years. They were
soon members of the Australian Labor Party, having
first joined the Collingwood branch in 1964, followed
by the Lalor branch.
They raised their families here in Australia, instilling in
them the same values that have guided them throughout
their own lives — teamwork, sharing, social justice and
fairness for all, regardless of their nationality, race or
creed. When it comes to Steve and Michael, anyone
who knows them can honestly attest to that.
Steve and Michael have always been ready and willing
to give their all to get their party elected. They can each
tell wonderful stories of well-known Labor figures of
the past and the many long and tough campaigns they
have worked in during the darkest years in opposition
for the Labor Party. Their commitment to the party has
never waned. From walking the streets of marginal
electorates to late-night enveloping of campaign
materials, Michael and Steve have been beacons in
local campaigns, and they have come to be relied on as
brothers in enthusiasm and hard work. I congratulate
them and appreciate their relentless campaigning.

Mitcham–Frankston project: Hillcrest Tennis
Club
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I rise to highlight a
highly detrimental effect that the government’s
disgraceful decision to impose tolls on the Scoresby
freeway has had on my Doncaster electorate. Delays in
building the tollway and new construction plans have
resulted in the loss of a vital recreational facility for
nearly 200 residents in Donvale, that of their
community tennis club.
Members of the Hillcrest Tennis Club were given just
four days notice of the intention to close the club’s
courts earlier this year, as the courts are required as part
of the tollway construction. Since then talks have
continued without resolution between the Manningham
City Council and the road contractors over the
relocation of the tennis courts and the amount of
compensation to be paid. Meanwhile the club members
have nowhere to play and no idea of when or to where
their club will be relocated. This is an appalling
situation, and I ask the Minister for Transport to step in
and direct his department to ensure that immediate
steps are taken to resolve this issue.
Council officials are attempting to organise an onsite
meeting of the contractors, SEITA/ConnectEast, to try
to resolve the situation. The council chief executive
officer, John Bennie, has told me that the site is under
the control of SEITA/ConnectEast and that ‘we have no
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power and little influence over the rate and timeliness
of the work that they will undertake’. The tennis club
should be relocated and compensated without further
delay. I call on the Bracks government, and especially
the Minister for Transport, to ensure that this happens.

Filipino Community Council of Victoria
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I rise to congratulate the
Filipino Community Council of Victoria and the
Philippine Australian Foundation for organising the
107th Day of Independence of the Philippines and the
Miss Philippine Princess of Victoria Quest. The
winners of the Miss Philippine quest were: Monica
Dominique Vedar, who was first runner-up; Jannine
Buenconsejo; Samantha Szadovszky, who was named
Princess of Victoria; Pearl Robinson; Andrea Formosa;
and Primrose Diane Mann. All those girls are young
kids.
The fundraising exercise they took part in that evening
raised more than $50 000, with the oldest participant
being about 13 years old. They raised that money for
the Philippine community, which now owns its own
community centre in Laverton and a multipurpose
centre in Footscray. The community has paid for its
assets and properties, and I congratulate the Filipino
community council for such a tremendous effort in
fundraising and for not relying on government handouts
to support its own community’s activities and welfare.
It is something that has to be commended.
Celebrating the 107th Philippines independence day
last Saturday was very exciting and pleasurable. I
recommend the annual event to other members of the
house, and I invite business people to get behind and
support such worthwhile fundraising activities for this
valuable welfare organisation.

Dandenong Hospital: upgrade
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — Last Thursday I
was pleased to attend, along with the members for
Narre Warren South and Cranbourne and the member
for Western Port Province in another place, the official
opening of the new intensive care unit (ICU) at the
Dandenong Hospital. The unit was opened by the
Minister for Health, and the event was well attended by
staff and administrators, members of the ladies
auxiliary and members of the community, including
representatives from the Dandenong RSL.
The opening was an important opportunity to celebrate
the broader redevelopment of the Dandenong Hospital
and the real impact the new facilities are having on the
quality of care delivered to local residents. The new
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ICU comes as part of a $34 million, stage 2 east block
redevelopment. This builds on the $20.5 million stage 1
development and program of works funded by the
Bracks government.
The stage 1 west block was opened in 2002. The new
development includes a 14-bed intensive care unit —
an increase of 6 beds over what was available
previously — 72 acute beds, 20 rehabilitation beds, two
additional operating theatres with provision for day
surgery, an upgrade of the emergency department, an
allied health unit, and the refurbishment of medical
records, radiology, IT and staff areas. This
redevelopment represents an increase of 64 beds and
positions Dandenong Hospital as a major provider of
emergency and critical care in the region.
Whether it is the new ICU at Dandenong, the new
emergency department at Monash Medical Centre at
Clayton or the new Casey Hospital in Berwick,
communities right across Melbourne’s south-east are
benefiting from the Bracks government’s investment in
the very best facilities and health care. Well done to all
those involved in the construction of the new ICU, and
best wishes for the completion of the $34 million,
stage 2 redevelopment.

Fijian Social and Cultural Organisation of
Victoria
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — I recently had the
pleasure of being invited to join the members of the
Fijian Social and Cultural Organisation of Victoria for
dinner, and I thank them for their hospitality and warm
welcome. I had a wonderful evening. FSCOVA is a
relatively new organisation, with great vision. Its
hardworking members are committed to filling their
goals. The ideals contained within their master plan are
a wonderful testament to their vision. With aims to
build a multifunction community centre, assist Fijian
farmers to strengthen their sector, offer assisted
accommodation to newly arrived migrants, establish a
radio station to preserve and grow the island’s culture
within Australia and build a cancer and cardiac medical
facility in their homeland, FSCOVA is a group with big
dreams and the commitment to seeing them come to
fruition.
In particular I would like to thank secretary-general
Ardimularn Pillay and his committee for their
hospitality on the evening, and I look forward to
watching them grow over the coming years as they
move towards fulfilling their master plan. It was a
wonderful night, although I resisted the urge to drink
the kava. I have seen this organisation grow from
having a handful of members to one with something
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like 500 members. It is a great tribute to the hard work
they put in, and I commend them to the house.

Yarra Junction Caravan Park
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I have been learning
a lot about caravans in the electorate of Gembrook
recently, as part of my mobile office work is being
conducted in caravan parks. However, nothing had
prepared me for the realisation that caravan parks and
their managers are vital community service providers
until I visited Yarra Junction Caravan Park after a tragic
accident last week, which saw a resident lose his life
when his caravan burnt to the ground.
All the residents, as well as the owners, were absolutely
distraught. I visited Doug and Norma the next day to
offer my assistance. The owners expressed their
reluctance to continue the business. They then went on
to discuss the number of people living in the park, the
types of reasons that had brought them to live there and
the types of issues they face, such as poverty,
unemployment and substance abuse.
I encouraged the owners to continue to deliver the
community services that they had been delivering for
more than 16 years, playing the roles of parents,
friends, councillors, referral services, bus drivers and
confidantes. If it were not for them, the residents would
be homeless. The Yarra Junction Caravan Park,
together with its community partners — the River
Valley Church, the Salvation Army, and housing and
employment providers — are to be congratulated for
their dedication to the Upper Yarra region.

Hastings electorate: Pearcedale community
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — There are some
great things happening in the Pearcedale region of the
Hastings electorate, which I would like to highlight.
The community of Pearcedale is vibrant and caring, and
that could never be better reflected than in the work of
the great volunteers based at the Pearcedale CFA. The
35 members are looking forward to the official
handover of their new light slip-on tanker, which was
purchased with state government community safety
emergency support program funds for a total of
$85 000. Through their own fundraising the members
of this brigade have been renovating their
administration and kitchen areas. I wish each member
all the best, given their dedication and commitment to
both the Pearcedale community and its visitors.
The Pearcedale Primary School is undergoing great
change, with the $2.3 million modernisation of its
classroom and administration area. This school is well
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renowned for its KODA — Kids of Deaf Adults —
club, and principal Don McKenzie and his staff do a
great job in integrating hearing students into a
non-hearing world via the teaching of Auslan to all
students and interested adults. These new classrooms
will provide the best possible learning environment.
Local resident Ron Kane has been very busy, supported
by local Pearcedale businesses, in forming a local
Neighbourhood Watch committee. Many residents
have expressed their interest, and with the support of a
few more it is hoped that Ron’s vision for a more
neighbourly community will progress. I urge local
residents to become involved with this valuable
program.
Just a stone’s throw down the road the Langwarrin
equestrian reserve, home to the Peninsula Horse Riders
Club and the Langwarrin Pony Club, are delighted with
the recent state government grant of $23 000 to create a
multipurpose equestrian arena to allow more riders to
get involved with club activities in a safely supervised
environment, starting in October — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Eltham Gay Group
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — I am pleased to inform
the house of an important support group for same-sex
attracted young people who live and study in my
electorate. The Eltham Gay Group began in 2001 and is
a safe and inclusive place for young same-sex attracted
people to meet, socialise and share their experiences. It
is a group run by young people for young people. The
group meets fortnightly and is actively attended.
Adolescence and the exploration of sexuality is always
difficult, but it can be a lonely and harrowing
experience for many young gay people if they do not
have support and others to relate to.
Since its establishment, the Eltham Gay Group has
provided that support to over 80 young people,
impacting positively on their lives and on their future
happiness. The group has worked very hard to promote
local awareness about issues affecting young gay
people particularly through the same-sex attracted
young people’s support project which commenced in
2003. This exciting and essential project will be hosting
a Celebrate Diversity event at the Nillumbik
Community Health Service on Friday, 17 June.
The event aims to highlight the success of the project’s
work so far and invites the broader community to join
them in celebrating our diversity as a community.
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Underpinning this great event is a very important
message: diversity in our community is what ultimately
enriches our lives, and those perceived differences
between us should never be a barrier to our
understanding and acceptance of one another. I
commend the Eltham Gay Group for providing such a
vibrant support service to the young people of Eltham
and all those involved in the group’s support project.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member’s time has expired. The member for
Mount Waverley has 22 seconds.

Monash Greek Macedonian Elderly Citizens
Club
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I want to take
the opportunity to recognise the important voluntary
work of members of the Monash Greek Macedonian
Elderly Citizens Club. The club has been in existence
for 10 years, has about 120 members and meets once a
week on Wednesdays in Glen Waverley. I want to
acknowledge the great work of the current committee
whose members will next month step down from their
duties after serving this club as volunteers for four
years. Members of the committee retiring are John
Fleming, Jack Kanakalis, Anna Angelopoulos — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The time for members’ statements has expired.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 19 May; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Government amendments circulated by
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community Services)
pursuant to standing orders.
Opposition amendments circulated by
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) pursuant to standing orders.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — This bill makes a
number of amendments to the Accident Compensation
Act, many of which do not cause the opposition any
real concern and are machinery in nature. There are
some that do cause the opposition concern, but they are
not sufficient to cause us to oppose the legislation. The
amendment I have just circulated in relation to hearing
loss would have the effect of the provision coming into
operation upon the proclamation of the legislation
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rather than making it retrospective to November last. I
will deal with that in some detail later.
I will move through the amendments in the bill that do
not cause the opposition any real concern. The first
makes it perfectly clear that the legislation binds the
Crown in relation to criminal sanctions imposed under
the accident compensation legislation. We had dealt
with occupational health and safety issues, and when
the introduction of that bill was announced some time
ago there was some debate as to whether it would bind
the Crown. That bill was certainly the subject of some
criticism, that ordinary employers were going to be
bound by quite stringent criminal sanctions as was first
promulgated in the Maxwell report. Ultimately the
government sought advice and returned here with a bill
which, when introduced into this house, showed that its
amendments clearly bind the Crown.
Likewise, the accident compensation scheme mirrors
the insurance paid to compensate injured workers as a
result of industrial accidents. It was commonly
accepted that the legislation did bind the Crown but to
put it beyond doubt an amendment clearly demonstrates
that the Crown is bound. As I said, the opposition has
no concerns with that as the amendment makes it
perfectly clear that the Crown is bound by the criminal
sanctions imposed under this bill.
Secondly, it makes amendments to the secrecy
provisions in the Accident Compensation Act as to the
bodies or people who may be provided with
information in accordance with the provisions of the
act. At the briefing the government informed the
opposition that the amendment would bring the act into
line with the new occupational health and safety
legislation. Certainly my reading of that would seem to
indicate that that is the case.
There is some benefit in having the two acts in
concomitance in relation to those secrecy provisions.
That would enable WorkCover to provide documents to
a variety of bodies, ranging from the Secretary of the
Department of Treasury and Finance right through to
parliamentary committees or other bodies or persons
approved by the Governor in Council. Again the
opposition has no concerns in relation to those matters.
Interestingly enough the bill also repeals an antiquated
and outdated mode of signing official documents —
that is, the requirement of the use of a common seal,
which has a quaint and long history in common law.
Having common seals in use in this day and age is
probably interesting; however, if removing that
requirement is going to speed up the administration of
the compensation process, then it is appropriate that it
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should go. I understand that the mechanism will be
replaced by the requirement of signatures from two
directors of the WorkCover authority. Indeed in most
circumstances a common seal has had to be affixed in
the presence of two directors. Although the use of a
common seal is quaint and has an ancient and
honourable history, in this modern day it probably is
not necessary and, as I said, the removal of this
requirement is a matter that does not cause the
opposition any concern.
A number of other amendments cause the opposition
concern, and I want to spend some time on those
matters. The first and principal amendment relates to
corporations which, for whatever reason, seek to leave
the current Victorian WorkCover scheme and move to
the commonwealth scheme, Comcare. That is made
clear in the minister’s second-reading speech, and it is
certainly one of the primary purposes of this legislation.
The second-reading speech sets out the objectives,
which include ensuring that by vacating the WorkCover
system and moving on to the Comcare system run by
the commonwealth government that the system is not
diminished in any way with respect to the
compensation that could be payable to employees and
certainly could not be diminished in any way that
would adversely impact upon other employers in that
scheme.
There are very limited opportunities for corporations to
move under the commonwealth scheme. Essentially
they have to be either a commonwealth corporation or a
previous commonwealth corporation. Alternatively,
there is also a provision that allows for competitive
disadvantage notions whereby corporations that would
otherwise be in competition with commonwealth
corporations can move into that scheme. Of course it is
very much up to the federal Minister for Employment
and Workplace Relations to make that decision, and it
is not available to every corporation which may want to
avail itself of it. It is only in limited circumstances that
that prevails.
Having said that, the minister has identified in the
second-reading speech a concern that there may be a
flood or a rush of corporations, and the opposition of
course wants to ensure the integrity of an accident
compensation system that will work effectively and
appropriately for employees as well as for employers.
Certainly we do not object to the objective that neither
the scheme, employers nor employees should in any
way be disadvantaged by someone making a
commercial decision to avail themselves of the
opportunity to move on to the commonwealth scheme.
Certainly the integrity of the scheme has to be
preserved, and the minister quite rightly has an
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obligation to move to protect the integrity of that
scheme.
There is a concern that for a period of up to six years,
which is the limitation period, you could have a series
of tail claims. Those are the ones that may eventuate in
that six-year limitation period. They might also be
existing claims that are still being processed by the
system that may otherwise place an impost on the
WorkCover scheme but where the employer has moved
onto the commonwealth scheme and is making
premium payments under that particular scheme.
Accordingly the person who is paying the money, or
who is doing the rehabilitation work and providing
compensation, which is WorkCover, effectively is not
getting the benefit of these premiums. The mechanism
that will be put in place by this bill provides for an
actuarial calculation based upon the claims history of
the corporation. That actuarial calculation will denote a
figure of a lump sum payment that would then become
due and payable. In most cases it would be payable, and
that effectively could be six times a normal premium to
take account of that limitation period.
The opposition has been contacted by a number of
people and organisations who have suggested that
perhaps the mechanism to ensure the integrity of the
system is unfair because of the lump sum payment.
However, in his second-reading speech the minister
makes the point that in the event of an overpayment to a
corporation — that is, if a corporation were to continue
to improve its claims history through that six-year
period — then it may be entitled to a refund. That is
only fair and just, but, most importantly, while the
opposition is keen to ensure the integrity of the
WorkCover system, nobody wants to see employees in
any way losing out because the integrity of the system
is compromised — that is, that no-one gets an unfair
advantage and that employers are not in any way
prejudiced by the removal of anyone who potentially
may have claims against WorkCover and not pay those
premiums which would have to be compensated by
existing employers in that scheme.
However, one of the mechanisms the minister or the
government perhaps should have contemplated, and
certainly I would urge them to contemplate, is to make
it perfectly clear that if an employer moves from the
state system to the commonwealth system under
Comcare, perhaps the appropriate mechanism may very
well be to ensure that the tail claims actually move with
the employer into the commonwealth system. Perhaps
that would have to be part of cooperative legislation,
but it certainly is a matter that could be raised at both a
state and a commonwealth level.
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That cooperation would ensure that it would be a fairer
system than implementing a mechanism that may cause
detriment to and dissuade a corporation that otherwise
would be entitled to move to Comcare and had been
given the federal minister’s fiat or permission to enter
that scheme in accordance with the federal legislation.
Perhaps that could be worked out for future use, but
certainly there is some apparent immediacy in that this
is the scheme the minister has come up with. While the
opposition does not oppose the amendments in the
bill — because they preserve the integrity of the
WorkCover system — it is a matter of concern that they
could dissuade people and organisations from moving
to the Comcare system.
There are a couple of well-known cases. I understand
that Optus is about to move onto the Comcare system.
The point that is made about Optus is that it is a
national company and has employees right around the
country. The multitude of different WorkCover
schemes in different states and the administration of
those different schemes add an enormous
administrative burden to the corporation — for
example, Optus’s major competitor, Telstra, is part of
the Comcare system and does not have the same
administrative concerns that Optus may have. On top of
that the point could be made in relation to Optus that by
having that reduced administrative cost, Telstra has a
natural competitive advantage over anybody who wants
to break into that system.
Accordingly one of the purposes of this must be to
ensure competitive neutrality. Certainly an up-front
lump sum payment could be an enormous dissuader for
a corporation like Optus to move onto the
commonwealth system. Whilst it may be entitled to a
refund at some future time, it is a matter of some
concern that that competitive neutrality should be
preserved. Perhaps there would be an easier way of
doing it which would allow those tail claims to move
with the corporation if it moved onto the
commonwealth system.
As a matter of note, a section 85 provision exists in
relation to this particular discrete point and that
section 85 removes the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court in relation to a corporation that wants to question
the level of that actuarial calculation under the
mechanisms provided for here. There is no mechanism
for judicial review in the Supreme Court or otherwise
of that actuarial calculation of the lump sum up-front
payment being the cost of the tail claims to be
actuarially calculated over a period of six years, and
there is no mechanism for challenging that.
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In the second-reading speech the minister makes the
point that the whole system depends upon premiums
being used as a mechanism incentive of compliance
and also the carrot approach to provide a potential
reduction in premium by compliance with the
legislation. Currently there is not a mechanism in place
for those premiums to be questioned and the point the
minister makes is that likewise a corporation does not
have the power to question the level of those premiums,
and this section 85 is merely mirroring this process
effectively through the mechanism of determining the
lump sum up-front payment. As I said, it is a matter of
concern that the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court is
being limited in this way but it is certainly
commensurate with the scheme that applies to all
employers in the scheme under the current
arrangements.
The next matter I want to raise concerns the
amendment to the Transport Act. There were a number
of amendments made — this is one of the most
amended acts in this place; it is a bit like the federal
Income Tax Assessment Act. On a scale of 1 to 10 you
have the Water Act, which is Victoria’s equivalent of
the Income Tax Assessment Act, and just underneath
that are the Accident Compensation Act and the
Transport Accident Act. A plethora of amendments go
through this place in every single year, and in one of
those amendments there is a reference to the Transport
Act 1983 whereas it should have been an amendment
that reflected the provisions of the Transport Accident
Act 1986.
Accordingly an amendment which is made
retrospectively to December 2003 corrects that
anomaly. In our briefing from the government we
understand that it will not have any practical
consequence — no-one has actually taken the point; it
is just correcting the matter and accordingly in relation
to that retrospectivity aspect of the bill, the opposition
has no real concerns because the practical outcome is
that it does not have any consequence for any
claimants. However, in relation to the case of Del
Borgo which was heard earlier this year by the Court of
Appeal, I understand the Accident Compensation Act
was amended to address a particular vice that was
thrown up in that case. That amendment went through
this place in about last November but apparently it did
not satisfactorily prevent that particular vice.
In very broad terms, as the house would be aware, the
vice is that under both the transport accident and the
accident compensation scheme — the WorkCover
scheme — a person’s injury has to qualify as a serious
one, based upon a 30 per cent incapacity, for them to be
entitled to a lump sum payment for pain and suffering.
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If a person is rated to be below that 30 per cent figure,
they are subject to a mechanism whereby they receive
their normal out-of-pocket expenses or medical
expenses together with compensation for loss of wages
and salaries for a period of time.
In that particular case, as I understand it, because of the
way the act was drafted there was anomaly in relation
to hearing loss claims whereby if somebody had a prior
hearing loss claim that had been compensated and then
received a subsequent hearing loss claim, those could
be amalgamated. In other words, they had suffered a
hearing loss injury which was compensated for, then
after a second injury for which they made a claim, they
were able to get over the ‘serious injury’ threshold by
amalgamating the two claims.
I am not aware whether the amendments made last year
were retrospective, but earlier this year the Court of
Appeal found that those amendments did not rectify the
problem. The provision in this bill is a second attempt
at dealing with this problem to remove that double
dipping — and I think the expression ‘double dipping’
has been used by a number of people in relation to this
matter. The thing that concerns the opposition in
relation to this matter is that while it may be perceived
by the government as double dipping, and while no-one
has actually proceeded to court proceedings on that
very complicated piece of legislation, as I understand it,
since November last a number of claims have been
made against WorkCover on the basis of the existing
law that this bill would seek to amend.
It is essentially an administrative process. It is not like a
normal court case in the sense that in effect you have to
get over a serious injury so as to make a claim for a
lump sum payment for pain and suffering, if you like.
The most important thing is that people have made
those claims on the basis of existing laws. While the
government may want to plug that, and last year
announced it wanted to plug it, that was not carried out
effectively by whatever legislative drafting. This is
another attempt at rectifying that position.
The opposition is very concerned that a number of
claimants are now going to be potentially prejudiced by
this amendment and will be locked out from making a
claim on the basis of serious injury. We are not aware
of the number and nature of those claims. We are led to
believe there are some claims in relation to these
matters currently before WorkCover, which is the body
that handles all these things in the initial stages in any
event.
Accordingly the provision in clause 2 of this bill that
makes the series of provisions from clauses 17 to 20
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retrospective to 18 November is the subject of the
amendment I have circulated. At the appropriate time I
will formally move it in my name. It would amend
clause 2 to remove the part that makes these clauses
retrospective to 18 November and makes them
prospective — that is, they only come into operation
upon proclamation of the bill following approval by the
Governor in Council.
On the issue of retrospectivity, the opposition has been
informed a number claims currently before WorkCover
are still being processed and may or may not lead to
any form of court proceedings or pain-and-suffering
claims. At the end of the day those matters should
progress on the basis of the existing law at the time
those claims were made rather than making it
retrospective. Unlike the other parts that are
retrospective, this one has a consequence for
individuals. The opposition has a clear policy on these
matters as it said in relation to a fisherman who had his
cause of action taken away a couple of years ago.
Similarly in this instance, we do not believe it is just
and fair that Parliament should deprive a claimant who
has made a claim in accordance with the law at the time
should in any way be prejudiced by this change.
As I said earlier, at the appropriate time I will move my
circulated amendments, the consequence of which will
be to make those clauses prospective from the date of
proclamation, not to have them retrospective to
18 November. The opposition does have some concerns
about, for example, the amendments in the bill
regarding employers moving from the Victorian
scheme to the commonwealth scheme and about the
retrospectivity of provisions that relate to clause 32 in
relation to the Transport Act. However, those
provisions will not affect ordinary people who have
made claims under the WorkCover scheme in
accordance with the law at the time.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — It is my
pleasure to join the debate on the Accident
Compensation (Amendment) Bill. As has already been
observed, this act must surely be one of the most
amended pieces of legislation in this state, and the
gambling legislation also rates a mention in that
context.
Mr Robinson — What about tax?
Mr RYAN — Tax is not so much amended in this
place as in the federal Parliament, although there are
aspects of taxation which are occasionally amended. Of
course there are so many taxes being introduced
through this place, one can well understand how there
would be amendments every day of the week. Then
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again, when I think of how this government has passed
legislation which enables hundreds upon hundreds of
taxes to be increased annually on 1 July without
anybody knowing or the government having to talk
about it, I suppose that explains why some elements of
that amending legislation have been circumvented.
Nevertheless, I return to the bill. This bill comprises
various aspects. The first one provides for those
employers who exit the WorkCover scheme
particularly with regard to what are termed tail claims.
The next is to apply the Accident Compensation Act
1985 to both the public and private sectors. At the time
of passage of legislation through this place regarding
occupational health and safety and various other forms
of legislative initiatives, there was criticism of the fact
there are circumstances where private enterprise has
been put upon by legislation whereas other elements of
that same legislation do not apply to the public sector,
particularly with reference to the criminal provisions of
some aspects of legislative reform. This bill will ensure
that the principal act will also apply in the public as
well as in the private sectors.
The third provision regards the operation of hearing
loss claims. This is an attempt by the government to
retrospectively cure a problem which it attempted to
cure going back to 18 November last year. Its
endeavours to effect that cure have not worked. It now
wants to have another go and close what it sees as being
a loophole. On balance the assessment of this as being a
loophole is a pretty reasonable call, but as a matter of
general principle we cannot support the notion of
retrospective legislation being applied to achieve that
end. That being the case, we believe it is appropriate to
support the amendment which has been flagged by the
member for Kew on behalf of the Liberal Party. The
Nationals will offer their support for the purposes of the
initiative when we come to the consideration-in-detail
stage.
Another basis for this legislation is that it will modify
the operation of the weekly payment provisions,
exempting, I might say, the decision in Balogh, which
is referred to in the second-reading speech. As I
understand it, parties on both sides of the debate on
workers rights and employers responsibilities accept
that this is an appropriate amendment. It does no more,
again as I understand it, than give effect to the way in
which everybody has approached the operation of these
provisions until now. Accordingly The Nationals do not
oppose what the government intends to do in that
respect.
There is a further provision which is in a similar vein to
that accommodating the long-tail claims. This is to do
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with the requirement that employers exiting the
WorkCover scheme will have to continue contributing
to expenses that are incurred under the occupational
health and safety legislation. Again we have no
opposition to that series of provisions. There are a
couple of other minor matters. The secrecy provisions
in the act are being expanded, and in all the
circumstances we regard that as reasonable. There is
also the provision which does away with the famous
common seal. It will now be replaced by the signatures
of two directors. In this day and age that is also an
appropriate thing to do.
So it is that I return, albeit briefly, to the first of the
issues upon which I touched — that is, the amendments
that relate to employers who exit the WorkCover
scheme. This truly is belt-and-braces legislation in the
context of what is sometimes called the wriggle room
that is left to enable parties to vary their positions on
particular bills. I must say there is very little room for
variance when one considers the terms of this bill.
It is probably a good thing to make reference to some of
the definitions of the different terms which appear in
clause 6. It is by that clause that new part VIA,
regarding non-WorkCover employers, will be
introduced into the principal act. The definitions
contained in proposed part VIA appear under what is to
be the new section 164 of the principal act. Under the
definitions provision there is the matter of the exit date,
which is intended to mean the date on which an
employer becomes a non-WorkCover employer — in
other words, the date upon which an employer actually
ceases to be covered by the WorkCover scheme.
There is also the definition of a liability period, which is
intended to mean the period of six years commencing
from the exit date. There is a definition of a
non-WorkCover employer, which is intended to
mean — and I say this by way of paraphrasing — an
employer who, on or after the commencement of
section 6 of the principal act, becomes licensed under
part VIII of the commonwealth’s Safety, Rehabilitation
and Compensation Act 1988 after a declaration of
eligibility under that part made on the basis that the
employer is a corporation which is carrying on business
in competition with a commonwealth authority or with
another corporation that was previously a
commonwealth authority. Then there are various other
criteria which go into the definition, but for practical
purposes that is the extent of what is primarily relevant
here.
Tail claims, which have been the subject of much
discussion in all this and which caused an amount of
consternation in The Nationals party room as I was
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reporting on this bill, are generally defined to mean
claims, whether they have been made before or after the
exit date, in respect of injuries or deaths which have
been incurred or suffered by workers employed by
non-WorkCover employers while those
non-WorkCover employers were in some way, shape or
form provided with indemnity under the act and which
entitle workers or the dependants of workers to
compensation, whether under this act — namely, the
principal act — at common law or otherwise. Finally,
within the definitions provision there is a reference to
tail-claim liabilities. They are defined as meaning the
sum of the actuarial value of the current, non-current
and contingent liabilities immediately before the exit
date in respect of the tail claims under this act — that is,
under the principal act — of a non-WorkCover
employer while that employer is subject to the coverage
offered by the WorkCover scheme.
The essence of all this comes down to the fact that the
WorkCover authority does not want to be left holding
the bag. It argues that if particular employers are going
to leave the umbrella of the WorkCover scheme and go
over to the commonwealth’s Comcare scheme, they
cannot expect to be able to walk away and simply leave
the WorkCover scheme having to honour the liabilities
that arise under the terms of that scheme. So the process
that has been developed through this legislation is about
ensuring that those exiting employers who want to go
over to Comcare and who fall within the definition of
the federal legislation which enables them to make that
move are nevertheless required to honour their
obligations under the terms of the WorkCover scheme.
I must say that I think that is a fair call. When I first
looked at the terms of this legislation I had a few
misgivings, but on reflection, and having worked my
way through it, I think that it is a fair call.
The provisions of the bill which give rise to that end
result are pretty comprehensive. Under new section 165
the authority will retain or assume liability for tail
claims — they being the claims the details of which I
have just read into Hansard, based on the definition
provisions in this new part. It means that WorkCover
has taken the decision to be the enterprise which retains
or assumes the liability for those tail claims. When you
think about it you realise that it is a sensible way to deal
with them, because if it is not done in that way, you
might conceivably have the circumstance where an
injured worker or that worker’s dependants is left
floating in the ether, with no particular capacity for
recourse.
Alternatively you might have the situation where there
is the capacity for that person or those persons to be
able to institute a claim against a former employer
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under the WorkCover scheme, that employer being left
without the capacity for indemnity. It could have
opened itself up to uncertainty had the government not
made the move to give absolute definition to the
situation — and what this bill does is provide that
definition and certainty. I accept that those who are
interested in going over to Comcare are not necessarily
going to be splitting their sides laughing about the way
in which this has been done, but I think in the scheme
of things it is probably a reasonable way to approach it.
What the succeeding clauses of this new part then do is
set out the mechanisms by which calculations will be
made as to the actuarial liability of the exiting employer
and the basis upon which that actuarial liability is to be
paid. I might say that the fact that the existing employer
has the privilege of paying for the calculation of the
actuarial figures will no doubt only rub a bit of salt into
the wounds. There are provisions providing for an
appeal or review or re-examination of the amounts in
question. There are also provisions providing for
periodical assessments of the actuarial liability at three
years and six years.
Importantly there is a provision which allows, in effect,
a netting out of the calculations which have been made
actuarially. It may well be, for example, that at the time
the employer exits, the actuarial calculations may
determine that such employer has to pay money over.
On the other hand, there is a provision within the
legislation which says that at specific periods of time
actuarial calculations will be made, and if the
overs-and-unders system operates in such a fashion as
to benefit the exiting employer, then the WorkCover
scheme will be obliged to refund that employer to
thereby bring the liability back to a net status. There
will be no winners and losers.
Mr McIntosh interjected.
Mr RYAN — As the member for Kew asked, will
any interest be paid? I suppose that is an interesting
issue, because the payments that have to be made by the
exiting employer will have to be made up front,
whereas any refund that might fall due to the employer
will not be made up front, obviously, but rather will
have to be made after the event. It is a moot point, I
must say, as to whether the government should have to
pay interest in the event that any such reimbursement is
due. It is a consideration for the government as to
whether WorkCover should be required to make that
interest payment, bearing in mind also that it is not
beyond the bounds that the amounts in question will be
pretty considerable. That is how the system, in a
layman’s descriptive sense, is going to work.
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There is a dreaded section 85 provision within this
legislation. I take the opportunity to again reflect on the
number of instances when the Labor Party in opposition
took great delight in highlighting the apparent misuse of
section 85 provisions. However, if you look closely at
the figures — and I have done it — the instances of
Labor’s use of section 85 provisions at least equal, if
not now exceed, the instances when these provisions
were used by the former government. The fact is that in
this instance, as is usually the case, the section 85
provision is justified, because this whole scheme of
things would be thrown into chaos if challenges were
able to be mounted with regard to the different aspects
of the process which is set out in this legislation.
The Nationals do not oppose the bill itself. We are
concerned about the retrospective effect insofar as it
applies to the hearing-loss amendments. To that extent
we will support the Liberal Party amendment when it is
moved in the consideration-in-detail stage. We
otherwise wish the bill a speedy passage.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to support
the Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill, which
has a range of objectives, as has been already outlined
by the member for Kew and the Leader of The
Nationals. The objectives are to protect the WorkCover
scheme from the impact of employers exiting to the
commonwealth’s Comcare scheme, to remove
retrospectively the financial risk to the scheme posed by
the Court of Appeal’s decision on weekly payments in
Balogh v. Shire of Yarra Ranges, and to ensure that the
Crown is subject to the act’s criminal liability
provisions, as well as a range of other, smaller matters.
The main aspect of the bill is about protecting the
WorkCover scheme. I notice that the Leader of The
Nationals talked about there being a bit of a danger that
WorkCover may end up carrying the bag. It really is
about businesses in Victoria, whether they are small
businesses or medium-sized businesses. Remember, the
Labor Party is the party that looks after and is out to
protect small businesses in Victoria. Rather than having
large multinational companies exiting the WorkCover
scheme and going into some sort of self-insurance
scheme — and being allowed to do so by the federal
government, which does not care about small
business — we are here to defend the Victorian scheme
from the ad hoc expansion of Comcare.
We want to make sure that Victorian businesses remain
competitive and that injured workers are fairly
compensated. If you have the wholesale exiting of
companies from WorkCover, there is the very real
danger — not just an apparent danger — of a wider
range of injured workers having to be covered by a
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smaller number of employers. This clearly is something
we want to avoid in Victoria. We want to make sure
that all Victorian workers are covered by the best
possible scheme in Australia. There is now no doubt
about it: the Victorian WorkCover scheme is the best
possible scheme. We have made sure over the last five
or six years that the scheme has stabilised. Indeed it is
now self-funding, so much so that we have been able to
provide employers with two reductions in premiums of
10 per cent.
We will not allow the federal government to undermine
our scheme and leave thousands of small businesses
having to pick up the liabilities of big businesses who
transfer from WorkCover to the federal Comcare
scheme. The Comcare scheme was set up to look after a
range of white collar businesses. The extension of this
scheme into a wider range of work categories is
something which should not be done without a great
deal of thought and a great deal of planning.
Unfortunately there has been none. Why would large
businesses want to get out of Australia’s best managed
and best performing workers compensation scheme,
which provides the best coverage for workers in
Australia? The reason, presumably, is that they want to
provide less cover for workers and want to look after
Victorian workers in a less comprehensive way. Shame
on those large businesses! They include Optus, for
example, which wants us to say yes. The answer there
is about saying no to Australian workers and saying no
to Victorian small and medium-scale businesses.
We are concerned that a rapid expansion of Comcare in
order to include industries with higher risks than the
current white-collar base will place new pressures on
the scheme. This is why in this legislation we are
moving to protect our scheme. We have the second
lowest premiums now in the country of 1.8 per cent
while we are delivering an equitable regime for the
workers. We manage our scheme in a responsible way,
and the provisions in this bill are also responsible in
order to protect it. I note the analysis done by the
Leader of The Nationals of this particular scheme and
his comments about the Victorian WorkCover
Authority picking up the management of the long-tail
claims management and care of the injured workers of
companies which are exiting the scheme. I commend
the wide range of provisions in this legislation.
I am surprised that these companies are trying to dodge
their obligations. Here we have one of the largest
companies in Australia — and we are talking about
Optus — considering changing the date of its transfer to
the Comcare scheme in order to outflank the provisions
and avoid looking after its workers properly in terms of
the long-tail provisions. I thank the Leader of The
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Nationals and the opposition for their support for these
changes. I do not believe it is appropriate for such large
companies to try and bring forward the date of their
transfer out of WorkCover into Comcare to circumvent
the provisions of this bill. Hence, as has already been
mentioned, we have amendments circulated by the
minister that make sure the legislation comes into effect
from the date of the second-reading speech to avoid this
being done by companies like Optus.
There are a range of other provisions in the bill which
have already been mentioned, including termination of
weekly payments and the Balogh v. Shire of Yarra
Ranges case, and premium and cross-border
arrangements. Compensation for further hearing loss
and the Del Borgo amendments have already been
covered, as have the terms of replacing the common
seal. Again, these are comprehensive and necessary
amendments, particularly in order to avoid the
undermining of the WorkCover scheme here in
Victoria, which is the most effective and
comprehensive cover for injured workers in Australia. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr WILSON (Narre Warren South) — I am
pleased to rise today to make a short contribution to the
Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill. The bill
protects the state WorkCover scheme — an effective
scheme — that has had two average premium
reductions of 10 per cent; one each year for the last two
years. The bill will not allow large companies exiting
WorkCover to the federal government’s Comcare
scheme to undermine the Victorian scheme. My fear is
that large employers may desire to leave WorkCover
and enter Comcare, thus leaving the smaller employers
in Victoria to pick up the liabilities of big business
which has transferred to Comcare. Therefore the Bracks
government has again acted in the best interests of
Victorian small business by ensuring that big business
remains responsible for contributing to the costs of its
injured workers for at least six years — the so-called
tail costs.
Further, all businesses need to share the costs of
keeping their workplaces safe, and all Victorians want
to keep the injuries to workers as low as possible.
Accidents affect thousands of people each month.
Thankfully the number is reducing, but it is still way
too high. Whether in a factory, on the road, in an office
or in a school, workplace accidents need further
reduction — and not just in WorkCover insured
premises, but also in Comcare premises!
The bill will ensure that the statistics and contributions
from all employers, including those transferring to
Comcare, will contribute to the occupational health and
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safety costs. WorkCover has the second-lowest average
premiums in the country with a 1.8 per cent average
contribution. We are providing a first-class system that
our workers deserve. These amendments ensure that all
employers are bound by the provisions of the principal
act.
Among the main objectives of the Victorian
WorkCover Authority is its intention to manage the
accident compensation scheme as effectively,
efficiently and economically as possible and to secure
the health, safety and welfare of employees in the
workplace. The amendments in the bill will assist the
authority to meet these objectives, which I am sure all
members of this house will consider laudable.
Further, I support the government amendment to the
commencement date to ensure that artificial
configurations cannot get around the legislation. I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I too wish to
provide a brief contribution in support of the Accident
Compensation (Amendment) Bill. The bill ensures the
ongoing capacity of the Victorian WorkCover
Authority to give protection to injured workers at their
time of greatest need.
The need for the bill arises from a set of circumstances,
including the federal government’s declaration of
eligibility for Optus and three toll group companies to
apply to transfer from the state’s WorkCover scheme to
the commonwealth’s Comcare scheme. Such federal
declarations, if they continue to occur and develop into
a trend, would certainly undermine the Victorian
WorkCover Authority’s capacity to provide the same
level of support to injured workers as is currently
available. It would also undermine the very
competitiveness of employer premiums made possible
by this government. The previous two speakers
certainly paid tribute to the reductions two years in a
row to WorkCover premiums under the Bracks Labor
government.
No-one on this side of the house wants to see either of
the possible negative consequences develop which
would otherwise occur without the bill. Hence the
initiation of the bill, which carries over the legal
obligation of employers to their pre-exit injured
workers once they have transferred to the
commonwealth Comcare scheme.
It is very disappointing but not surprising that the
federal government has chosen to encourage the
undermining of the state’s workers compensation
scheme. This is the best scheme in Australia, and the
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declaration that some employers are eligible to transfer
to the Comcare scheme has certainly been done without
due consideration to the consequences for small
businesses in Victoria and also the injured they leave
behind. Thankfully, this state Labor government will
not let those people down — neither the injured
workers nor small businesses by virtue of other
employers transferring to the Comcare scheme.
Without the bill, transferring employers would no
longer be paying premiums to the Victorian
WorkCover Authority. They would have no incentives
to adhere to the management of return-to-work
obligations under the Accident Compensation Act.
Under the Occupational Health and Safety Act the
Victorian WorkCover Authority is still required to
regulate employers who transfer to Comcare — and
that is the benefit of the bill — yet the transferring
employers would not contribute to funds by way of
premiums to enable the authority to fulfil its vital
WorkSafe Victoria compliance activities. That is what
we are faced with at the moment as a consequence of
the federal intervention in this area. The financial
burden would then fall on the employers who remain in
the system through potentially high premiums. The
alternative to this as a consequence, which is probably
more undesirable, is the added cost to be absorbed
through reduced benefits to injured workers or the
curbing of the occupational health and safety
prevention strategies of the Victorian WorkCover
Authority to eliminate workplace deaths and injuries.
For these reasons I commend the bill to the house.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the honourable members for Burwood, Kew,
Narre Warren South, the Leader of The Nationals and
the member for Mill Park for their contributions to the
debate. As the house is aware the bill essentially means
that occupational health arrangements can be
appropriately caught whether people are in or out of the
Victorian WorkCover Authority scheme. In addition if
an employer exits the scheme they will remain liable
for any liability that has occurred during the time they
are in the scheme. These are appropriate for a scheme
which is financially responsible and running extremely
well.
Of course we have seen a huge turnaround with the
WorkCover scheme since 1999. The previous
government was running it continually on an insurance
profit and loss basis. It has been substantially turned
around now to be a strong and secure scheme but we
have to take steps to make sure that it remains that way
and that when there are threats that can potentially
undermine it appropriate action is taken. That is what
this legislation is about. On behalf of the government I
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again thank honourable members for their contributions
and I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clause 1 agreed to.
Clause 2
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! It is the Chair’s opinion that if this amendment
is not agreed to the member for Kew cannot move
amendment 2 because it is consequential. Accordingly
the Chair’s view is that the member should address the
principles of his amendments rather than limiting
himself to amendment 1.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I move:
1.

Clause 2, line 30, after “4,” insert “5,”.

I move this amendment in relation to the retrospectivity
aspects to cure the ills of the Del Borgo case which
related to hearing loss impairment. The government is
seeking to make this amendment to the act apply
retrospectively to 18 November of last year. In doing so
it will retrospectively extinguish a number of claims in
relation to this matter that are currently on foot before
WorkCover. Given the principles I have outlined, that
is something that is anathema to members of the Liberal
Party. We certainly consider that the appropriate course
would be to make this amendment prospective rather
than retrospective.
Essentially the amendments I am seeking to have made
to clause 2 reflect that by removing the retrospectivity
of subclause 3 and inserting in subclause 1 the
provision that the particular matter that this addresses,
division 5 of part 2, should come into effect upon royal
assent being given. In saying that, I raise one simple
question for the minister: is he aware of the number of
claims in relation to this particular matter that is being
sought to be addressed that are currently on foot before
the WorkCover authority?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — In
relation to the last matter, to provide information to the
honourable member, since 18 November 2004 there
have been around 260 further hearing loss claims and of
them around 35 to 40 have been resolved. So there is no
intention to do anything with those. Something of the
order of 20 are captured by the legislation as it is
drafted.
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Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I thank the minister for
that information. It provides a degree of clarity. Do the
30 to 45 claims that have been resolved or settled in
relation to that matter have similar factual
circumstances to the Del Borgo case or are they
different cases? Do those 20 claims that are still extant
fall within the heads or parameters of the Del Borgo
case?
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — My
understanding is that they fall within the ambit of the
Victorian WorkCover Authority v. Del Borgo decision
in the Court of Appeal. As the minister has said, there is
no intention to revisit those cases where there has
already been an agreement in terms of an outcome. The
policy intent was clear at the time but a technical error
was made and this bill corrects that. It is certainly not
the intention to provide windfall gains to people in
terms of being able to get a couple of goes in respect of
that. As can be seen in later provisions, which I cannot
anticipate, it has regard to that in terms of further loss of
hearing.
House divided on amendment:
Ayes, 26
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 56
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr

Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
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Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr

Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Amendment defeated.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order!
Amendment 2 standing in the name of the member for
Kew cannot be moved, as it was consequential on
amendment 1.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
move:
1.

Clause 2, page 3, after line 4 insert —
“( ) Division 1 of Part 2 is deemed to have come into
operation on 19 May 2005.”.

2.

Clause 2, page 3, line 5, omit “Divisions 1 and” and
insert “Division”.

The reason for this is that Optus advised that it intended
to leave the scheme on 1 July. It subsequently revised
that decision and is going to do it before 1 July, and
therefore the operational date, as it affects this part of
the legislation, has been moved to the second-reading
date so that the original intention has been captured —
namely, that Optus will be picked up with the new
arrangements.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 3 to 32 agreed to.
Bill agreed to with amendments.
Third reading
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! As there are
less than 45 members present in the chamber and this
bill requires to be passed by an absolute majority, I ask
for the bells to be rung.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 May; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment).
The SPEAKER — Order! When this bill was
introduced on 24 May 2005 the house gave leave for
the introduction of a bill with the following long title:
A bill to amend the National Parks Act 1975 in relation to
cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park and for other
purposes.

The long title of the bill in the circulation print now
before honourable members differs slightly from the
long title of the bill as introduced. The word ‘Act’ has
been omitted from the reference to the National Parks
Act 1975. May’s Parliamentary Practice, at page 576,
states that the title of a bill must correspond with the
order for leave. In this case the title differs by one word.
A similar situation arose in 1971, when one version of
the long title to the Stamps (Credit Business) Bill
referred to ‘payment of stamp duty by certain persons’,
and the other to payment ‘for’ certain persons. In that
instance Speaker Christie ruled that following
established practice, a bill should not be regarded as
irregular and withdrawn, provided the title could be
corrected by amendment.
In accordance with Speaker Christie’s approach, I now
suggest to the Minister for Environment that the title of
the bill should be amended, while it is before the
Legislative Assembly, to bring it in line with the
original order of the house. I invite the minister to
confirm that he will introduce such an amendment.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) (By
leave) — Speaker, I undertake to introduce the
necessary amendment to the long title of the bill.
Accordingly, under standing orders I advise the house
of amendments to the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill and request that they be circulated.
Government amendments circulated by
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
pursuant to standing orders.
Opposition amendments circulated by
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) pursuant to
standing orders.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — In rising to
join the debate today on the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill I should highlight the fact
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that all parties involved in this debate have conducted
themselves in a very respectable fashion. They have not
sought to involve rancour or any major disputation
between one another in achieving the outcomes that
have been brought forward to this chamber today. I
would like to pay particular tribute to the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria, the Victorian
National Parks Association, timber communities, the
Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) and
Environment Victoria as five groups in particular who
have put considerable financial resources and volunteer
time and effort into advocating their respective
positions within the appropriate democratic
mechanisms of our wider community.
Having said that, and opposition members having
listened to all parties comprehensively in this debate,
unlike the government opposite, we have come to the
conclusion that we must oppose this legislation based
on a number of key criteria that this government has not
met in coming to this debate, indeed with unclean
hands. The example I give first and foremost is the total
lack of due process involved in arriving at the
recommendations of the task force. This was always
going to be a politically charged debate. Why? Because
instead of this government respecting the right and
proper forms of this house, instead of this government
coming to the people of Victoria and to the parties I
mentioned a moment ago and actually living up to its
rhetoric of being open and transparent, what did it do?
It turned around and conspired to appoint the most
subjective procedure possible, supposedly to provide
informed, objective advice to the minister involved and
responsible for this legislation. What was that process?
The process was to appoint some Labor Party hacks, to
appoint — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HONEYWOOD — Not even the Parliamentary
Secretary for Environment could be bothered to deign
to be involved in this crucial issue. The process was to
appoint the C team — not the B team, the C team.
Mr Maxfield — Give us a break!
Mr HONEYWOOD — The member for Narracan
and three other backbenchers, who of course had very
little involvement with this issue whatsoever and
virtually no background, particularly as two of the MPs
came from city-centric seats, and of course — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HONEYWOOD — They adopted a procedure
of delivering for the minister of the day the answers that
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he had already contrived to put forward. They did their
job. They paid the piper — —
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Narracan will get his turn. Honourable
members should cease interjecting in that vein and let
members make their points. Everyone else will get their
chance if they so choose.
Mr HONEYWOOD — The member for Narracan
did his job. He paid the piper. He did probably the only
thing he has done in his parliamentary career of any
significance. He brought together a report that is the
most subjective report that I think most members have
seen in this Parliament for many a year. If this
government had wanted bipartisan support — —
Mr Maxfield — Did you read the report?
Mr HONEYWOOD — I take up the interjection of
the member — did I read the report? Did he actually
write it? I think we all know the answer to that one!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HONEYWOOD — This government did not
bother to appoint the all-party Environment and Natural
Resources Committee, according to its rhetoric of open
and accountable government. I happen to know that
committee did not have a reference from this
Parliament for many a month. It was looking for
references from this Parliament, but it was overlooked
because there was a danger that an all-party committee
made up of Liberal, National, Independent and
government MPs might actually come up with a degree
of objectivity. That was not to be allowed as part of this
already organised, preordained answer that the minister
wanted. So any attempt at bipartisanship was cruelled;
it was killed off before this legislation was even drafted.
Let us come to the drafting of the legislation for a
moment. It is interesting to note that a Federal Court
decision some years ago required the government of the
day, when it was examining the renewal of alpine
grazing licences, to give 12 months notice to the
mountain cattlemen if its intention was to change those
licences in any major way, shape, manner or form. The
government was well aware of that, but it contrived to
have its so-called task force — the four Labor
backbenchers — trot up to the alps at the invitation of
one group to look at, supposedly in an objective
manner, the associated issues, and of course to totally
ignore the fact that the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association was also keen for them to go up as well.
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To its credit the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of
Victoria gave up the rights that had been vested in it by
none other than a Federal Court decision and said that
in the spirit of due process and of being able to show
this so-called task force the association’s members side
of the equation, it would wait until after the winter
snows had melted and the inclement weather was such
that the poor old Labor backbenchers would not get
their feet wet, and they could go up and look at the
issues from the other side of the coin, or from the other
perspective.
That gave the minister the precious time he needed to
set the media agenda, as we now know too well, which
is the whole basis on which this fundamental issue has
changed the way of life of many people reprehensibly.
That was the way in which this government came to
this debate. It was as a total media agenda item —
nothing more, nothing less — and the evidence is clear.
As is his wont, this same minister had announced a
working party into the environment effects statement
(EES) process that took 18 months and cost the
taxpayer a fortune, and then that report was sat on for
two years. We had a Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal case coming forward this Friday, but it was
dumped on the media on Friday.
The whole report is into how this government goes
about making an environment effects statement. But of
course this issue was never going to be subject to an
environment effects statement process, as could have
been done. This issue could have been part of an EES
process, but government members did not want that to
happen because even the so-called flawed EES
statement that they are using for Nowingi toxic waste,
channel deepening, wind farms et al may have given a
degree of objectivity to this debate that this government
did not want.
All over Christmas the minister was sitting on his
hands, not wishing to make public the decision that had
already been made. Many months transpired, and
during those many months we could have had — dare I
say it — an independent scientific investigation into
this issue. We could have had another layer of
objectivity brought before the Parliament. But of
course, no! Instead the task force relied wholly and
solely upon a specific report done by Nancy Millis into
the bushfire outcomes. It was a very specific report that
did not encounter and did not even attempt to look at
the full range of issues pertaining to the alpine grazing
debate. It was a limited report at best and not a proper
scientific appraisal.
When we were in government we had before us one of
the most important environmental issues to do with Port
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Phillip Bay. We spent $12 million on a report by the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation into the scientific issues associated with
the future of the bay. But could this government, which
prevaricated month after month and year after year on
this issue, have been bothered to appoint an
independent scientific advisory panel on this specific
issue? Of course not! They can spend the money on
ads, but they cannot spend it on scientific advice.
Finally the minister came forward, after many months
of prevarication, and made sure that this fitted in with
his media agenda and the government’s agenda. It is
interesting that when it comes to legislation,
government members will use any number of excuses
as to why it cannot come forward. Government
members have had any number of media opportunities
with the National Parks (Point Nepean) Bill. They have
used and abused it all around the nation as their great
iconic national park, and they have used the issue
against the federal government. But where is that
legislation? It was so important that it was introduced
many weeks ago, and week after week I ask the
minister across the table, ‘What has happened to your
Point Nepean national park?’ and he shrugs his
shoulders; he does not know. We know he is not master
of his own destiny, but at the very least ministers
should take leadership when it comes to ensuring that
promises they have made to the Victorian community
about getting legislation through will be acted upon.
Look at the contrast here! Obviously he already had the
legislation drawn up months ago and had it locked
away in the bottom drawer just waiting for the media
side of the issue to pan out according to the
government’s wonts and needs. Then of course — lo
and behold! — he rushes the legislation onto the table,
pushes back the Point Nepean national park legislation
yet again, pushes back the channel-deepening
legislation and rushes through this bill in minimum
time. There was no attempt — —
Mr McIntosh — He cannot even get the name right.
Mr HONEYWOOD — He cannot even get the
name of the bill right. It will be interesting to see how
many house amendments he tries to sneak through,
probably in the other place and away from the media
glare. We will be interested to know about that as well.
He could not even get the name of the bill right in his
rush to get it through the house. Last time this place sat
opposition members invited the minister to extend the
minimum time for consultation to ensure that the most
important environmental legislation to come before the
Parliament could be further examined in the full glare
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of the Victorian community appreciating the various
nuances of the bill. But what happened? Of course the
minister knocked back our invitation because it did not
suit him, as the advertisements had been prepaid and
booked. The colour photographs had probably already
been doctored and butchered and the coloration set up.
It was interesting that the poor old graphic designer was
to blame. The finger of blame was pointed at him
because the choice of the most atrocious of photographs
was said to be his fault. They had to pick black cows.
We could not have had red and white cows. We had to
have those vicious-looking, nasty black cows
wallowing around in a manmade swamp, and with dead
logs hanging off the sides of the swamp. We had to
have that photograph; that was the photograph we were
going to have.
When it was given to the graphic designer clearly the
instruction was, ‘Make sure you get it as murky as
possibly. Get that purple going and get that darkness
coming through. The von Trapp family can have the
daisy beds in their alternate photo shoot’. We would
love to know if Labor branch members were paid
modelling rates for the von Trapp family scene, but it
was probably all part of the $250 000 that could have
been spent on an all-party committee being properly
resourced to properly investigate and research the
issues associated with this crucial legislation. But we
know how this minister in particular and this
government in general operate and go about their
business. It is all about the media spin and the media
agenda. It is a matter of, ‘Don’t worry about the
Parliament or any level of objectivity when it comes to
this debate’.
Having said that — and of course it is all on the public
record — it is interesting to note the principal head of
power when it comes to — —
Mr Holding interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — If the yapping dog opposite
could temper his yapping for a moment, I might inform
him about something while he reads his copy of the
Economist.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The honourable member should not take up
interjections, and the minister should not interject like
that across the table.
Mr HONEYWOOD — I should add that the
minister should know better than to read from the
Economist magazine in the chamber. It has nothing to
do with the legislation.
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The bill that has come before us relies on the principal
act — that is, the National Parks Act 1975. The
important point is that it is the relevant sections or
clauses of that legislation that have led to the amending
legislation before us today.
Mr Holding interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — I would appreciate it if the
yapping dog could temper his views while he is both
reading and yapping.
Section 17C of the National Parks Act 1975 is headed
‘Prohibition on development and other activities’.
Section 17C(1)(b) provides that the secretary must
ensure that in a wilderness park:
no commercial activity or development is carried out …

and in section 17C(1)(d):
there is no use of any non-indigenous animal.

Section 22C is headed ‘Continued cattle grazing in
some wilderness zones. This section provides that
section 17C(1), to which I have just referred and which
prohibits certain activities in national parks:
… does not apply to cattle grazing in accordance with
licences issued under section 32AD(1) in respect of any areas
in the wilderness zones referred to —

and it goes on to quote the parts of the act that we are
concerned with. Finally, section 32AD is headed
‘Licences’, and section 32AD(1) states:
The Minister may grant licences in respect of the alpine and
bush grazing licence areas in accordance with the agreement
on provisions for alpine and bush grazing licences endorsed
by the Minister on 25 May 1989.

Who was in government on 25 May 1989? As I recall,
it was the Labor government — the dying days of the
Cain government before Joan Kirner took power. In
1989 a Labor government brought in cattle-grazing
licences for a national park. As I recall, Kay Setches
was the minister for the environment at the time, and a
Labor government introduced cattle grazing in the
national park. For all of their environmental rhetoric, let
us not forget who it was — —
Mr Holding interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services!
Mr HONEYWOOD — I should add that in
introducing cattle grazing, that government made
certain commitments to mountain cattlemen and to
rural communities in those areas. It made commitments
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which Labor government members have not kept. It
made commitments, saying, ‘If you let us have this
national park, then we will ensure that your lifestyles
carry on’. Some of us have been around long enough to
remember that.
I well recall the Nunawading Province re-election,
when mine was the only Liberal seat in that upper
house electorate. I well recall that the mountain
cattlemen supported commonsense. They supported
their way of life and supported the only party that was
willing to support them by riding through the streets of
Nunawading and delivering literature for and on behalf
of the Liberal Party. They knew they had been sold out
by the Labor Party. That is an emotional legacy which
is carried forward in terms of the bond between the
Liberal Party and some of those groups. We respect that
and, unlike the Labor Party, we do not throw out that
legacy lightly.
I then turn to the statements made two years ago by the
minister at the table, the Minister for Environment, who
is laughing about this whole debate: he thinks it is a
great joke that he is destroying a lifestyle. Two years
ago the minister gave a specific assurance to this house
and this Parliament that there was no intention by the
government to get rid of the alpine grazing licences. He
is quoted in Hansard; he made that statement. Now,
two years later, it has all changed, hasn’t it? It suits this
government’s media agenda and its agenda for the state
election next year to ensure that it gets those Greens
second preferences. That is what this is all about. Do
not kid yourselves that this is about anything other than
getting Greens preferences at the next state election.
The government has not put the funding in to support
these national parks. Time and time again I have
shouted across the chamber at the minister. I have made
speech after speech in this place about the fact that
Victoria has had, according to the Australian Bureau of
Statistics, the lowest per hectare funding for the
management of weeds and of vermin animals of any
state in Australia. This minister is the person who has
allowed that to happen.
Even the Liberal government, when it had a $35 billion
debt inherited from John Cain and Joan Kirner, was
able to give more money per hectare and per person to
fund our national parks than has this government. What
a record! Only after incredible pressure, after five years
of mismanaging our national parks — it locks them up,
throws away the key, then ignores any proper
management thereafter — was the minister able to go
forward and persuade the Treasurer that, ‘You had
better get Honeywood off my back; give me some extra
money for the national parks’.
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The minister can laugh and smile, but he knows full
well what transpired. He knows that he has been
embarrassed at national ministers’ conferences when he
has turned around and thumped his chest and said that
his state is supposedly leading the green agenda across
the nation. He has taken credit for any number of
so-called national initiatives, but the reality has been
that he has not supported our national parks, our state
forests and our flora and fauna reserves with anything
like the resources that other states have been putting in
both per hectare and per person in their jurisdictions.
This government preaches the rhetoric of the
environment; it does not deliver on the ground. It has
quite rightly been described as the ‘neighbour from
hell’ for private property owners who have the
misfortunate to have their land abutting Crown land.
That is one of the reasons why we have brought
forward these very important amendments. It is one
thing for the government to belatedly put into the
legislation the right for cattlemen to be able to move
their cattle through the national park to access freehold
land, but the government, having made so much of the
promise that 10 000 cattle would be allowed to carry on
grazing according to state forest licence agreements
already in existence, has made it very difficult in this
legislation both for anything like that number of cattle
and for the right of the cattlemen to get those cattle
through the most expeditious routes in the national park
to get access not to the freehold areas but to the state
forest areas.
That is why the Liberal Party has moved the
amendment before the house at the moment to ensure
that we have a proper balance here: to ensure that the
right of access to both freehold properties and state
forest licensed areas is retained. The minister would
rather that not be the case. He would rather tell the
media and the rural communities, as the Premier has
done, ‘Don’t you worry; we are not getting rid of cattle
in these areas. We are allowing them to carry on in the
state forest licences’. He has allowed this legislation to
put up hurdle after hurdle, practical problem after
practical reality, when it comes to being able to
implement that promise — which is a hollow promise
as it stands.
Then, of course, we come to the second proposed
amendment we put to the house. That second
amendment covers the requirement that cattle will not
be able to go from the state forest licensed areas into the
national park area. As our leader in the upper house has
quite correctly put forward, cattle do not have a
compass, cattle do not know how to read a Melway, so
therefore it is very likely we are going to find cattle will
stray into the national park areas. If this government
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wants to be cute and actually follow through on its
hatred of the mountain cattlemen, then it will heavily
penalise them for daring to have their cattle wander
across the invisible demarcation line.
I would just like to put on record advice I have had
from the minister’s office headed ‘Information for
Mr Phil Honeywood’ under ‘National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill’. I will refer to the key
point, because it is important for posterity that we
understand this. We asked for these commitments in the
bill briefing and they could not be given at that time,
but I appreciate the fact that the minister’s adviser got
back with this information before the debate. The key
point was:
DSE and Parks Victoria are committed to working
cooperatively with licensees to develop and implement stock
containment plans where licences abut the park —

meaning the national park. The department recognises
that there will be occasions when, despite the best
endeavours of licensees, stock will wander. Let it be on
the government’s head if it is going to try to wield a big
stick when it comes to enforcing this issue, because it
has been quoted as saying that it is not its intention to
inappropriately penalise the cattle grazers and make
them pay ridiculous penalty units for any accidental
breach of that arrangement. That is advice from the
minister’s office, and we hold him to that. We from this
side of the house will be making sure that the
government lives up to that rhetoric when it comes to
the implementation.
I might add that much has been made of commitments
made by the minister in his second-reading speech
about the implementation of this legislation. We will be
watching some of those commitments very carefully.
One includes a so-called $2.2 million additional fund
for management of the park and talking up the so-called
badly damaged moss beds and what he is going to do
about those; and increasing the effectiveness of weed
and pest animal control, to quote the minister, without
the ongoing threat of cattle damage. So we have to ask
the key question about that $2 million: is it going to be
new money? In other words, is it genuinely new
money, or is it money that is going to be extrapolated
out of the management budgets of other national parks?
This government has form when it comes to robbing
Peter to pay Paul — taking money out of one state or
national park to give to another, and making out that the
park that is the beneficiary of that funding is receiving
new money when it is actually receiving recycled
money from the other park’s management funding.
We have heard a great deal too about the tourism
benefits. It is fascinating to hear the government

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK GRAZING) BILL
Tuesday, 14 June 2005

ASSEMBLY

members quoting from prepared speeches they have
been given about how they are going to ensure that the
way of life will continue up in these areas of the high
plains, because they are going to put $265 000 — —
Mr Dixon — Whoopy-do!
Mr HONEYWOOD — They are going to put
$265 000 — the member for Nepean says,
‘Whoopy-do’ — into implementing tourism destination
plans, whatever they mean, and improvements to visitor
facilities, so we are going to have a few more flushing
toilets in some of these areas. Will that retain a way of
life? Of course it will not.
Mr Thwaites — What about the money for the
road?
Mr HONEYWOOD — The minister shouts across
the table, ‘What about the money for the road? We
have already been told that the money for the road will
not be sufficient to seal the road; that he is going to
have to rely on tripartite funding from other sources.
That road may never be sealed if the minister is not
successful at negotiating with the Minister for
Transport to get the road properly sealed through the
whole access area.
In summary, the parliamentary Liberal Party comes to
this debate opposing the bill. We oppose it because of
the absolutely flawed process and lack of transparency
in this debate. This government was not fair dinkum
when it came into this debate in ensuring that we could
have bipartisan input and could have real science rather
than trumped-up science, from its perspective, put into
this. We have to rely instead on volunteer groups to
provide us with the appropriate input, whether they be
the various environmental groups or the mountain
cattlemen association communities, to actually get
some commonsense rather than that which has come
from the member for Narracan and the four Labor
backbenchers.
At the end of the day this is a key heritage issue as
much as it is an environmental issue, and of course we
know the Labor Party hates heritage. It lives for today
and has no interest whatsoever in the past and very little
interest in the future, because it will leave it to others to
fix up the mess that it leaves behind.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — It is my
dubious pleasure to join the debate on this bill which
should not be here anyway. I am grateful to the
government for the extra 10 minutes that I have been
accorded — —
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The Leader of The Nationals must ask for leave for the
extra time.
Mr RYAN — For the purposes of securing that, I
seek leave from the government to that effect.
Leave granted.
Mr RYAN — Having said that I am grateful to the
government for the extra time, that is about where the
gratitude ends. This is an absolutely black day for
Victoria and indeed in many senses it is a black day for
Australia. Those who occupy the benches of the Labor
government should be appalled by and ashamed of
what they have done in bringing this legislation before
the house. It is an unmitigated disgrace.
Firstly, it is a disgrace in terms of the people who are
directly affected by it, and they are many, people such
as Harry Ryder and Jack Hicks, whom I had the
pleasure of meeting recently at his home Tuesday week
ago; Tim Barker; Charlie and Glenda Lovick; Graeme
Stoney, a member for Central Highlands Province in
the other place, who has been an outstanding
contributor to this debate; and various other people who
have followed this issue very keenly. Primarily, they
are people who have lived by the many precepts which
underpin the way in which the mountain cattlemen
have made a great contribution to Australia and to the
area in which they reside. In the first instance it is
appalling that they should have to be here to witness
what this bill contemplates.
The other dreadful aspect of this whole sorry saga is the
process that has been employed by the government.
Through this absolute charade of an inquiry we are
effectively going to see the end of 170 years of national
cultural heritage. It is something that goes beyond
Victoria’s borders of course, because it is pertinent to
Australia. The process that has brought all this about is
appalling. In a sense these two issues are intertwined:
you have this terrible effect upon the people involved,
which has been brought about by a process which is an
utter sham.
There are some absolutely indisputable facts regarding
this issue, and I just want to run through some of them.
The Alpine National Park comprises around
660 000 hectares. My own electorate of Gippsland
South has Wilsons Promontory, which is about
50 000 hectares. So the Alpine National Park is 13 and
a bit times the size of Wilsons Promontory National
Park. It is a huge area by any definition. At present the
area of the alpine park licensed for grazing is about
310 000 hectares, or about 47 per cent of the total area.
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According to the figures produced by the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria for the purposes of
its submission, the area actually grazed by the cattle is
about 15 per cent of the total area of the park, at around
100 000 hectares. In essence that is the area this whole
debate should focus on.
I have received lots of emails, the vast majority of
which support the mountain cattlemen. One fellow sent
me an email the other day saying that my use of the
figures that I have just outlined is similar to someone
talking about the Mona Lisa. He said that if you draw a
pen across the face of the Mona Lisa, you destroy the
whole, so that talking about the extent to which the
Alpine National Park is actually grazed is not a
representation of the position in fact. What an absolute
fiction! It is more of the same sort of nonsense which
unfortunately we hear so often from those who run the
government’s case. While I am on the subject of emails,
I had one the other day from a gentleman who took me
to task over the position which I have adopted and
which The Nationals have continued to advocate, that
of course being in favour of the mountain cattlemen.
There was an exchange of emails, because where I can,
if time permits, I try to respond.
I responded by saying that we would just have to agree
to disagree, and I put the basic facts as far as I saw
them. Back came another email a couple of hours later
saying that that was all fine but I had not addressed two
particular points. I emailed back a little time later,
giving my response to those points and finishing by
asking him where he lived. No-one knows, of course,
where emails hail from. Back came the final instalment:
‘I live in Queensland. Thank you very much for
clarifying the details’. That is only reflective of the
absolute garbage that so many are running out there in
relation to this issue. They get out there and profess to
be experts at a time when people are being deprived of
their livelihoods and a part of Australia’s cultural
heritage is on the rack. So many of these people simply
do not know.
As a statement of a principle that cannot be challenged,
those are the general facts about the area that is
occupied by the Alpine National Park and the area
where grazing occurs. The second thing that cannot be
challenged is that this is hard-and-fast Labor Party
policy. That anybody could be surprised, all these years
on, about what the Labor Party has now done amazes
me. Some have said — it appears in the mountain
cattlemen’s own submission, with all due respect —
that the government did not take this policy into the
election in 2002 and that that therefore meant that
somehow or other it had withdrawn from that position.
With all due respect again, what a fiction!
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Unfortunately this is another instance where these great
people have been lulled into a false sense of security. In
1999 the Labor Party went to the election at a time
when it thought it would not win with a policy that said,
under the heading ‘Alpine National Park’:
Labor will improve and extend the Alpine National Park
by …

Amongst three options the second was:
… enforcing environmental conditions on grazing licences
and examining ways to remove all grazing from the park.

Remember, this is the first chance it has had, seven
years on, to take the axe to these people. We are seeing
the inevitable delivery of a policy which the Labor
Party intended to have happen when it went to the 1999
election. I say again, with all due respect to those who
now complain about the way in which this government
has gone about bringing this in, that whoever supported
the Labor Party getting into government by either
voting directly for it or otherwise supporting it on that
day signed this warrant. That is the second factor in
this: this was Labor Party policy that was always going
to happen.
The third thing is that the consultation was an absolute,
complete and utter charade. What a fiction! Let us have
a look at some of the elements — and let us first take
the science. There is nothing new in what has been
advanced in this report from a scientific perspective,
because some of it goes back to the 1950s. This is the
same sort of stuff that has been trotted out for decades.
Although it has been topped up — it has been renewed
with new dates and signatures — it is the same old,
same old. Yet we have the minister reaching for the
issue of science for the purposes of justifying the
decision. In the press release the Premier issued on
24 May he says in part:
There is overwhelming scientific evidence that cows as
hard-hoofed heavy animals are damaging the sensitive alpine
environment.

I say to that: if science was going to be the basis upon
which this decision was made, why go through the
consultation? Why would you put these people through
the absolute grind of literally years of worrying their
guts out about what the government was going to do, if
in the end the thing you reach for is the science? As I
just said, the science was there long before this charade
of an inquiry was ever going to be undertaken. We all
know that. There has been a competition of views from
the scientific perspective forever, and it will go on
forever.
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I ask again rhetorically: if, as the Premier said, the
science was the factor that was going to make the
difference, why would you put these people through
what they went through over the time they went
through it? Why put them through the expense and the
heartbreak if science was going to tell the story in the
final conclusion? Why would you do that? It is just
another element of the absolute patent deceit and
chicanery of this government that it put these people
through that when it knew all the time that it was going
to do exactly this. It is an absolute shame on it.
Then there is the process that was employed to do it. Is
that not a classic? When you are looking at a situation
in life where people are judging an ultimate decision on
the basis of its fairness, how could you possibly look at
this loaded process and come to a conclusion that this
was in any way conceivably fair? What options have
we available to us? What could the government have
done if it had wanted to demonstrate to the world at
large that it was going to be fair and deal with this in a
manner which did not carry any of its own view into it?
We could have had an all-party parliamentary
committee look at this. We have all been on or are still
on committees. We could have had a committee look at
it. One of the great benefits of committees, for those
who have been on one, is that they allow for the calling
of evidence to ensure that all the issues are fleshed out,
so people have the chance to put the science — if that is
going to be the bee’s knees — before the committee.
The government could have allowed the points of view
of those who have a view for and of those who a have
view against to be put before an all-party parliamentary
committee to enable that committee to reach a
conclusion. As happens here every other day, that
committee report could have ultimately been tabled and
the government could have acted upon it — it would
have had six months in which to do that. Why would
you not do that, even though we all accept — this is the
reality of it — that committees are loaded with
government members? They hold the balance of power.
I am not complaining about that; it happens under
governments of all persuasions. That would have been
at least an option which I think the public at large
would have found far more acceptable than the system
we got.
If you wanted to deal with an issue of such pivotal
importance as this, you could have appointed a panel of
sorts to deal with it. There were mechanisms to do that.
You could have had a judicial figure involved in it,
because the scope of this decision is of such magnitude
as to be able to carry that form of an appointment. You
would have had that sense of independence, which it
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seems to me the whole system requires to have the
credibility that should go with it.
What did we get? We got four government
backbenchers who, without a shadow of a doubt, were
sent there with their riding instructions to stitch these
people up. That is precisely what they proceeded to
do — all four of them. Two of them are at least
nominally from the country, and a couple of them are
from the city. We ended up with the position where
four government backbenchers were party to a report
which without any doubt was written in substantial part
before this charade ever got under way. The four
government backbenchers delivered to the government
precisely the policy position which the government had
intended when it went to that election all the way back
in 1999. How can people have faith in an outcome
which is of such critical importance to so many people,
to the state and to the rest of the nation, when in fact it
has been delivered under this guise?
I was involved in inquiries when I was a member of the
former government. I was part of a government
backbench committee which looked at leases for people
who were occupying shops in shopping centres when
there was a problem in relation to those. We looked at it
and made recommendations. I was part of a
government committee with regard to the operation of
the Footscray market when the Honourable Bill
McGrath was the Minister for Agriculture. We looked
at the general operation, we made recommendations
and the government acted upon them.
There is no problem at all with government members
comprising committees which are very much around
the notion of the administrative functions of the
government of the day. That comes with the territory of
being the government. But this — how could you
conceivably place an outcome, which is so vital to the
people who are most affected by it and so imperative to
Victoria and the rest of Australia, in the hands of four
backbench members of a government which went to an
election only in 1999 with a promise to do exactly what
is now being done? How can that outcome have any
credibility or efficacy about it? I say to the house that
the outcome has absolutely none. Is it any wonder that
the people who have been shafted by this are so
appalled by it? Because the whole thing was designed
to deliver exactly that outcome.
We also have the issue of the unequal struggle. You
have the might and resources of government thrown up
against a group of people who are battling to make a
quid in pretty difficult conditions and who have had to
try to muster their resources to defend themselves on
the one hand, and promote their cause on the other.
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What a great job they have done! Even under those
difficult circumstances what a fantastic job these people
have done! I reckon it is something for which they can
stand proud. I tell you what, certainly those of us on this
side of the house are proud of the way in which they
have conducted themselves, more recently on Thursday
last week. I will return to that in a moment. You have
this terribly unequal struggle, and the government, as is
obvious from the content of this report, has been able to
put an enormous amount of money and its own
resources into marshalling a case that suits its cause. It
is a terrible way in which to go about a process which
was designed to do exactly what this government has
wanted to happen since 1999.
The other thing that has played out recently is the
propaganda campaign. I have been in politics for almost
13 years and I do not think I have seen the like of this. I
have never seen from a government of any persuasion,
certainly in the time that I have been in this place, such
a vitriolic and appalling effort to discredit and defame a
group of people within the community. We saw it
culminate the day after the announcement was made by
the Premier that the government was going to destroy
these people by kicking them out of the Alpine National
Park. We saw it play out in the form of the famous
advertisement — and won’t this live on in history? —
with the doctored photograph, where the government
sought to portray a state of affairs which simply was not
the case at all. What an appalling thing for it to do —
another sorry chapter in the way this whole thing has
been done.
A further fact that cannot be denied is the way this
government gave false hope. In question time on
6 November 2003, in this place from the spot where I
now stand, I asked the minister, who is no longer at the
table but has carriage of this legislation, the
Honourable John Thwaites:
Is the government going to ban alpine grazing?

I am quoting from Hansard when I tell the house that
his answer was:
The question the member has asked has a number of aspects.

I pause to say that is called ministerial think time. That
is just saying enough to give yourself enough room to
be able to wriggle if you need to wriggle. He did
wriggle. He went on and said:
Alpine grazing is a licensed activity and will continue as a
licensed activity. However, this season particular issues
applied because of the fires that have occurred across the
alpine region. As the member would know, more than
1 million hectares of land has been burnt …
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Yada, yada, yada and so on. He then went on to say that
the government is now talking to the mountain
cattlemen:
It is doing that now. It is consulting with the alpine cattlemen
about that, and having done that it will make the appropriate
decision under the licences.

He finishes, but in the body of this answer he said that
alpine grazing is a licensed activity and it will continue
as a licensed activity. He gave them false hope. It is just
another sorry chapter in all this.
What is the shame of it all? The pity of it all is that the
mountain cattlemen have brought so many benefits to
the way this great area of our state is able to operate.
There is the economic benefit generally — the fact that
people come to the region because of the contribution
which these great people make. There is the issue
specifically of tourism. Is it not significant that the
shires surrounding the area under consideration all
made their submissions in favour of the mountain
cattlemen’s position and not only insofar as the people
themselves were concerned, because they well
understand that the contribution made by these people
is such as to add to the tourism value of their respective
areas?
There is the undoubted cultural and historical
contribution they have made. There is the contribution
which, as they point out in their report, the mountain
cattlemen have made to the control of pests, plants and
animals. Indeed one of the great ironies in this is that as
a group they have long had a working association with
the Department of Sustainability and Environment.
They have been able to work with Parks Victoria and
have had a terrific working role with it. They have been
able to use pesticides as provided to them to deliver the
end result of getting better outcomes for the park. Now
what is going to happen to that sort of contribution?
Then there is the issue of local knowledge. What an
invaluable thing that has been in the course of the fires
that evidently we will see through these regions again.
For specific communities — again as the mountain
cattlemen point out — at places like Omeo, many
members of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association
form the backbone of so many of our volunteer groups
in these regions.
There is the question of the fires. I know there is
discussion about the fires. I know that some say that the
science is dismissive of the arguments made about the
fires, but, as I said recently, any day of the week I will
take the on-the-ground experience of these people as it
has been developed over many decades ahead of the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
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Organisation or science generally or otherwise. These
people know their region, they love their region, they
live in it, it is their home. The contribution they have
made is indisputable and as far as I am concerned what
they say about the fires is something that should have
been accepted.
There is simply no need to do what the government
proposes to do. I know we have had the talk about
science but, as I have said before, these are long-held
views — they go back many years — and there is an
inevitable bias in the way a lot of this science is
produced. There is no need for the government to do
what it proposes to. We have a baby-and-the-bathwater
situation here: instead of a balanced outcome where we
could have had a middle ground which would have
served everybody’s purposes and provided a win, win,
win all round, we have had the government take the
extreme position.
In their own submission the cattlemen were prepared to
make certain concessions. They made it very clear that
they were not interested in compromises as such but
that there were things they were prepared to do. I think
one of the most outstanding things they were prepared
to do was to see the development and delivery of a
management plan. It would have accommodated
grazing in terms of the use of the park and its general
management. It would have acknowledged the science
and its input. All of that could have been worked into
the management plan. It would have incorporated all
the positive aspects with the environmental emphasis
being uppermost in all of those.
For example, the mountain cattlemen proposed that
they would put full-time drovers up in the high country
for the 16 or so weeks of the grazing. That would have
been on a volunteer basis because economically it
would not have been possible to fund people droving
up there for that time. They reckon they could have
managed it. Interestingly, they were prepared to talk
about it. They wanted to have a discussion with the
government about it. They were prepared to look at the
notion of fencing out certain areas as might have been
agreed upon and required. They were prepared to do all
sorts of things — for example, diminishing the licensed
area of the park available for grazing. It is about 47 per
cent of the park at the moment. The mountain cattlemen
were prepared to have discussions with the government
about the prospect of reducing that area to something of
the order of 20 per cent or thereabouts.
All those things could have been done. The cattlemen
were prepared to include the Victorian National Parks
Association in those discussions and engage the VNPA
in a constructive way to help develop this management
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plan. Indeed, in the proposition they put to this
so-called inquiry, they advanced that plan in a draft
form. They put down in writing what they were
prepared to do. So, as I say, it is a sorry day that we
have the government proposing to do what it does. It is
the more so because we had federal intervention by
Senator Campbell. What the government should be
doing is pausing all of this until we see that process
through on the merits.
It is at this point, Acting Speaker, that I move a
reasoned amendment. I have it here for distribution, if
the house so please. I move a reasoned amendment in
my name that reads:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place the words ‘this house refuses to read
this bill a second time until the Australian Heritage Council
completes its assessment of whether to permanently include
the Alpine National Park on the National Heritage List’.

If that were done, we would all have the opportunity of
seeing that process through. I do not want to mince
words with this. I am not in the habit of mincing words
and I am not going to start now. I want to make it clear
and say very frankly that if the process being
undertaken by Senator Campbell came down against
the interests of the mountain cattlemen we would
always be opposed to this legislation, but I do believe
as a matter of process what the government in Victoria
should be doing is pausing this current legislation until
such time as we see that federal process take its course.
There should not be a notion of being mutually
exclusive. There is a mechanism here in which the
federal government is involved and, no matter what the
state government might think of it, it is something that
should be respected for what it is. So it is that I move
the reasoned amendment.
If the government proceeds with this bill, as it
apparently intends to, what we will have is ideology
triumphing over reason and commonsense. There is just
no reason and no commonsense attached to what the
government wants to do. Bear in mind, Acting Speaker,
there is nothing new about this whole discussion. The
issue of grazing in the Alpine National Park has always
been about the environment, it has always been about
social impact, and it has always been about economic
issues.
Nothing has changed. All we are doing here is
repeating a conversation that has gone on forever. The
only significance that comes out of this bill is that this
government has determined that the issue under the
word ‘environment’ is going to be the one that is
chosen ahead of the social and economic issues. It is a
silly thing to do, because parks are not meant to be
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locked up, keys tossed away and the like. They are
meant to be used by a variety of users and as many
governments over the years, including Labor
governments of past years, have testified, cattle can and
are able to graze in this environment without doing
environmental damage that is not able to be managed in
a way which the mountain cattlemen themselves were
prepared to have occur.
Instead we have a stupid situation visited upon us by
the government and greeted by some of the usual
suspects in the way that you would anticipate. Last
Thursday after the rally I heard Rob Gell — for whom I
otherwise have a fair bit of time — talking on radio and
complaining about the amount of residue, shall we say,
that had been left behind by the horses and inviting
people to just try to think what sort of damage is being
done to our national park because of the horses’ residue
being left behind.
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The lightning rod for their conversation that day may
well have been the mountain cattlemen, and the day
belonged to those people who did us the honour of
coming to this place last week to indicate the fact that,
for ever and a day, they are a mighty contributor to the
Australian nation. They are part of our heritage. It was
good enough for us to open the Olympic Games with
them, and we should continue to have them as part of
us. In the end, they are what Australia is built on.
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
Before I call the next speaker I acknowledge in the
gallery the past member for Gippsland East, David
Treasure.
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I ask you, Acting Speaker, what about all the other
animals up there? Have they got a permanent state of
constipation? Are all the pigs, Sambar deer, wild dogs,
foxes, rabbits and hares running around in terrible pain
until they sprint across the border into the state park and
then relieve themselves? Is that what Rob Gell is really
putting? What a ridiculously ignorant thing to even
contemplate! It is illustrative of how silly this situation
has become.
I finish by talking about last Thursday’s events. What a
great day the rally was out on the steps of this place. I
will never forget those 500-plus people at horse as they
came up Bourke Street. One of the lasting impressions
of the election leading into 1992 was of Melbourne
trams welded to the tracks by the union movement,
which had gone off the rails. The lasting impression
that people will see coming into the next election in
November 2006 will be of those mountain cattlemen
coming up Bourke Street in rank and file. They
conducted themselves in absolutely exemplary fashion,
as they have done throughout — to their loss, I am
afraid to have to say, because they were conned from
the start by the government and suckered into a
situation. They lent their trust to the government, which
has breached that trust.
The rally also showed that that same breach of trust, as
I call it, has occurred across country Victoria in a raft of
other communities — the people who do not want toxic
waste dumps in their backyards, and the people who
have been abused in various ways by this government
and who came here last Thursday to say it. The
message was a common theme on behalf of these
people: enough is absolutely enough!

Debate resumed.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — It gives me great
pleasure to speak in support of the government’s
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill. As
a member of the task force established by Minister
Thwaites in May 2004 to investigate and report on
options relating to the future of cattle grazing in the
Alpine National Park, I have certainly had the
opportunity to meet with many licence-holders,
scientists and other people with an interest in and a love
for the Alpine National Park.
One of the amazing things already displayed in the
debate today is that as a member of the task force I am
one of the Labor backbenchers who was sent on a job,
but in my position as chair of the parliamentary
Environment and Natural Resources Committee, the
Leader of The Nationals and the member for
Warrandyte both seem to want to send an inquiry to the
very committee that I chair.
The decision to not renew the grazing licences in the
Alpine National Park is overwhelmingly the correct
decision. There is talk like, ‘Let’s have an independent
scientific investigation, let’s see what the science is’ —
so let us see what the science really is! Not one of the
two speakers before me mentioned the overwhelming
positive comments that have come from the scientific
community since the announcement three weeks ago.
The Carruthers group of alpine ecologists and scientists
recently issued a statement in support of the Bracks
government decision, which in part states:
The removal of grazing from the scientifically significant
high mountain ecosystems, sensitive vegetation and ground
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water communities is a major step forward in the protection
and conservation of these communities and the unique flora
and fauna that they support. The end of grazing is also a
significant step for catchment management, particularly as the
Alps are the headwaters of several major rivers of the
Murray–Darling system — the most important river system in
south-eastern Australia.

We have heard a lot from the member for Warrandyte
on the matter of science and the need for critical
assessment of the available science, so let me reassure
him of the sound basis of this statement. The Carruthers
Group includes Dr Alec Costin, senior principal
research scientist, Commonwealth Scientific and
Industrial Research Organisation; Professor Frank
Fenner, past director, John Curtin School of Medical
Research, Australian National University; Dane
Wimbush, senior research officer (Alpine ecology),
CSIRO — these three people are retired — and Roger
Good, senior project manager, mountain catchments
and alpine ecologist (New South Wales National Parks
and Wildlife Service) — ecological rehabilitation
specialist, also retired.
The group further includes: Professor Ralph Slatyer,
former director, research school of biological sciences,
Australian National University; Professor Jamie
Kirkpatrick, environmental sciences (alpine ecologist),
University of Tasmania; Professor Geoff Hope,
research school of Pacific and Asian studies, Australian
National University; and Dr Geoff Mosley,
environmental consultant, past director of the
Australian Conservation Foundation.
It includes Graeme Worboys, vice-chair of the
mountain biome theme project of the World
Commission on Protected Areas of the International
Union for Conservation of Nature; Dr Jenny Whinam,
botanist in the World Heritage area of Tasmania and
president of the International Mire Conservation Group;
Andy Spate, who has retired as a Karst systems and
soils research scientist in New South Wales, and is an
environmental consultant on research and ecological
rehabilitation; Dr Catherine Pickering, senior lecturer in
environmental sciences at Griffith University; Dr John
Harris, senior lecturer in ecology; and Professor Ralf
Buckley, the director of the International Centre for
Ecotourism Research at Griffith University.
People at the La Trobe University Research Centre for
Applied Alpine Ecology, including Neville Rosengren,
director, Dr David Ashton, OAM, Dr Phil Suter,
Dr John Moran, Warwick Papst and Dr Ken Rowe,
have also issued a public statement which in part states:
As scientists representing a range of related disciplines and
with decades of experience in research and field teaching in
Australian alpine environments, we believe the decision by
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the Victorian government to end cattle grazing in the Alpine
National Park to be a considered, informed and balanced
action.
…
Long-term, peer-reviewed and independently assessed
scientific studies have shown that the composition, structure
and quality of native alpine vegetation communities are often
profoundly altered in areas where cattle are grazed compared
with areas where cattle have been excluded.

At least two of the scientists at the La Trobe University
Research Centre for Applied Alpine Ecology have
contributed to the chapter on alpine landscapes in the
Oxford Press textbook Ecology, edited by Dr Peter
Attiwill. Interestingly, Dr Attiwill’s work is often cited
by those claiming that cattle do not damage the alpine
ecosystems. In fairness, Dr Attiwill highlights a number
of circumstances across Australia where domestic stock
grazing exists in national parks. But the simple fact is
that Dr Attiwill is not an authority on alpine landscapes
and when he cites the work of experts, he cites that of
people of the calibre of Dick Williams, Ian Mansergh,
Carl-Henrik Wahren, Neville Rosengren and Warwick
Papst. They state clearly in Dr Attiwill’s own book:
Wetlands and snow patch herb fields are extremely
susceptible to trampling … Trampling may initiate stream
entrenchment, causing a dramatic increase in the velocity of
water, and therefore its erosion potential … Both peat and
Sphagnum may be removed from the wetland, degrading its
high water-holding capacity. In snow patch herb fields, where
slopes are steep and soils remain moist until well into the
growing season, cattle grazing and trampling can increase the
amount of bare ground from less than 2 per cent to more than
50 per cent … These well-documented impacts are
incompatible with soil and nature conservation.

This house has had to witness the member for
Warrandyte embarrass himself by patronising Emeritus
Professor Nancy Millis. ‘Poor old Nancy Millis’ is
what he said two weeks ago in this house, dismissing
the work that she and the other members of the
scientific advisory panel on fire-affected grazing did.
They recommended that grazing should not be returned
to the high elevation areas above 1200 metres of the
Alpine National Park for at least 10 years — that is,
until at least the summer of 2014–15 — and that cattle
grazing should not be returned to the severely burnt
montane and other lower elevation areas below
1200 metres in the Alpine National Park for at least
10 years, until at least the summer of 2014–15.
The people the member for Warrandyte dismisses as
having no fundamental qualifications needed to do
scientific appraisals of alpine grazing include Professor
Nancy Millis, who is the chancellor of La Trobe
University, a member of the board of management of
the Murray-Darling Freshwater Research Centre and
the Cooperative Research Centre for Freshwater
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Ecology, and chair of the board of the CRC for water
quality and treatment They include also Dr Graham
Harris, who was the chief of division for CSIRO Land
and Water in 1997. From 2001 to 2003 he was
chairman of the CSIRO flagship programs. He has been
a board member and trustee of the Australian
Landscape Trust, chairman of the Australian Antarctic
division’s research advisory committee, and a member
of the commonwealth Department of the Environment
and Heritage’s Threatened Species Scientific
Committee.
They include Professor David Kemp, who has the chair
in farming systems in the faculty of rural management
at the University of Sydney and Charles Sturt
University. He has a background in agronomy, plant
physiology, grassland ecology and farm management.
They include also Professor Jamie Kirkpatrick, who is
the Professor of Geography and Environmental Studies
at the University of Tasmania; and Dr Dick Williams, a
plant ecologist and principal research scientist in the
sustainable ecosystems division of CSIRO.
Fifty years of vegetation records from monitored plots
support the argument that cattle have a substantial and
lasting impact in alpine areas, with grazing altering the
structure and composition of subalpine grasslands and
heathlands. We have 25 rare and threatened plant
species and several rare and threatened fauna species
occurring in the park.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — The member for
Carrum talked about science. I wonder how much
science she really knows and understands about this
area, because you cannot divorce science — —
Ms Lindell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The honourable member for Benambra, through the
Chair. The honourable member for Carrum has had her
opportunity.
Mr PLOWMAN — The member for Carrum
cannot divorce science from history and this is all about
history. You have to look back on what happened in
this country that has had cattle on it for 170 years.
During the drought years in the early times, at about the
turn of the century, there were about 100 000 sheep up
there, plus cattle. Then we had the fires — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The members for South Barwon, Morwell and Prahran
should cease interjecting.
That is when the damage was done. If you knew
something about history, you would not be talking
about scientists today saying what the damage is. That
damage was done then. The majority of the damage in
the high plains was done around the turn of the century,
and then again after the 1939 bushfires. That is what the
scientists want to relate to in talking about what needs
to happen to this country.
Ms Lindell interjected.
Mr PLOWMAN — It is not what is happening
now. In fact almost every scientist will tell you that this
country is remarkably stable. If you look at these plots
as against those ungrazed plots, it is clear that the
greatest damage that has occurred is in those areas that
are fenced. In those areas the fire has been much more
vigorous and the damage done to that country and
those — —
Ms Lindell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Benambra, through the Chair; and to
assist the Chair in keeping control, the member for
Carrum should cease interjecting.
Mr PLOWMAN — Can I just tell the honourable
member for Carrum that she should go and have a look
at those plots and see the extent of the damage done by
those fires. That is what has created the damage, and
that is what this argument is all about.
Talking about fires, this is indeed a black day, as the
Leader of The Nationals said. But what about last
Thursday? What a superb day, with over 500 horses in
Spring Street. Did you see them coming up Bourke
Street? Did you see them in the dip? You would not
have seen a sight like that since the Second World War.
It was spectacular, and those lucky enough to see it will
remember it forever. What a sight! And then outside we
had between 1500 and 2000 people from all over
country Victoria. What glorious support! All these
people had a single objective, and that was to say,
‘Enough is enough!’. They have had enough of the
Bracks government and its uncaring attitude.
That uncaring attitude applies to the mountain
cattlemen, whose families have been there for up to
seven generations. They are the people who really
know this country and work for it. They are the people
who really understood the management of the country.
Everyone at the protest applauded the fact that they
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were extraordinarily well behaved and respected the
public. They were there to show that mountain
cattlemen are not only glorious in their own
environment but can teach all of us here a lesson.
I wonder how many members of the Bracks
government were there to see it, because I did not see
one. When the protest was on the call was made for the
Premier to appear. They said, ‘We know it will be
difficult for you, but we would like you to come out
onto the steps and talk to this gathering of people’. But
where was the Premier? Hiding in here in his bunker!
He met with them later, but he would not come out and
meet them on the steps. He would not front all those
people who had come up to Melbourne with the
specific objective of saying, in a very humble way, ‘We
want to stay on the high country, because nobody
knows that country like we do’.
Every Victorian is aware of this issue and of the simple
question: is it fair for the Bracks government to tip
mountain cattlemen off their leases in exchange for
Greens preferences? That is what this is all about. How
did the Bracks government win the last election as well
as it did? Greens preferences got it across the line in
many seats. Now the Bracks government wants a
second bite of the cherry. What a price to pay —
170 years of history and heritage going out the window.
You cannot put a dollar value on that and on the
heritage of which all Australians are proud.
That heritage is what makes Australia different and sets
us apart from the rest of the world. As the Leader of
The Nationals said, it is good enough for those same
people to represent Australia at the Olympic Games but
not good enough for the government to leave them to
do what they have been doing for seven generations.
They are the people who know best how to manage this
country, and they are the people who have looked after
it best. The history of their management of the high
country is something all Australians are proud of.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
Mr PLOWMAN — The issue I want to cover in the
remaining four and a bit minutes available to me is the
number of cattle that will be able to graze under the
forest licences. The government says there is capacity
to run about 10 000 additional cattle in the state forests.
Currently it has suggested that the capacity is there to
run 10 000, but the figure is much more likely to be
around 6000 cattle.
The task force estimated that 4000 cattle evicted from
the high country will be absorbed into additional forest
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licences. The main issue is split licence areas, and if I
can quote from the task force report:
Many of the state forest grazing licence areas are contiguous
with licence areas in the national park, having been a single
area before the park was created … This results from dividing
the original licences at the time the park was created … these
boundaries are not necessarily geographical features that
prevent cattle from entering the park.
Some licensees put to the task force that excluding grazing
from the park would make their state forest grazing licences
unmanageable because the boundary of the park does not
necessarily follow practical containment lines …

Bill Hicks, a grazier from Tawonga, advised me that in
his case all the state forest licences are winter licences,
with no access for summer grazing because of a
shortage of water. Trevor Davis from Tom Groggin
said that their forest licence is only for 75 cattle out of a
total of 22 000 hectares of alpine licence. It is totally
surrounded by alpine licence, and therefore very
difficult to manage.
A large proportion of other state forests that could have
been licensed are no longer suitable because of the lack
of fuel reduction burning that regenerates the feed as
well as reducing the fire risk. Interestingly, at the Bright
hearing the backbench task force said it would not hear
evidence relating to the fires. This clearly shows the
limit of that task force’s ability to come to the truth.
The amendments that we will move concern the right to
move cattle to a grazing licence in state forest
surrounded by the national park, and it is essential for
those areas of grazing licence to be able to be run. The
other amendment is that in that situation the grazing
cattle should not attract penalties if they stray into the
alpine park areas.
The other issue I want to touch on briefly is the
propaganda program. Hundreds of thousands of dollars
were spent on this program to try to denigrate the alpine
graziers, what they had done and what they are doing in
that country. That doctored photograph — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PLOWMAN — It is an absolute shame! I
cannot see any one member accepting this photograph.
I was up at Falls Creek with the Minister for the Arts
last weekend when I met a photographer from the
Herald Sun. He said he had seen that photograph and
that they had used a dark filter to make sure it looked
worse than it was. That is a complete deception. It is
something that nobody should be proud of, let alone
this government.
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An outcome of the government’s decision means we
are going to lose the knowledge of the people of the
high country, and we are going to lose the weed control
they have practised over many years. We are going to
lose their expertise in search and rescue, which they
have used on many occasions. We are going to lose the
fuel reduction managed through the grazing. The only
hope of change is the listing of this area on the National
Heritage List, recognising its cultural, historic and
heritage values.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — I am extremely pleased
and proud to be able to speak in support of this
legislation which will give great protection now and in
the future to one of our most sensitive and most
beautiful environments in country Victoria. I was also
pleased to be asked by the Deputy Premier and Minister
for Environment to be a member of the Alpine Grazing
Taskforce. I commend all the members of the task force
and all the people and organisations whom we met,
talked with and consulted during the lengthy
deliberations that the task force undertook.
We visited many areas in the Alpine National Park and
met representatives of the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria, the Victorian National Parks
Association, the Alpine Conservation and Access
Group (ACAG) and Parks Victoria. We spoke with
scientists, community members, the tourism industry
and local government. We also went to places outside
the park and met with people in Bairnsdale, Omeo,
Bright and Mansfield as well as in Melbourne. Of
course the government needs to make a decision on this
issue because the leases to graze in the Alpine National
Park are expiring — we are not cancelling licences
during the currency of a lease period. But it is
appropriate and necessary for the government to be
looking at this issue, as we are now, and making a
decision at the expiry of these seven-year licences.
The government has properly decided that the Alpine
National Park will be protected as a national park.
Along with that, high country grazing will still continue
in areas of the high country outside the park, in high
country state forest and in freehold areas. The
government has also decided that extra weed and pest
animal control will be funded and rehabilitation of
damaged areas will be undertaken, in particular the
moss beds which the task force examined closely and
on which considerable rehabilitation and restoration
work is necessary.
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It is important to understand that the traditions of the
mountain cattlemen and those communities will go on
in the high country but not in the park itself. I think it is
important for the house and the community to
understand that even the president of the mountain
cattlemen’s association himself does not have a licence
to graze in the national park. His licensing and grazing
areas will be unaffected, yet he is the president of the
mountain cattlemen. If we were killing the mountain
cattlemen and their traditions, then those sorts of things
would not go on in the future — but they clearly are.
I want to deal with some of the effects of cattle that the
task force examined and the scientific evidence to deal
with those things. It is clear and irrefutable on the basis
of visual evidence as well as scientific evidence that
cattle affect water catchments, they affect the soil, and
they affect conservation values in the park. There is
evidence of trampling of stream banks, of springs and
soaks; there is damage and destruction of fragile alpine
moss beds. The cattle create bare ground; they disturb
soil and cause erosion. There is water pollution; there is
a spreading of weeds, a reduction of wildflower
displays and threatening of rare plants and animals.
These important environmental values are damaged by
grazing. Grazing has caused and would continue to
cause this damage. Significant rehabilitation and
recovery will be possible as a result of the cessation of
grazing, and the government is committing funds for
that purpose. It is also important to deal with the issue
of damage versus impacts. Many who support grazing
and who spoke to the task force and to me do not accept
that cattle grazing actually causes damage, and there is
a semantic difference where it is accepted perhaps that
they cause impacts but not damage. In those
circumstances people do not believe that the normal
effects of cattle grazing are damage; they believe it is
simply the effect of having cattle in an environment. If
you adopt that line of reasoning, you believe that the
park ought to be managed like a farm rather than a
national park, but in a national park these things are
damage and a national park should not be managed like
a farm.
The environmental values of this park are important in
themselves. The reason this and other parks are created
is to preserve important parts of our biodiversity in a
largely unspoiled way for the long-term benefit and
enjoyment of this and future generations. Most of
Victoria’s alpine and treeless subalpine vegetation
including the rare moss beds and snow patch
communities occur in the park along with snow gum
woodlands and high plains and Victoria’s highest
peaks. It contains the headwaters and upper catchments
of some of our most important rivers and streams.
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One of the things that I want to concentrate on is the
issue of fire. In the alpine area there is not a major
history of fire, but there have been very significant fires
from time to time. In particular there were major fires in
1926, in 1939, in Caledonia in 1998 and in the alpine
region in 2003. These fires all occurred in the context of
grazing, and in particular the fires in the 1920s and
1930s occurred in the context of much more extensive
grazing than there has been even in recent times, yet
that grazing did not prevent or reduce those bushfires.
Grazing did not prevent those fires, nor did it cause
them.
The burning pattern in 2003 reflected variables such as
vegetation type, the inherent fuel flammability, fuel
moisture, terrain, weather conditions and wind strength
and direction at the time. There is no correlation
between areas that were burnt and not burnt, and areas
that were grazed. Some grazed areas burnt; some areas
not being grazed did not burn. Grazing does not reduce
or prevent blazing in the high country. The Esplin
inquiry after the 2003 fires concluded that there is no
scientific support for the view that grazing prevents
blazing.
Cattlemen say that fires literally go out when they reach
grazed areas, but it is important to understand the nature
of alpine vegetation when examining this issue. Alpine
snow grass does not burn readily; it traps a lot of
moisture. The task force was told by one firefighter that
he was not able to sustain a back-burn in non-grazed
snow grass. Another noted how fire jumped from shrub
to shrub across grassland areas, regardless of whether
or not the area was grazed. That is important evidence.
Most flammable fuel types in the park which contribute
virtually the entire available fuel load to wildfires are
branches, twigs, bark, eucalyptus leaves and shrubs.
With the exception of some shrubs, cattle do not eat
these fuels; however, they do contribute to the
proliferation of shrubs which colonise bare ground,
which is caused by the cattle.
It is also important to understand in this debate that the
scientific advisory panel report to the government in
February 2005 — an eminent group of scientists well
qualified and versed in this field — recommended that
grazing not return to severely burnt areas of the park for
at least 10 years from now.
The importance of the Alpine National Park to
Victoria’s future is paramount in consideration of this
bill. By protecting the Alpine National Park, by
increasing its environmental values, by increasing the
ability to have more ecotourism and nature tourism in
the area, by funding extra weed control, by making sure
that the sensitive areas that have suffered damage over
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the years — particularly the moss beds — are
rehabilitated and restored, we can, if we are careful
about it and we do our job properly, make sure that the
Alpine National Park increases its environmental
values, along with the Kosciuszko National Park and
the ACT park and becomes an Australian national
alpine park of world-class significance that is capable
of being listed on the world heritage register — which
would be a first for Victoria.
This is the sort of legislation that puts Victoria at the
forefront of environmental protection. The areas in the
Alpine National Park are incredibly significant for their
environmental and biodiversity characteristics. It is a
very sensitive environment. It is one that we must
protect with great care. We must make sure that that
area up in the Victorian Alps and the associated
Australian Alps is protected for future generations. It
will mean that Victoria is in its rightful place as a leader
in environmental protection in this country and in this
part of the world. It will mean that Victoria has the
potential to have a world heritage area of great
significance that is protected for future generations.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Before I call the next speaker I remind honourable
members that this is a very serious debate. I ask
members to be courteous and pay attention to each
speaker without interjection. I know there are emotions
on both sides of this debate, but it is a serious debate
and I would like to see a bit of decorum and speakers
not being interrupted.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — This is a
very serious debate. It is a debate about 170 years of
heritage that has been absolutely rejected and thrown
out by the Bracks Labor government. This is a very
serious debate about the Labor Party betraying the
people of Victoria and particularly the people in the
high country, the mountain cattlemen and the rural
communities in the high country of Victoria.
I start by quoting from the Weekly Times of 8 June. Its
editorial is headed ‘A chorus of discontent’. It says:
The sight of angry farmers protesting in the streets of
Melbourne tomorrow should come as no surprise to anyone
reading the Weekly Times.
The protest rally is primarily over the ban on grazing in the
Alpine National Park.
But it is also much more than that.
It will give a voice to many angry, frustrated sections of
country Victoria who, quite simply, have had enough.

And quite clearly they have had enough. They feel
betrayed by the Bracks Labor government, as is
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symbolised by the betrayal the Labor Party has
perpetrated on the mountain cattlemen and the high
country communities. I will refer to that in particular.
The bill itself fundamentally comes down to two
sections: clause 4 and clause 7. Clause 4 repeals
section 22C of the National Parks Act. It says
fundamentally that cattle grazing is allowed to be
continued in the high country and the Alpine National
Park, and that is being repealed by this legislation. The
other section being repealed is section 32AD, which
makes it clear that there are licences for grazing cattle
in the high country.
It is very important for us to understand the history of
this legislation. It comes from the original legislation in
1989 which created the Alpine National Park. I shall
refer to some of the debate which took place in 1989. I
remind the house that a Labor government was then in
power, so these are promises and commitments made
by a Labor government to the people in the high
country of Victoria, and particularly the mountain
cattlemen. I quote from Hansard of 12 April 1989. In
her second-reading speech on the legislation to create
this Alpine National Park, Minister Setches said:
The government recognises and respects the traditional use of
the high country for grazing and, as a special case, has
provided for it in the new Alpine National Park. As a result of
carefully considering the traditional family associations of the
cattlemen with the high country, the economic significance of
the area for individual cattlemen, environmental and
recreational factors, and research information, the government
will —

and then she espouses a whole range of actions that the
government will take to allow the continued grazing of
that land by the mountain cattlemen. Further in the
second-reading speech she even said:
The overall result will be a greater security of tenure for the
high country cattlemen —

who have now been betrayed by the Bracks Labor
government. She further said in the second-reading
speech:
… the government is investigating world heritage listing for
the proposed park in recognition of its undoubted national
significance.

She said you can have world heritage listing with cattle
grazing as part of the park.
I refer to another speech made by an eminent Labor
politician. There are a number of these; I could refer to
speeches by Mr Hamilton or Mr Baker, but I refer to
the speech of Mr Thomson, who was then the member
for Pascoe Vale and is now the federal member for
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Wills, and a former federal environment spokesmen for
the Labor Party. He said:
The honourable member also referred to grazing. The
government has provided clear assurances about grazing.

And we can trust Mr Thomson, because he is speaking
on behalf of the Labor Party and the Labor government,
and you can trust the assurances the Labor Party gives
you about grazing! He said:
The honourable member suggested those assurances should
be placed in writing. If the honourable member referred to the
Minister’s second-reading speech, he would recognise that
those commitments are in writing.

In 1989 Mr Thomson said, ‘You can trust the Labor
Party on this issue. It has given assurances in writing
that the mountain cattlemen will be able to continue
operations in the high country’. He said further:
It is clear from the government’s announcement on the
Alpine National Park that it does not intend to exclude from
the national park activities that are compatible its status as a
national park … and world heritage —

listing. Mr Thomson said, ‘You can have world
heritage listing, you can have a world-class park and
you can have cattle grazing’. And he is not the only one
who said that the grazing can and should continue. As
recently as 2003 the Minister for Environment, the
Honourable John Thwaites, said:
Alpine grazing is a licensed activity and will continue as a
licensed activity.

The Labor Party has given assurance after assurance
that the mountain cattlemen can continue, and it has
said that this is not incompatible with the management
of a national park or world heritage listing. I come back
to the facts: this park is covers some 660 000 hectares.
The licensed area for grazing is 310 000 hectares,
which is some 47 per cent, but the area effectively
grazed is only 100 000 hectares or less than 15 per cent
of the total, huge area of the Alpine National Park —
and the licence is only for 7914 adult cattle or adult
cattle equivalent. That is less than one adult head of
cattle per 10 hectares — that is about the stocking rate
you have in the Northern Territory.
Clearly this government is running a misleading,
dishonest campaign suggesting that the cattle are doing
massive damage to the high country. It is as misleading
as the scandalous advertising program where the
government had doctored photographs to deliberately
mislead the people of Victoria about the role of the
cattle in the high country because it had been said
before by former ministers Kay Setches, Keith
Hamilton and Ian Baker, and by Kelvin Thomson, that
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having the cattle up there is compatible with the whole
operation.
The government would have you believe that it does
not believe that hard-hoofed animals should be in that
area, yet on 1 July 2004 this government signed a
memorandum of cooperation between the Australian
Deer Association and Parks Victoria to allow deer to be
managed properly within the Alpine National Park. It is
okay for deer to be in the national park — and I agree
that it is great that the government has signed this
agreement — but it is inconsistent with a position that
says, ‘You can have deer there and they can be properly
managed within a national park but you cannot have
cattle there’, so you have a government that is running a
purely political campaign and attacking innocent
farmers in the high country and attacking 170 years of
heritage.
There is no doubt that this is in fact killing off the Man
from Snowy River and everything associated with it. It
is absolutely killing it off. This is undermining the
strong heritage of over 170 years of involvement with
cattle in the high country and of being involved in the
high country. Is it any wonder that the president of the
Victorian Farmers Federation says in the Weekly Times:
The decision to ban cattle grazing in the Alpine Park shows
the government has no vision and no respect for rural people
and our relationship with the land. The mountain cattlemen
have an affinity with the land that can never be replaced.
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It is wrong because it will allow proliferation of vermin,
noxious weeds, greater degradation of the park and
greater fire risk. Anybody who has been up in those
parks and who knows the mountain cattlemen knows
also that they love that area and look after the people in
that area — and they should be allowed to continue
there. It is a disgrace that this government is moving to
take them away.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — I rise to support the
National Park (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill and
to support the continuation of cattle grazing in the
Victorian high country because that is what this bill
does. This is the result of another decision by this
government for all Victorians and will allow that vital
part of our heritage to continue unabated in the state
forest; that major part of the cattle grazing that currently
exists in the high country where I, and others like me,
have enjoyed walking, horseriding and
four-wheel-driving for many, many years over our
lifetimes. That will continue. That will continue in the
national park, and cattle grazing will continue in the
state forest.
Cattle grazing is a vital part of our heritage; cattle
grazing is a useful part of the primary produce of this
state but cattle grazing can coexist with having a
first-class Alpine National Park. It can coexist right
next door to that first-class, world-class heritage of an
Alpine National Park.

Let me tell the house what will happen when those
cattle are taken out of the national park. You will get a
proliferation of weeds because this government has no
commitment to funding weed control; you will get a
multiplication of the wild dog problem in the area; you
will get a massive increase in fire risk in the area; you
will take people with experience and expertise out of
the area who can help with search and rescue, who can
respond to fires and in emergencies — all of that will
go as well as 170 years of tradition and heritage being
lost.

The problem with the opposition is that things have to
be either black or white. They have to be in or out. It
will not do the hard yards; it will not do what those four
backbench politicians did when they got together and
spent thousands of hours in our high country with the
people who have had generations of experience in our
high country, who went and visited every part of our
high country. They found that what you can do in this
state under the Bracks government is coexist with
conservation and a world-class national park and cattle
grazing in the high country.

There is no doubt in my mind that this is a situation
where there is compatibility between having a
high-class national park and having limited cattle
grazing under licence. That is what the Labor
government said in 1989 and that is what we believe
should be allowed to continue now. I support the
amendments moved by the honourable member for
Warrandyte, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I
totally oppose this legislation because it is wrong in
principle. It is wrong in its wrecking 170 years of
tradition of cultural heritage and what is fundamentally
Australian, but it is also wrong in terms of management
of that sensitive high country.

The opposition loves to talk about The Man from
Snowy River and say he is dead. The Man from Snowy
River did not die in 1908, when the Australian Capital
Territory moved cattle grazing out of the Namadgi
National Park. The Man from Snowy River did not die
in 1972, when cattle grazing was taken out of the
Kosciuszko on the other side of the border. The Man
from Snowy River did not die in 1988, when the state
government bought the Wonnangatta Station. He did
not die then and he is not going to die now. To
paraphrase Mark Twain, and members of the
opposition would do well to listen to this, reports of the
death of the Man from Snowy River have been grossly
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exaggerated. Worse than that, they have been
misinterpreted, misinformed and used as a political
ploy to try to garner a few votes.
The federal colleagues of the people on the opposition
benches submitted a report to the wide-ranging task
force which said that cattle grazing is incompatible with
the Alpine National Park. That is what the Liberal and
National parties did federally; that is the submission
they made. Then after the fact — after all the people
across rural and regional Victoria, including those who
had an interest in cattle grazing and in the more pristine
development of a national park, had been listened to —
when they saw there were a few cheap political points
to be made they decided to talk about the death of the
Man from Snowy River. They are wrong; they have
again abused a symbol that the Victorian and Australian
people adore. They should do so, and that will continue
for future generations.
The bulk of the cattle currently in the Victorian high
country are being grazed in the state forests. That will
continue, as will all those other activities that we
currently enjoy, including horseriding in the national
park. So desperate are they to get some political points
out of this that they are starting to say, ‘If you take the
cattle out, why not take out the horses, the hunters and
the fishermen?’. For some inexplicable reason the
opposition is so desperate to score some political points
that it would like to see all these taken out of the
national park. If you are going to take this out, take
everything else out, they say. It is black-and-white,
old-school, all-in-or-all-out thinking.
The people on the committee who looked into the
alpine task force need to be congratulated. The reason
why this government has advertised what it is doing
rather than the stories from the opposition is that it is
making sure the people of Victoria understand that well
into the future people just like the Man from Snowy
River and those who gathered out the front of
Parliament House in the slouch hats will continue to be
able to do in state forests what people have been able to
do for 170 years.
In rising to support this bill I rise to support the legend
of the cattlemen in the high country and the increasing
tourism in the region. People in Victoria can have their
cake and share it. There is a place for people, for cattle
grazing, for recreation and for a world heritage value
national park. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — It is with regret
that I rise to speak on this bill. I am very saddened it has
come to this. It is a very sad day for hardworking
families and individuals in my electorate and for their
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traditional way of life, which has endured and is well
ingrained within the culture and heritage of my region. I
probably have more understanding of the areas we are
talking about than most other members of this place.
When I was about five years old my father had one of
the few four-wheel-drives around at that time — and I
am not that old. We drove from Buchan through
Nuniong and Quambat, up through Tin Mines and into
Thredbo. It is interesting following the member for
Morwell in the debate, because most of those areas now
are closed. You cannot four-wheel-drive there; you
cannot even ride a horse in most of those areas. Our
family had a commitment to ride through that country,
most of which is in New South Wales. We always
intended to ride through the Kosciuszko National Park
and follow that same route. That is no longer available
to anyone.
The argument that national parks will be accessible into
the future is one that people in my electorate regard
with a lot of scepticism and disappointment. This
decision is in my view a political decision. It is not
necessarily an environmental one, and I will go through
that later. I support The Nationals’ reasoned
amendment. I do not always agree with The Nationals,
but we agree on this.
I would like to look at the science of this issue. The
Alpine National Park is a great and very large park, but
it has experienced significant human impact through
mining, grazing, four-wheel-driving and alpine resorts.
It is a changed environment. This issue is about
management. If you read about the Alpine National
Park in the State of the Parks 2000 report, you will see
that it is one of the most weed infested parks and that is
known for its high level of pest plants. It is also
impacted on most severely by pest animals:
The impact of other pest animals, including feral goat, pig,
dog, horse, cat and brown hare is of concern.
…
Deer species occur in all the units.

Brumbies also occur through most of those units. In one
section of the national park, the Cobberas-Tingaringy
unit, there are about 5000 head of brumbies. I would
like to point out that the long-term management of this
park is the issue. I would put on the table the argument
that grazing is probably no. 5 on a list of other
priorities. The highest one is the control of weeds, and
no. 2 would be proper fire management. It is interesting
to note that that is recognised in the workshop
proceedings report on the management of fire for the
conservation of biodiversity. That was done for Parks
Victoria and the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment in 1999, which is reasonably recent, by
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Gordon Friend, Michael Leonard, Andrew MacLean
and Ingrid Sieler. I will quote it:
Disturbance by fire and/or grazing is now recognised as an
important element in the conservation of grassy ecosystems.

In other words, grassy ecosystems require disturbance
to allow the ecological processes to continue. Without
disturbance of some sort we are not going to maintain
the biodiversity and improve the ecological function of
those areas. This is talking about all grassy ecosystems,
and alpine grasslands are grassy ecosystems. It is a
fairly interesting document. It clearly states that grazing
can be used as a tool. The reason I raise that is that we
cannot, we have not and we will not return natural fire
rotations to those areas, because we now have a threat
aversion, if you like. We do not put fire back in when
lightning strikes go there. We go there and jump on the
fires caused by lightning strikes and put them out
instead of letting them go through their natural
processes. Grazing can be used as a tool to maintain
grassy ecosystems.
I would like to condemn the advertisements. They were
one of the most disgraceful things I have seen in my
time in this place. They were generated in an attempt to
influence public opinion. They were extremely
disappointing.
I take up a comment made by the member for Morwell,
when he said it will still be possible to ride horses in
most areas of the national parks. I note that there was an
interesting photo of the minister at the table, the
Minister for the Arts, riding a horse through one of the
ski resorts, so I know some people in this place like to
do that. If you look at the parks management plan you
see it clearly states that riding horses is not acceptable
through large areas of the Alpine National Park.
When I was elected one of the first things we got
involved in was the return of grazing post the Caledonia
fire. That was one of the most disgraceful activities I
have seen. The science that was used to justify that was
shameful. Science has been used as a weapon against
the cattlemen right throughout this debate, and the
post-fire use of science has been shameful. The current
chief of staff to the minister came with us. We were
there with Simon Turner in areas up near Native Cat
and Forlorn Hope Plain where there was grass above
our knees. There was nearly total cover a year after the
fires, but cattle could not go grazing. Grazing could not
return. We are still seeing the advertisements now. It
was said that grazing could not return because there
was insufficient groundcover to stabilise the ground.
You could barely battle through this stuff! The fire
actually rejuvenated that country, and the growth that
came back after the fire was quite extraordinary.
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Removal of fire is probably the biggest threat we have
to some of those ecosystems. It regenerated
straightaway. We could not put cattle back there
because it was said there was a risk of erosion, yet at
the time the grass cover and the range of species was
better than they have been for many years.
This is a philosophical position in my view. You will
hear comments by government speakers underlining the
real reason for it, and I have heard those comments
before. In my view some of it is about jealousy towards
public land users. You will hear comments that the
cattlemen have had a privileged and exclusive right and
that they have been getting access to this for $5 a head.
As soon as they come up with that argument it tells you
it is not about science; it is about a philosophical hatred
of the people who use the public lands. If you want to
use science, use the science, but if you are going to
bring in any other argument, that is a different thing. It
is saying, ‘We want parks for these user groups and not
for those user groups’. That is a debate that is different
to the one about science. If you want to have the one
about science, we should have it.
One of the most hypocritical things is the double
standard on heavy, hard-hoofed animals. There have
been advertisements and arguments have been put
forward about the need to remove heavy, hard-hoofed
animals from the Alpine National Park. There are more
brumbies and Sambar deer in the Alpine National Park
than cattle, and they are there all year round. Yet what
are we going to do with the brumbies? We are going to
relocate them. Where are we going to relocate them?
To other areas in the Alpine National Park? That is not
about science.
If heavy, hard-hoofed animals are a threat to the Alpine
National Park, we need to remove brumbies from the
Alpine National Park. If cattle are a threat, so are
brumbies. So if we have to remove cattle, we have to
remove all of them, and that includes pigs. I took the
task force members up and inspected a couple of areas.
We could not see damage from cattle, but we could see
some damage from pigs. A few weeks before a wild pig
had gone through there and had rooted up one of the
flats like you would not believe!
I condemn this on behalf of the hardworking
individuals and families from alpine areas across my
electorate, many of whom are good friends. This is a
very sad day for this Parliament.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I rise to speak in
support of this bill. This is one of the decisions that
governments make. It has been said here tonight that
this is a decision which is based purely on politics.
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When this task force first started its investigation I and
probably a lot of other people were hoping there might
be some science that would back up a decision to renew
licences. I followed the work of the task force very
closely. I, like a lot of people, including many people
who are here in the gallery tonight, love the high
country. My first riding experience was in the high
country. There are people in the gallery tonight who
tried to teach me to ride a horse. I named my horse
Dargo after those high plains and my experiences up
there. There is not an agenda from this government
because it hates the thought of people having some
benefit from grazing in the high country. This decision,
like it or not, is based purely on the science. There was
no contrary evidence presented that would allow this
government to not make the decision it has now made.
I heard the previous speaker speak about the science
that has been produced after wildfire. I do not know
whether that is true or not, but what I do know is that
since 1957 the CSIRO, or its equivalent back in
1957 — before I was born — has been saying cattle
grazing in alpine areas causes damage. Whether we like
it or not, we have established national parks because
they are meant to represent the most pristine of our
natural environments. There are many people who do
not like national parks. They see having them as simply
locking up and throwing away the key. I personally do
not share that view. I believe national parks are there to
be preserved for all time and for all generations — not
just for us, but for all time.
This particular habitat, the alpine and subalpine
environments, represents less than 0.1 per cent of the
Australian mainland. This is an extremely rare
environment; it is more rare than cattle. Unfortunately
that is true. There has been a lot said about the Man
from Snowy River. I love the story. I love that heritage;
I love that myth. That myth will not be changed, as has
been said previously. I listened to the previous member
speaking about the damage that samba deer and
brumbies cause to the high country. I suggest that we
should not just go up there and get the colt from Old
Regret, but that we should go up there and get all the
brumbies and bring them out of the national park. If
people have a concern about brumbies and samba deer,
let us go up and bring them on down. Let us round
them up and bring them down, so there is no
suggestion — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
Ms DUNCAN — No, I would not shoot them.
Mr Plowman interjected.
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Ms DUNCAN — We used to round up horses in the
old days.
Mr Plowman interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Benambra has had his say.
Ms DUNCAN — The Man from Snowy River had
no problems, or perhaps he did have some problems!
But it has been done in the Parliament, and it can be
done now. It has been suggested that the image is dead,
but we need to put the myth aside and look at the
reality.
This is a national park and it needs to be treated in the
way we treat our national parks. Unfortunately, like it
or not, cattle grazing is completely inconsistent with
that national park. I heard the previous speaker talking
very passionately about the Snowy River and the need
to fence most of our river courses along their entirety
except, it seems, at their source. We do not need to
protect the source; we need to protect them as they
come further down. It seems to me it is an inconsistent
argument. You either protect a river from its source to
its mouth, or you do not. We have seen increasingly the
science that has formed the basis of this decision, which
I can assure you has not been an easy decision for this
government to take. It is always easier to maintain the
status quo.
The Liberal Party will sit here today and argue that this
is an outrageous decision. This is not an outrageous
decision. We acknowledge that it is certainly going to
hurt some people. There is compensation for that. It is
not a case of pulling the cattle out and leaving the park
to its own devices. Over $2 million has been set aside to
eliminate pests and make sure we restore it to the
pristine area that it can be. I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — This bill is going through
this place with obscene speed. We are going to be
debating it in this place this week and it also has to go
through the upper house this week as well.
Mr Ingram interjected.
Mr DIXON — It does not have to happen, as the
member for Gippsland East says, and I wonder why. I
contrast it very briefly with the other national park bill
that it is on the list of this place and which has been
there for weeks and weeks — that is, the Point Nepean
bill. For some reason that does not have to be dragged
through this place.
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The reason why this bill is being pushed through both
houses so quickly is that this government is losing the
political debate, it is losing the publicity debate and it is
losing the debate on spin. I knew as soon as I saw those
pre-prepared and pre-booked advertisements in the
paper last week — before the decision was
announced — that this government was worried about
how this decision would go across. It thought, ‘Let’s
get it out, let’s put it away, through the Parliament and
make it law as quickly as possible’.
The contrasting photo of the von Trapp family singers
dancing across the meadows compared with the black
cattle in that darkened photo that the minister signed
off — with cattle wallowing in a man-made bog by a
man-made road was disgusting. I think any credibility
the government and the minister might have had was
lost through that advertisement
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DIXON — And he absolutely deserves it. The
minister continually says to us that the way of life, the
living heritage and the living history is not going to be
lost. The mountain cattlemen say it is. I know who I
would rather believe. Would I believe the men and
women who have been up there for 170 years, who live
the history and live the heritage, or do I believe the man
who has doctored the photo to spin the story and get it
out of the public eye? I know who I believe, and I know
who the public believes as well.
It was interesting to see the protest out there in Bourke
Street and Spring Street last week. I was there in my
Akubra and my Driza-Bone, which I did not buy for the
occasion. I have slept under them on many occasions in
the high country, and they are well used. I know a little
about what I am talking about. But there we had a
whole range of groups from country Victoria —
whether it was the child employment laws or the wind
towers or the four-wheel-drivers or the bee keepers.
They were all saying to this government, ‘You are
getting arrogant. You are getting carried away with
some sort of philosophical bent to get people out of
public land’, and they were trying to call the
government to account. It was more than that. This is
the last straw. This is the straw that broke the camel’s
back, and the government should listen very carefully
to that.
I would like to move onto tourism because that is my
shadow portfolio, especially with reference to the huts
of the high country. The huts are a major part of the
heritage of the mountain cattlemen of Victoria. They
are also a very important part of tourism in the high
country. The mountain huts provide shelter to tourists
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and the physical presence of those huts in the high
country is something that anyone who goes to the high
country wants to see. Tourism in the high country is
very important to tourism in Victoria. A lot of people
go to the high country for the unique experience of
hiking there. They cross-country ski in that area, and
they need those huts for that. They also do a lot of horse
riding in the high country in the Alpine National Park,
and seeing those huts is a unique experience to Victoria.
It is not allowed in New South Wales. There is no other
high country in Australia or anywhere in the world
where you can have that experience, and I am very
worried about those huts. Why? Because this
government is hell bent on getting rid of those huts or
just letting them fall by the wayside.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DIXON — I hear jeers of derision from the
other side. I point out to the members that after the
2003 bushfires, over 40 huts were destroyed in the
Alpine National Park. How many have been rebuilt?
Two have been rebuilt, and they were well rebuilt by
volunteers. A bit of money came from the government.
But what about the other 40? Where are the other 40?
This government will now use its decision to say,
‘There are no mountain cattlemen up there. We do not
need the huts any more’.
But tourism needs those huts. We need them for the
safe shelter they provide, for their physical presence
and their importance to tourism in the alpine areas.
Many of those huts are attached to leases that cattlemen
had up there. We have had absolutely no commitment.
If a hut was attached to a lease and the lease is no
longer there, are those huts guaranteed? Will they stay
and are they going to be maintained? Is the government
going to keep them or are they going to fall by the
wayside or, as the fine print in some of the leases says,
‘Are they going to be dismantled? When the leases go,
do the huts have to go at the same time?’.
Mr Plowman interjected.
Mr DIXON — Or can the cattlemen keep them, as
the member for Benambra says? These are good
questions, and I think they are questions that many of
the mountain cattlemen and their families and operators
have been asking, and the silence has been deafening.
In response to my letters to Parks Victoria asking about
the future of the huts in the high country, Parks Victoria
has said that the future of the huts is being totally
reviewed. It might be rather cynical of me, but I think
this review has been stretched out a long time waiting
for this piece of legislation to go through, when the
government would have one more excuse and one more
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argument against the retention or the rebuilding of those
40 huts that have been destroyed, but we have seen no
commitment from this government to rebuild the huts.
I want to touch briefly in a tourism vein on the Bogong
High Plains Road that is going to be rebuilt. Firstly, I
shall talk about its funding. Yes, the government is
going to tip some money into it, but not enough to seal
the whole road. They are relying on money from the
federal government and from the Alpine shire, too. So it
is all conditional; it is another bit of spin. I would be
very surprised if that road were rebuilt, and absolutely
no commitment has been made to maintaining that
road. Again all the announcements are totally and
utterly silent on that. It seems to me that the
four-wheel-drivers crossing the Great Alpine National
Park are more important than the cattlemen and the
170 years of living history that we have up there.
The package that the government announced said, ‘Yes,
there will be $60 000, and yes, we recognise the
importance of the mountain huts. We are going to give
$60 000 towards the maintenance of the mountain
huts’. How far is that going to go? That will barely
maintain a handful of huts. It will not rebuild any, that
is for sure. It is just something that is hoodwinking
people, and anyone who knows anything abut the huts
knows that that is just a token gesture.
I compare that $60 000 commitment with the $250 000
for signage and interpretation. I know that the signs are
going to say, ‘This is where a hut was. This is what a
hut used to look like’. There will no hut; there will be a
picture of a hut. That is at the very crux of what we are
debating. It is about the spin. The advertising is more
important, and the spin and the signs are more
important than the rebuilding and maintenance of the
huts. I think what we are really talking about here and
what the opposition is saying is that 170 years of living
history and 170 years of living heritage is very different
from what this government wants to do. The
government wants to consign the mountain cattlemen to
a museum: ‘Here is a sign of where they used to be, this
is a map of where they used to go, and this is what a hut
used to look like’. But they are not about that. They are
a living history, a living heritage, and we must allow
that history and heritage to continue.
As I finish my contribution today I look at tourism and
the important part that it plays in Victoria. A lot of
tourist groups and Victorian organisations are asking,
‘Is this the thin edge of the wedge? It is the huts this
time, it is the mountain cattlemen; what is next? Will it
be the trail rides, the hard-hoofed animals? Will the
horses go next? What is going to be the next thing that
we are going to lose in the high country? What is the
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next great symbol of the high country that we are going
to lose by the way?’.
Our high country tourism is unique to Victoria, to
Australia and to the world. This is the thin edge of the
wedge. I mourn for the loss of what I think has been an
iconic tourism attraction for rural Victoria.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support this
groundbreaking piece of legislation. It builds on this
government’s extraordinary track record of support for
the environment. You only need to think about the
announcement a couple of days ago of the expansion to
the Otways National Park, which my colleagues in the
Geelong region were at with the Premier, and the
marine national parks initiative that was announced last
year. This important initiative of ensuring that the
alpine regions of our state are enjoyed by the
community on an ongoing basis is yet another hallmark
of this government’s environmental record.
Frankly, the science is indisputable. The effect of
grazing in the park has been extensively examined by
independent scientists — —
An honourable member — And the
commonwealth.
Mr WYNNE — As my colleague indicates, also by
the commonwealth government. It is an embarrassment
to the opposition parties that the Howard government
has supported a proposition of banning grazing in the
Alpine National Park.
The argument about scientific evidence is beyond
debate. I do not hear any credible evidence from those
on the other side to refute that scientific evidence. It is
curious also that we are the only state that has allowed
grazing to continue in the Alpine National Park — in
New South Wales grazing has been banned for almost
30 years — and we are seeking to get world heritage
listing for the national park. To suggest that the heritage
of the cattlemen will be ruined is nonsense. Grazing
will be allowed to be maintained in the state forests.
Currently 10 000 cattle graze in the state forests, and
there are 150 licences for cattlemen to continue grazing
in those areas.
The opposition parties have indicated that they are
concerned that the important heritage of this area will
be lost and that the huts and so forth will be allowed to
decay over time. I just want to indicate that I am
advised that $240 000 already has been expended on
the huts by the Bracks government and, as was
indicated in the contribution by the member prior to
me, a further $60 000 has also been allocated to the
refurbishment of these huts as well.
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Whilst the opposition parties seek to whip up emotive
arguments in favour of their position, at the end of the
day this argument has to be settled on science. The
science is impeccable. This has been independently
assessed. The damage that has been done to the national
park is significant and ongoing, and it will take many
years for that damage to be repaired. This is a very
appropriate response by the government. It will ensure
that this area over time will regenerate itself and be an
area that we can be proud of and that we hope will get
world heritage listing. In the future we will look back
on today’s decision as a further turning point for the
environment of this state and indeed the country.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I want to indicate
from the outset that The Nationals are totally and
implacably opposed to this legislation. I have listened
to the comments made by one or two of the government
members, particularly the member for Richmond, who
has just taken his seat, and he relies on science. I think
he has to rely on other things. He needs to look at the
arguments more clearly. I hope he will — instead of
leaving the chamber — listen to some of the comments
that are being made.
As far as we are concerned this is a disgraceful charade.
This legislation is a sham. We are seeing manipulation
by the government. It is interesting because of what
happened last week and the actions that were taken — I
think much of the media were supporting the cattlemen
and the actions they were taking, which were supported
by the opposition parties. However, we have seen a
change in the last few days. A lot of government
propaganda is going out to make sure that it gets the
right responses in the media and that the media
continues to support the arguments put forward by the
government to try to concoct and get the right results.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER — Some members are saying that it is
misinterpreted — —
Ms Lindell — A conspiracy!
Mr JASPER — A conspiracy! I have never heard
such rubbish in all my life — and they kept scoring
cheap political points from The Nationals. As far as we
are concerned we know more about this than some of
the government members, with some speaking like the
member for Richmond. I wonder how many times he
has been up to the high country and had a look around
to see what is going on. The sorts of comments that he
made made no sense as far as I was concerned. I also
listened to the comments made by the member for
South-West Coast, who referred to speeches in
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Hansard going back to 1989. He quoted various
members of the Labor government at that time strongly
supporting the need to have a balance in the
management of the high country and saying that
grazing was an integral part of the management of the
alpine park.
Here we are seeing a total change by the Labor
government. As late as 2003, as has been mentioned,
the minister said he supported alpine grazing in the high
country. Now we have a change. The government has
produced a report to suit its own circumstances and the
changes it is implementing. To be spending so much
money on this campaign is absolutely disgraceful. We
saw the legislation introduced into this Parliament, and
the next day the papers had advertising. Had it all been
prearranged? Of course it had. The pictures in the paper
were disgraceful. The government really needs to look
at how that was handled. I believe it was totally
mismanaged and was about trying to manipulate the
people of Victoria.
I looked at the minister’s second-reading notes. He
talked about the bill being historic — it certainly is. He
said that this should be one of our finest national parks.
It is a fine national park! If you go up and have a look
at it, you will see that is the case. He also talked about
the relevance of this bill to the mountain environments
which are a feature of the Alpine National Park. We all
agree with that. But what we see in the second-reading
speech are twisted arguments to suit the circumstances
and requirements of the government.
I want to pick up a couple of things that the minister
mentioned — that government is keen to ensure that the
national park is properly managed and protected and
that the recent budget provides some funding for park
management. There are 660 000 hectares in the Alpine
National Park. We have heard the government talking
about managing the park, but it has not done that very
well at all. The second-reading speech is
environmentalist propaganda as far as I am concerned.
It talks about cattle trampling stream banks and fragile
moss beds, threatening the survival of rare plants and
animals and spreading weeds. It then talks about
problems with cow droppings. For goodness sake!
I listened to what the member for Gippsland East said
about the argument for taking the cattle out. What about
the deer that are in the high country, as well as the wild
horses, the wild dogs and the pigs and other feral
animals? Are going to take those out as well? We are
going to step over their droppings. That is absolutely
ridiculous. If you have a problem with moss beds and
creeks, then we can fence them off and do exactly what
they are doing — —
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Ms Lindell interjected.
Mr JASPER — Why don’t you stand up?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Murray Valley will make his
remarks through the Chair. The member for Carrum has
had her turn.
Mr JASPER — She really does not understand the
full circumstances. She should go up into the high
country and have a good look at what is going on. If she
did, she would then understand what is going on. Those
sorts of comments are stupid.
The second-reading speech talks about the
rehabilitation of badly damaged moss beds. I say again
that if the government is so concerned, it can fence
those areas off. As a member said earlier, how much of
the park is being utilised by the cattle anyway? Of the
total of 660 000 hectares, they are probably using less
than 100 000. You can fence off those areas if you are
so keen to keep them. I would support that. There could
be damage in the moss bed or in the lower areas where
the streams are, but what the government can do is what
it is seeking to do in the Box-Ironbark National Park,
where those areas are being fenced off. As far as we
were concerned, the second-reading speech presented
by the minister really is a propaganda exercise in
support of the legislation.
The Nationals put an excellent submission to the Alpine
Grazing Taskforce. I want to quote a couple of
paragraphs from it, because the submission was not
taken into account by the government. We had 10
recommendations, including that the government renew
all licences for a further seven years, that the
government instruct Parks Victoria to develop a
targeted approach to managing the park and that it look
at the cultural and historical value of alpine grazing.
Let us look at a couple paragraphs from the report:
The benefits that derive from alpine grazing also extend to the
alpine environment. Victoria’s cattlemen are a sustainable and
responsible presence in the Victorian high country. The cattle
that they take into the Alpine National Park are few, with
stocking rates on alpine runs now at record low levels.
…
All recommendations in this submission have been developed
to ensure that the significant and complex environmental
requirements of the Alpine National Park are balanced with
the requirement that the alpine grazing tradition in Victoria,
and its associated economic, environmental, social, cultural
and historical benefits, are preserved in perpetuity.

They are just a few paragraphs from the submission by
The Nationals on retaining grazing in the alpine parks.
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Then we come to the report itself, which is disgraceful
far as I am concerned in the way it looks at some of the
issues. For example, it talks about the impact of cattle
grazing:
The task force finds significant damaging impacts and no
overall benefits for the environment from cattle grazing in the
Alpine National Park — —

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! If members want to have a conversation I
suggest they go outside and have a cup of coffee. The
member for Murray Valley has the call.
Mr JASPER — Let us look at some of the
headlines: ‘Read the act to get all the grazing facts’,
‘Grazing bans kill a legend’, ‘High farce in high
country’, ‘After 170 years, it’s the last round-up’,
‘Nationals slam alpine grazing report leak’, ‘Country
Victorians sold out for Greens votes’ and ‘Head ‘em
up, move ‘em out’ — and that is precisely what they
are doing.
Then we go to some of the editorials: ‘Blanket ban
wrong call’, ‘Cattlemen turn to Canberra to muster
grazing support’, ‘An exercise in deceit, contempt’ and
‘Total disregard for local knowledge’. These are the
sorts of comments being made by people who have a
true and real understanding of what is happening. We
need to get balance into the management of the high
country. It is worth looking at some of the clippings
too. One of them says:
Why don’t the politicians come up and have a look at what is
happening? The carp are churning up water that used to be
crystal clear and ruining the river. Why doesn’t Mr Bracks do
something about that?

It also says:
Promise of politicians meant little.

These sorts of things have been in the paper. Certainly
there has been a strong response from the cattlemen and
from people supporting their operating in the high
country. We have also seen a situation where the
government is seeking to manipulate the views of the
people of Victoria, using $250 000 in an outrageous
publicity campaign that started the day after the
legislation came into Parliament — and it is seeking to
continue to manipulate the people.
We need to get some balance into the argument,
remembering that the mountain cattlemen have been in
the high country for 170 years. Heritage is part of it, but
let us also use their knowledge, what they know about
the high country, to make it operate more successfully
so that it can be enjoyed by all of us, rather than having
the situation which exists in some of these areas where
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we extend national parks but then provide no funding
for them. If we do that the area will go back into
disgrace. It will not be managed properly. We will see
weeds, including blackberries, and all the other things
that the cattle have assisted in controlling. Then there
will be more fires, which have also been controlled by
the cattle grazing in the high country.
The National Party is totally opposed to the bill. We are
supporting the cattlemen and what they are seeking to
do in the high country in jointly controlling and
managing that area. It should be an issue that is taken
on balance.
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — I proudly rise to
speak in support of the bill on behalf of the many
residents and groups in the Hastings electorate that have
contacted me, indicating strong support for the
government’s decision to bring in the National Parks
(Alpine National Parks Grazing) Bill. Why does the
community of the Hastings electorate support the bill?
Because it signals a great new chapter in the history of
the Alpine National Park which continues to support
grazing in the high country and enhance our booming
ecotourism while restoring an important environment to
all Australians.
As the member who spoke before me said, this Alpine
National Park covers 660 000-plus hectares across the
region. I want to pick up on a couple of issues the
honourable member for Nepean raised. He compared
some issues in this bill with the issues in the National
Parks (Point Nepean) Bill. If we talk about spin, one
need go no further than the debate on the Point Nepean
bill to see what this Liberal opposition said to spin the
issue of Point Nepean.
The big issue is that the government has not used spin
to flog off land for commercial gain and interest. What
we are proposing is based on scientific fact. We have
made a very balanced, determined decision to ensure
that the ecological biodiversity of the alpine regions
will be restored, maintained and enhanced through the
introduction of the bill. Make no bones about it: this bill
is based on scientific fact. I am sorry that the opposition
cannot agree with that. Maybe they need to go back to
science class 101 to get that issue through their heads.
The issue of ecotourism has been raised in this forum in
terms of not enough support being given to it. As a
person who does not have much to do with the alpine
area, being a coastal person by virtue of where I live, I
take my holidays and get involved with ecotourism in
this very area. Back in 2001, which was the last time I
actually had a holiday, I went up with a couple of my
children and stayed at Candlebark Cottage at Gelantipy.
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It was a fantastic place. We made sure that we
supported the townships up there. A lovely family ran
this particular cottage. They also ran the Eagle Ridge
Art Gallery, so we supported that too. If we talk about
heritage we are talking about the cultural and artistic
heritage of the region as well.
There are lots of aspects to what the government is
putting forward in the bill. We are supporting the
graziers in allowing them to continue grazing cattle in
the state park area. We are banning grazing in the
national park — something other states around this
region have done over the last couple of decades. In
some respects this state has been a bit slow in coming
up to speed with the other states and ensuring that cattle
grazing is banned from national parks. It is good to see
that this government has made the right decision to go
ahead and do it — something other states recognised
and acted on decades ago.
I strongly support the bill. We have made a balanced
decision for the environment and the cultural heritage
of the high country and for future generations. Not once
in the discussions by members of the opposition did I
hear them talk about opportunities in the area for future
generations of all Victorians. This is what the bill will
achieve. I am proud to be Labor, and I am proud to be
supporting the bill.
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rise to oppose the bill.
It is with a great amount of sadness that we are standing
here debating this. It is not based on science. I know the
mushrooms along the back bench have all been fed the
line by the ministers and have been sucked in, but this
is a political decision. It has nothing to do with science.
It is based on locking in Greens preferences. Do you
know why? Because this mob hate with a passion the
use of public land. They detest the term co-location.
Let us just ask a question: how many of you have
actually been up into the Alpine National Park, hiked it
and camped in the cattlemen’s huts? We have two of
the 60 over there who have walked and stayed in the
huts. The rest of you have been holding your
chardonnays and looking out from expensive chalets to
see what it is like. You have not actually got up there
and experienced it. It is typical of Labor MPs to look
out from expensive chalets, through binoculars, at the
Alpine National Park.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WELLS — From about the age of 12, through
scouts and senior scouts and good mates — the
grassroots club — along with the honourable members
for Nepean, Benambra and Warrandyte. They have all
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been up there, stayed in the huts and in tents and
walked over it.
On one hike that I did from Tom Groggin to
Harrietville, which took two weeks and was
330 kilometres long, how many cows do you reckon I
saw? Eight! Eight Hereford cows in two weeks and
330 kilometres. How much damage were they doing?
Let me tell you that the mountain cattlemen have kept
this area in pristine condition because they have had a
vested interest in it for 170 years.
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around. Cope Hut, lo and behold, looked fantastic back
in 1984, so we will include this in the Hansard for
future generations and to remind the Labor government
what it has done to the mountain cattlemen. The
government claims that it is the leader in the protection
of sensitive environment areas. If the government is
going to be a leader in the environment, why not list it
as a world heritage area now with the cattlemen in
there? What is wrong with doing that?
Ms Garbutt — Because they will not accept it!

I do not understand the arguments that the Bracks
government is putting up. You say it is based on
science. It is not science. You have been sucked in by
the green groups and it is all about Greens preferences.
How many of you have actually met the cattlemen out
there in their environment? We have two out of 60 who
have actually been up there into their environment and
spoken to them — not at some Labor Party meeting,
but out there with them.

Mr WELLS — We can keep arguing that, because
the federal government is going to push it very strongly.
We can push that.

Their passion for looking after their country is second
to none. They have a vested interest in this. I get back
to the science argument you are starting to run — and
you have your cheat sheets that you are all looking
at — but I would like to put to you the issue of the
snow melting, the water erosion, the lightning, the rain,
the idea that the government will have a perfect park.

Mr WELLS — So it does not matter now? You can
make a promise and as soon as you get past the next
election it will not make any difference. That is how it
works. You made a commitment to the mountain
cattlemen in 1989. It was a lie told by the then Cain
Labor government. So when they say — —

Also, what will you do about the brumbies up in that
area? When you see 12 or 14 brumbies running across
the high plains — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Scoresby will direct his
remarks through the Chair.
Mr WELLS — What will you do? Shoot them all?
What about the kangaroos, the hares and the deer?
What will happen? Will you have a mass slaughter to
get rid of them? It is okay to get rid of the mountain
cattlemen and the Herefords but not the brumbies —
the argument is not logical at all. I have to say that
when you move the cattle out of this area, we will have
a problem with weeds, including blackberries and with
fires. Just you wait and see. Look at what you did to
Wilsons Promontory. What a fantastic effort!
I would like to incorporate in Hansard these
photographs of a hut, one of which was taken in 1930. I
ask for permission to have them tabled.
Leave granted; see photographs page 1629.
Mr WELLS — Let me just look at this picture. In
1930 it is a pretty barren sort of area with cattle all

The other issue I want to raise is that in 1989 the Cain
government made a promise to the mountain cattlemen.
You made a promise — —
Ms Beard — That was 16 years ago!

Ms Lindell — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
on a number of occasions the member for Scoresby has
been asked to direct his comments through the Chair.
He constantly flouts your ruling, and I ask you to ask
him once again.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! Thank you for listening. The member for
Scoresby, through the Chair.
Mr WELLS — Through the Chair, the Labor
government is a pack of liars! Through the Chair, you
are a pack of liars. Let me tell you, the mountain
cattlemen have learnt never to trust a Labor
government.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WELLS — Now they are saying, ‘Don’t worry
about it. The cattle will be able to be put through the
state forests’. It is another lie. They do not believe you.
We on this side do not believe you. The government
will not stick to its promise of allowing these cattle to
graze in state forests. They did not and should not have
believed you back in 1989, and I will bet that you have
already discussed and decided that after the next
election it will be the first promise that you lot break
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again. You will break it again after the next election.
There is no question about that.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Scoresby will address his
remarks through the Chair!
Mr WELLS — Through the Chair, after the next
election I bet you they have already discussed the fact
that they will not allow cattle — —
Ms Lindell — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
the member for Scoresby is constantly flouting your
ruling. Please bring him back — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! I uphold the point of order. The member for
Scoresby will direct his comments through the Chair.
Mr WELLS — Through the Chair, the ALP has
already discussed the fact that after the 2006 election it
will break another promise to the mountain cattlemen. I
bet they are already working out their spin and their
strategies.
Let us get on to the point of mountain cattlemen’s huts.
The member for Richmond said that the Bracks
government has already spent $240 000 upgrading huts.
Only two huts have been built for $240 000. The
Minister for Tourism says that he is going to use
$60 000 to upgrade how many huts? He will be
struggling to build one or two huts. What we want to
know is where will the other 38 huts be built and when
will they be built? They will not build these huts
because the idea of hikers or cattlemen using these huts
is not on their agenda. They do not want these people in
the mountains. They do not want it. They do not like
the idea of co-location.
For that reason we have this very serious problem, that
the Minister for Tourism has only allocated $60 000 —
he is the one who announced in a press release that it
would be $60 000 — and is it not ironic that the
government is going to spend $240 000 on signs telling
us where the huts used to be but only $60 000
rebuilding huts. There are 40 huts that were burnt in the
fires. They have rebuilt two; we acknowledge that.
There are 38 to go. If you spent $240 000 on 2 huts,
how are you going to build the other 38 for $60 000?
This is a disgrace, and country people will never
forgive the government for this.
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I am proud to support this bill to stop
cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park and to
confine it to the high country outside the national park.
We are drawing a clear distinction here between the
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national park and other areas in the high country — the
state forests, for example. We recognise the heritage
that is involved in alpine cattle grazing and of course
the mountain cattlemen who undertake it, and that is
why we are supporting them in the future in the alpine
state forests and other areas outside the Alpine National
Park.
What is important here is the distinction between
national parks and other areas, and national parks are
our most outstanding natural areas of environmental
importance. That is why they are given the greatest
protection of any land area in the state — greater than
state parks, greater than state forests — to recognise
their environmental purpose. So the key question
becomes: does cattle grazing damage the national park,
or is it compatible with environmental protection of the
highest order in our most outstanding areas? That is the
crucial question. We have heard various opinions on
that, and every politician will have an opinion. That is
really not terribly convincing when you are out there in
the community, so we must turn to the evidence from
the scientists. We are not relying on biased points of
view, on political party lines or cheat sheets, if that is
what the opposition wants to call them. Let us have a
look at the scientific evidence.
We have just heard the previous speaker, the member
for Scoresby, say this is not science, and I want
members to hold that thought for a minute while I have
a look at some of the science behind us, because that is
what we have used. We have not just gone out and
invented this. Let us have a look at the science. The La
Trobe University Research Centre for Applied Alpine
Ecology is made up of half a dozen distinguished
scientists. They say:
We therefore believe that the scientific evidence clearly
shows that cattle grazing is an unsustainable activity in this
environment …

What about the Carruthers Group of Alpine Ecologists
and Scientists — scientists, every one of them, with
distinguished scientific careers. They say:
The practice of alpine grazing has been subject to criticism
from the scientific community since the late 1950s —

For a long time! Of course the opposition has been
deriding the scientific evidence and the scientists. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition said about
Professor Nancy Millis, ‘Poor old Nancy Millis’. For
heaven’s sake! Have a look at Nancy Millis’s
curriculum vitae — she is one of the most distinguished
microbiologists in the country, and she is on boards of a
whole range of cooperative research councils. She has
the most distinguished scientific career that you could
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imagine, and here is the opposition bagging her. For
heaven’s sake!

about the bill. It is all about the politics of it and not
about the bill. This issue is about politics and ideology.

I think it is summed up by Dr Richard Groves of the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation, who did a survey of all the grazing
studies from 1945 to 1998. There was not much missed
in that survey. He says:

If the decision was so good and the science so good,
why spend $250 000 on a newspaper advertising
campaign to justify it? Why spend public money to
justify something if the science was so good? It is not
so good. It is about politics and it is about
implementing a 1999 election policy. The minister says
he did not authorise the photos to be doctored. We all
saw the photos in the Herald Sun. Two photos were
absolutely doctored. The minister said, ‘I did not
authorise that and my department did not authorise it’. I
have been in business and if someone printed
something that I did not authorise, I would not pay
them. Why would you pay someone if they did not do
it? It is very clear that the minister needs to make sure
he does not pay that bill and that he holds someone
accountable for it.

Results of scientific research assessed in the study … without
exception, reveal the deleterious effect of grazing on native
plant diversity, and to a lesser extent, water yield.

There we go! The science is absolutely unanimous. We
have heard other arguments as well, and I will not go
into them because time prevents me. We have heard
arguments that grazing reduces blazing. Again the
science does not support that. That claim is wrong.
Grazing does not make any difference, and the science
absolutely proves it. Other things damage the parks and
we need to control them. That is why we have put extra
money into controlling pests, weeds and other
problems. We acknowledge that we need to do that but
that is not a reason to allow cattle grazing to continue to
damage the park.
We also recognise that this decision will have an impact
on the families of mountain cattlemen, and that is why
we are providing them with assistance — $1.85 million
of assistance — and recognising their cultural heritage.
We know that this is important legislation for the
Alpine National Park, and we will go for world heritage
listing once alpine cattle grazing has finished.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — This bill is very much
about ideology versus practicality. It is really about
implementing the 1999 election promise of this
government, which in opposition made some very rash
promises because it wanted to get into government.
They have had to wait all this time and go through the
charade of a study before they can implement the policy
they had back in 1999. A lot of the members talk about
the fact that the mountain cattlemen have had
something for nothing for all these years. It is about
ideology and about jealousy. It is about the fact that
government members do not like the people who are up
there.
You only have to read the second-reading speech. A
second-reading speech is supposed to be about the
minister explaining what is in the bill so that if people
want to go back and interpret it in the future, they will
see that the intention of the legislation is set out in the
second-reading speech. Of the 11 pages of this
second-reading speech, 10 pages are political
justification of what government members are doing.
There is barely a page in this second-reading speech

There are two very clear ways forward here. They are
about ideology. Do we actually lock it up and lose it, or
do we manage it sustainably into the future? The
Nationals are very much about managing it sustainably
into the future. We have heard a lot of talk of the
supposed damage that the mountain cattlemen do in the
high country, yet we can have the ski lodges up there.
We can have the latte set up there skiing on the ski runs.
We can have the ski lodges and the damage they do, but
we cannot have a few cattle up there.
Last year The Nationals were in the north-east and we
had the opportunity to visit Jack Hicks and his family,
including his son, Nathan, out at his property. I must
admit that I felt very sorry for that family. They have
had so many people come through their property and
through their household, and there we were — yet
another group coming through. We were very willing to
listen, but I am afraid that because we are in opposition,
we are a group that cannot change the decision.
There is a lot of emotion involved with that family, like
all the other families — and a lot of care. Jack talked
me through the issues. I suppose I had not thought
about how you manage some of them, including how
they take the cattle up in stages. They move them ahead
of the grass set so that no seed is transferred by the
cattle as they go up. They do things to care for the
environment they are in, and those sorts of things are
perfectly logical and make a lot of sense. Often they are
things that have been developed over a long time;
however, it is something that I do not believe
government members understand at all.
The fact is that the mountain cattlemen care for that
area and make sure that they keep the weeds down;
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they look after the area. As we all know, it will be
turned into a national park and there is no doubt that
Parks Victoria will have control of it. Those of us who
live in areas where the neighbour is a state forest or a
national park know that they are the neighbour from
hell because of the vermin and weeds that come out of
those places.
The families of that area, like the Hicks family, were
put through the charade of a government task force. A
task force was set up, and its members visited the area
and took submissions. They talked to and listened to
people and hired a helicopter to fly them round. They
went to the expense of doing all this, but little did they
know that this 1999 election policy was going to
happen no matter what. It was a charade that this
government put those families through all the torture
and the supposed community consultation, all the work
of putting submissions together and all the work of
talking to members of that task force, but they did not
know that this government was going to do what it was
going to do, anyhow.
We believe this bill is going through at indecent haste.
The federal government is looking at the issue and it
has 40 days to respond here. Why could this bill not be
held back until that process has been gone through? If
this government is so serious about community
consultation and about working with cattlemen and
their families, why can’t it be held back and why can’t
we wait until the federal government has been through
that process?
Most of us saw the march last Thursday.
An honourable member — Not too many over that
side saw it.
Mr WALSH — No. Probably not many on the
government side saw it. The clear stand-out banner I
saw was the one about Steve Bracks going down in
history as the man who killed the Man from Snowy
River. It is not something that I would like to be
remembered for.
We have heard a lot about how you cannot walk in the
alpine areas because you might put your foot on a
cowpat. As we have heard other speakers say, there is
something like one cow per 10 hectares up there. I
wonder how many actual cow pats are up there, and
how many other pats there are from the brumbies, the
deer and the wild pigs up there.
We have had crocodile tears from the member for
Gippsland East. He has had his 30 pieces of silver. This
is an Independent member who put in this government
in 1999. I would have thought that anyone who was

1603

going to put a government into office would do the
research on what that government’s policies were and
what it actually stood for. We have had crocodile tears
tonight about the fact that this bill is before the house
and that it is implementing a policy from 1999. If you
were an Independent and you were the one who was
going to put a government into office, would you not
make sure it was going to do the things you believed in
and not shaft your people in the future?
An honourable member — Stick to the issue!
Mr WALSH — I am sticking to the issue. That is a
fundamental issue about this whole issue. We have an
underlying theme here that is of real concern to the
people from my area. I do not come from the area that
represents the high country, and I have been up there
only a couple of times. Before a study was completed
this government made an election promise to set up the
Otway national park. Now it has introduced this
legislation that will stop grazing in the high country.
What really concerns me with what is happening here is
that the people I represent will experience a similar
charade with the red gum forests along the Murray
River. We have a Victorian Environmental Assessment
Council inquiry. People are putting a lot of effort into it.
We have studies, we have people visiting, we have had
two backbench government members go up there and
make all the right noises, blaming the latte set from
Melbourne. They said, ‘If we had the power, we would
not do this, but we are controlled by the latte set of
Melbourne’. I am concerned that we are going down
the path of locking things up, throwing away the key
and not putting the resources into managing them well.
Parks Victoria is the neighbour from hell.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WALSH — It is! It is the neighbour from hell,
with the weeds, the vermin, the problems it causes to its
neighbours. If it was private land, Parks Victoria would
be taken to court. But it is not taken to court because it
controls government land.
I spoke briefly before about the Hicks family. I thank
them very much for hosting The Nationals when we
were up there. I thank Jack and his son Nathan for the
effort they made to see us. I know it was a strain,
because they are most likely sick of politicians coming
through and having a look and not actually being able
to do something. I feel very sad that we cannot do
something. In concluding, I think it is a real blight that
Victoria is going to have a Premier who is remembered
as the man who killed the Man from Snowy River.
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Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I am very
pleased to make a brief contribution in support of this
bill. I am sensitive to the culture, the traditions and
history of the mountain cattlemen and their families,
but this is a very timely bill. Those traditions and the
culture and history are an important consideration, but
they are not the only consideration here. No other state
or territory allows cattle grazing in a high country
national park. In fact, New South Wales banned cattle
grazing in 1969.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! There are a lot of members having private
conversations. I ask them to take those outside the
chamber and give the member for Ferntree Gully a
chance.
Ms ECKSTEIN — As I was saying, life as we
know it for cattle farmers has not ceased to exist in
New South Wales or in the Australian Capital Territory.
Our national parks are our most sensitive and precious
natural heritage resource. In fact it is only now, with
cattle grazing about to cease, that the Alpine National
Park can be put forward and considered for world
heritage listing. It would not be considered were cattle
grazing to continue. In its submission last year to the
task force that examined this issue the commonwealth
government’s own environment department urged
Victoria to ban cattle grazing, so in terms of political
stunts the federal government seems to have changed
its tune very recently.
The decision to cease cattle grazing in the Alpine
National Park was not taken lightly. An extensive
investigation was undertaken by the Alpine Grazing
Taskforce. It examined the issue thoroughly and
recommended that cattle grazing be discontinued. I
understand the task force received about
3600 submissions, held many hearings with
organisations and individuals who made contributions
and undertook a number of site visits to various parts of
the national park and the area. The scientific evidence is
clear that cattle do damage to the high country in terms
of erosion, pollution of watercourses and degradation of
stream banks. They threaten the survival of rare species
of plants and they spread weeds. The research also
found that grazing had no impact on the spread and
intensity of the 2003 bushfires. Once that scientific
evidence had been considered, the decision was made
quite clear.
It is time cattle grazing ceased in our precious national
parks. However, as I said at the beginning, culture and
tradition are also important and therefore cattle grazing
in the high country will not cease as a result of this bill.
Cattle grazing will be able to continue in the state forest
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areas of the high country, and a very generous
compensation package is being provided to the farmers
who will no longer be able to graze cattle in the national
park — and only in the national park.
As for the Man from Snowy River, some members
would do well to actually read the poem. The poem is
about a very expensive horse that got away, not about
cattle grazing in our precious Alpine National Park.
This bill will allow both the tradition and the culture to
continue while also protecting the fragile environment
in our most precious alpine areas — that is, the national
park. With those few comments I commend the bill to
the house and wish it a speedy passage.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — Most people in this
state regard this bill and this action by the government
as a betrayal. They see it as a betrayal of mountain
cattlemen and country Victorians, and they see it as a
betrayal of the stream of assurances that had been given
to mountain cattlemen over a number of years on this
issue of alpine grazing. It is those assurances that I want
to concentrate on. We had assurances from the former
Minister for Environment and Conservation, now the
Minister for Community Services, who has only just
spoken on this bill from the government side. On
1 June 2000 in her second-reading speech on the
National Parks (Amendment) Bill she is reported as
saying:
The amendment guarantees the existing rights of licensees
who hold grazing licences under the Forests Act and under
the Land Act in the area that is about to be included in the
Alpine National Park. The amendment allows licences to
continue in force without change to the number of cattle, the
area, the nature of the licence, its renewal process or anything
else. These provisions save the rights and entitlements and
terms and conditions of licensees and will be inserted in the
acts to give licensees that guaranteed protection.

Then in September 2001, the same minister is reported
as saying:
This government consults as part of its decision making. The
government has said time and again, and I have explained it
many times, that it will not be changing leases without
consultation, without agreement and without the alpine
cattlemen volunteering.

Then in October of the same year in this house she
again affirmed:
We have a very clear policy on this issue. We want the
environment protected. I said in this house just a few weeks
ago … that there would be no changes to those licences and
that we would not be taking them back or changing them
without the agreement of the alpine cattle graziers.
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That is what the former minister said. We go back to
what the current minister is reported as saying on
6 November 2003:
Alpine grazing is a licensed activity and will continue as a
licensed activity.

Is it any wonder that people in the high country and
throughout country Victoria are saying that they feel
betrayed? Why should they not feel betrayed? Because
they have been betrayed; they have been betrayed by a
government that speaks with a forked tongue. It says
one thing to them and another thing altogether to its
party faithful, because we know, as we have heard from
the Deputy Leader of The Nationals and others tonight,
that this government came to power in 1999 with a firm
policy commitment that what it is now doing with this
bill is what it intended to do. Since that time it has been
saying one thing to the mountain cattlemen and to the
people of country Victoria, while at the same time it has
been carrying out its plans to put into action what we
are seeing here tonight.
What has been the outcome of those assurances? The
first outcome that we have from the minister of today
and his predecessor has been a sham consultation
process. It is clearly a sham consultation process
because it is Labor Party policy, and has been since
1999, that it would remove alpine cattle from the alpine
areas — that alpine grazing would go. What have we
had? We have had this government paying lip-service
to the process of consultation. It set about with a
backbench committee trailing around country Victoria
and up to the alpine areas, assuring the alpine mountain
cattlemen that it genuinely wanted to hear what they
wanted to say and that this process was going to be real
and decent. But the reality of course, as we all know, is
that the minds were already made up.
It reminds me — without digressing too much — of the
Scoresby freeway. While backbench members of the
government were standing up here and saying, ‘No
tolls; no tolls; no tolls’, the government executive in the
meantime had already made its decision to put tolls
onto that freeway. Here we have the same situation. A
backbench committee has gone around and talked to
the mountain cattlemen and the people of country
Victoria who have an interest in alpine grazing, and we
know damn well that this government had already
made up its mind and was going through the sham
process. The sham process was followed immediately
by this bill and with the announcement.
What did we get? We had the preconceived and already
organised dishonest $250 000 advertising campaign —
the tricked-up photograph, the spin doctoring and the
minister saying, ‘It is not my fault; I did not know about
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that dodgy photo’. Nobody in the government seemed
to know anything about the dodgy photo. Who believes
them? Nobody believes them. Nobody could possibly
believe them over this. We know this government too
well. We know the way it goes about it business —
with spin, with subtlety, with shifty moves — but as for
telling the truth, the truth is a stranger in the life of this
government. It has not told the mountain cattlemen the
truth; it has not told the people of Victoria the truth
since 1999. It has continued and continued to push this
line, to have its secret plans, the fruition of which we
see here tonight. It has betrayed the people of country
Victoria and particularly betrayed the mountain
cattlemen of this state.
When he spoke earlier tonight the member for
Richmond put great store in the science. He said the
government has based its entire initiative, its action, on
the science. The science is irrefutable, the member for
Richmond said. Others have chanted the mantra,
reading from the prepared script they have all been
given. I say to the members of this government that the
science you select is only as good as the science you
listen to. This government has carefully selected the
science, and those scientists who have come up with
anything that has disagreed with its preconceptions and
the firm and fixed ideas it had before it put this whole
process into operation have been ignored completely.
For example, let me quote some names — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr COOPER — I am sure the member over there
who is yelling his head off as usual, trying to shout me
down, might be interested in the names. He has
obviously not heard of Professor Peter Attiwill. Where
are his views? He is a renowned scientist and has some
very good ideas on this. What about the ideas of Harm
van Rees, Roger Oxley and Allan Wilson? All of them
have views that are contrary to the position of this
government. None of them has been listened to. They
have been ignored and their views put to one side. The
science has been very selective indeed, and the
government backbenchers who are quoting from the
mantra sheets they have been given by the minister and
his staff need to understand very carefully that they are
preaching a lie here tonight.
Finally I want to talk very briefly about the spin that has
been put on by the government with regard to the
10 000 cattle that will still be able to graze outside the
park. That is something the government is boasting
about, but it is perpetrating a lie. It is another piece of
spin. The government needs to come clean on this and
be honest about it. This statement implies that
10 000 head of cattle are the actual number grazing on
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state forest leases in mountain areas close to the park.
But the government’s own document claims the
number is 4000. The Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria thinks that the true number of
cattle left on the state forest leases owned by only a
handful of families will be about 1000. It appears that
the government has included grazing licences from far
and wide in order to boost this furphy about
10 000 cattle being allowed to graze outside the park.
This bill is a disgrace to this government and this
Parliament and should be opposed.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I rise to support the bill.
It is rare for me to disagree with my Independent
colleague, the member for Gippsland East, but on this
occasion I do. I preface my remarks by saying that my
electorate is certainly a long way from the high country
and the issues we are debating. I recognise the
170-year-old tradition of cattle grazing in the alps in
Victoria. This is an emotional issue, and I can
understand the feelings of the mountain cattlemen after
that period of time. And this place is a long way from
where the mountain cattlemen have their stock for
grazing. I am certainly not, as some have suggested,
looking for Greens preferences. They do not exist in my
electorate, I am pleased to say.
I am speaking in support of the bill because I
fundamentally believe that on balance it is the
appropriate and right thing to do. I recognise that the
majority of mountain cattlemen are responsible in their
management and use of the high country, but there is
evidence of overgrazing in the Bogong High Plains
area. I note from an article in the Herald Sun of 22 May
by Adrian Tame that there are two significant licences
that amount to 18 per cent of the grazing licence area.
One is held by a South Yarra company and another is
held by a Sydney company that has 8 per cent of the
cattle currently allowed in the park. There are two
companies that are involved in cattle licences that cover
18 per cent of the park. New South Wales banned
grazing in its high country 30 years ago and in
Kosciuszko in 1969, which is 36 years ago.
The issue is certainly not without emotion, but there are
also some differences of opinion within the cattle
industry in Gippsland.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Sitting continued on motion of
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for Gaming).
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — It is noted that
45 holders of existing licences will be paid up to
$100 000 over three years in compensation for the
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transition, the compensation being at the rate of $100
per cow. About 8000 cattle are currently allowed to
graze in the national park, with another 10 000
permitted to graze in the surrounding state forests.
There are some differences of opinion within the cattle
industry in Gippsland. I quote a prominent Gippsland
beef producer, Bill Bray, who told the Age that he
supported the state government’s decision. He said:
The writing has been on the wall for some time, and they
should have looked at their environmental impact some years
ago … Other cattle farmers have talked to me about what a
low amount they pay for the lease of the land, and that has
created some disquiet.

That is an issue, and I can understand that there is
difference of opinion within the field over whether
cattle grazing should be allowed in the national park.
There are very few areas in the state where we have
pristine environments. I would imagine the alpine areas
of the state could be described as the closest you will
get to a pristine environment. I noted the comments of
my Independent colleague, the member for Gippsland
East, when he supported the removal of samba deer and
brumbies from the park. To be consistent the
government needs to address the need for the proper
management of the brumbies. You cannot remove
cattle grazing and continue to allow other hard-hoofed
animals that also cause significant damage.
I think there is some support for that from The
Nationals and other people who are concerned about
the removal of cattle grazing. They are also concerned
about the fact that brumbies, Sambar deer, pigs and
other feral creatures remain, so the government needs to
address that as an important issue. I know most people
get emotional when they see the culling of brumbies,
but if that is what has to be done, that is what has to be
done.
If you look at the western land lease of New South
Wales, you will see that a significant part of that
land — tens of thousands of hectares — has been
devastated by goats, especially in areas with very low
rainfall. Feral animals are a significant problem to the
management of that lease land and also parks.
I made some observations about the former Land
Conservation Council report of 1991 which preceded
the passage of the National Parks Wilderness Act 1992.
I will quote from page 105 of Wilderness. It states:
The Australian natural environment has evolved over millions
of years in the absence of hoofed animals such as cattle,
sheep, goats, horses and deer. Their presence in Victorian
bushland is relatively recent and is incompatible with
achieving one of the main objectives of wilderness
management: maximising the extent to which wilderness
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areas are undisturbed by the influences of the European
settlement of Australia. The aim, therefore, should be to
remove (if possible) or control such animals in these areas.

It relates to a report made in 1991 on the damage to the
high plains by the grazing of animals. It did not
highlight the fact that they should have been removed at
the time, but it made some observations about there
being some problems with grazing in the high country.
I know many other members wish to speak on this bill.
I believe this decision is the right one. It would be easy
for me to sit here, say nothing and pretend that I do not
have a view, but I do have a view. It may be
unpalatable in some quarters, but I believe this is the
right decision. I feel a lot of sympathy for the mountain
cattlemen losing the right to graze cattle after 170 years,
but they are leases, not freehold title, and nothing stays
the same. The Australian Alps are there for every
Victorian, and I believe the bill should be commended.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I am pleased to be
able to speak on this very important and emotional
piece of legislation, and to declare that I am totally
opposed to it as are all my colleagues in The Nationals.
We heard the contribution from the Leader of The
Nationals on this legislation earlier today. Each and
every one of us is totally opposed to this legislation
because we believe it is wrong in principle.
This government decision is not supported by the
evidence despite what many of the members on the
other side of the house are saying. As the member for
Mornington indicated in his contribution, scientific
evidence can be very selectively quoted. We have many
examples of that, and I am certainly well aware of it in
the Living Murray debate in the area that I represent.
I used to be one of those people who says that if a
scientist says it, you could believe it because you know
that what they say is objective. That unfortunately is no
longer the case. You need to look at who the scientists
are and what angle they are coming from. You need to
look at a variety of scientists to be able to get to the
truth of the matter. The government is very good at
selectively quoting scientists to argue that this decision
is based on science.
If the decision were based on science, why did we go
through the charade of having a consultation process
that took so much of the time and effort of the mountain
cattlemen and their families and various supporters
throughout country Victoria? Why did the government
go through the sham of involving people who put in
their time and effort to put forward arguments when it
had already made up its mind? Numerous government
members tonight have said the decision is based on
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science. If the decision were based on science, why the
heck did the government go through the ridiculous
sham of the consultation process? I argue that the
government decision is not supported by the evidence.
It goes against the assurances that have been given by
the Labor Party to the mountain cattlemen over the
years. We have heard many of those documented
tonight, going right back to the 1989 election.
The government has certainly betrayed the assurances
given by a succession of Labor party representatives,
many of which, I suspect, were given in good faith.
Former minister Kay Setches of the Cain and Kirner
governments; a former member for Pascoe Vale,
Kelvin Thomson; and former ministers Ian Baker,
Keith Hamilton and Sherryl Garbutt and the present
minister have all given assurances to the mountain
cattlemen, which assurances have now been shown to
be absolutely worthless. How on earth can people trust
this government when people who are ministers of the
Crown have given those sorts of assurances? The
government has then turned its back on them and said,
‘We have the scientific evidence, and this is what we
are going to do’.
This is not about an objective judgment on what is good
for the high country, it is all about politics. It is about
the government’s trying to get Greens preferences for
the next election. It has nothing whatsoever to do with
the pros and cons of the argument. If it did, the
government would have had a fair dinkum inquiry, an
all-party parliamentary committee that could have
called all the evidence and looked at the competing
views of the scientists. The committee members would
have been able to call evidence from those people who
they felt had something to contribute and then made up
their minds on that evidence — or we could have had a
judicial inquiry.
We could have had an expert committee that could
have looked at all of the evidence and made a
considered judgment. If that had been done, it would
have been much more palatable for the public and
certainly for those on our side of the house to accept.
But it has not been done; it has been a purely political
decision. The government made up its mind about what
it wanted to achieve before it sent out that group of four
backbenchers. I am not in any way critical of those
backbenchers, but I believe they did not have the
expertise and that it was not the right way to go about it.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — As the member for Mornington
said, they are the mushrooms that delivered to the
government the very decision that it wanted. It is
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typical of what the government has done previously —
for example, what it did with the box-ironbark inquiry.
I fear for red gum forests in my area, I fear for the
Barmah cattlemen, and I fear for the people up in the
Gunbower state forest.
This sets a precedent. The government is going through
the charade of having an inquiry — in the case of
northern Victoria, the Victorian Environment
Assessment Council (VEAC) inquiry — and many of
those people now are even more cynical than they were
previously because they believe there is a
predetermined outcome, that it really does not matter
what the evidence is or what the inquiry comes up with;
the government will do what it wants to do, which is
essentially to lock up more and more land into national
parks. That would not be so bad if the government then
provided the resources and managed those national
parks as it should do, but we see weeds out of control.
In the very area we are talking about, down in the
Wonnangatta Valley, the blackberries have got away,
as has the St Johns wort and a whole range of other
weeds. Tonight I heard some government members
talking about cattle spreading those weeds. For
heaven’s sake, it is not the cattle that is spreading the
weeds. There are birds and a whole range of other ways
of spreading the weeds, but this government — —
Mr Delahunty interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — Feral animals too, as the
member for Lowan points out. But this government
over a long period has done very little about controlling
weeds. Weeds are spreading into the forest areas, and
this government is not placing anything like a high
enough priority on weeds or controlling feral
animals — the feral dogs, the foxes, the brumbies —
that are causing a great deal of environmental damage.
If the government was fair dinkum, it would better
manage the land that it currently controls. As previous
speakers have indicated, the government has a
reputation for being the neighbour from hell. Farmers
who live next door to Crown land do their best under
very difficult circumstances to control their own weeds,
dogs and feral animals, but find that it is all for naught
because the weeds and foxes come in from next door.
It has already been pointed out that only a small
proportion — about 100 000 hectares, or 8000 cattle —
of the total area of the Alpine National Park of 660 000
hectares is grazed, and as the member for South-West
Coast pointed out, if you look at that from a stocking
rate point of view, it is about one animal per hectare
and it is only for a small portion of the year.
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Mr Delahunty — It is 1 to 12 hectares.
Mr MAUGHAN — I stand corrected — 1 to
12 hectares. It is a very low stocking rate, given that
there is a huge abundance of feed when those cattle go
onto the high plains. One has only to look at the
management of that area over the last 170 years. I
would argue that the mountain cattlemen have been
very responsible in the way they have looked after that
forest, in the same way as the Barmah cattlemen have
looked after the forest.
I would argue that the Barmah forest today is in better
condition than it has ever been in the last 100 years
because the Barmah cattlemen, like the alpine park
mountain cattlemen, know that their livelihood depends
on looking after that environment. No-one knows and
understands better than they do because their whole
living comes from it. They are people of the bush. They
understand and love the environment. They are not
going to do anything that is wilfully going to damage it.
I would argue that it is their environment, and I would
argue that they are very good managers of that
environment.
I also want to make the point that in terms of fire
control — and there has been some discussion about
that tonight — there is absolutely no doubt in my mind,
and I think the evidence supports it, that if you keep
down the volume of the litter on the forest floor, you
certainly reduce the heat of any fire that goes through
and reduce the amount of damage. The fires that went
through north-eastern Victoria a couple of years ago are
an indictment on this government’s management of the
forest areas, and of fires. We lost 1.2 million hectares of
forest. The management down at Wilsons Promontory
leaves a great deal to be desired — not enough
manpower, not enough expertise. If we get rid of the
mountain cattlemen out of the high plains, as we are
going to, a lot of expertise in looking after that area and
in fighting fires is going to be lost.
This legislation is going through with indecent haste.
The Bracks government has betrayed the mountain
cattlemen. It has betrayed the people of country
Victoria. The decision is driven by politics and
ideology over reason and commonsense. Cattle can
graze on the high plains without causing undue harm,
and we will be vigorously opposing this legislation.
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — I rise tonight to
speak on the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill. As we are all aware, the Alpine National
Park is the largest national park in Victoria. I know
many Victorians travel to this park to appreciate the
magnificence of the landscapes, the beautiful

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK GRAZING) BILL
Tuesday, 14 June 2005

ASSEMBLY

remoteness of the wilderness and the pristine water
catchments.
I can certainly remember childhood visits to the
Bogong High Plains and was absolutely in awe
standing up there looking at the valleys and the
mountains. It still affects me today, and I still go up
there. I spent many of my teenage years holidaying at
Crooked River and Dargo, staying with a family and
working with them on the land, so I certainly have
experienced the diversity of this country, not just from a
tourist’s point of view but living it with a family.
I congratulate the government for taking measures to
protect this fine national park for the future enjoyment
of all Victorians. However, I do appreciate that the high
country grazing holds great emotional and historic
importance for the mountain cattlemen and women and
their families in the region, and other Victorians. But
heritage value will not be lost as alpine grazing will
continue, and it will continue in the high country in the
state parks.
We have allocated some funding to improve
information on the history of the high country,
including grazing, conservation of the historic huts and
for events and festivals, and to get more people up
there. The government is committed to improving the
Alpine National Park by implementing weed and pest
control, which many members have spoken about;
supporting the cultural and tourism aspects of that
magnificent area; and sealing the Bogong High Plains
Road and ensuring safe passage for everyone between
Omeo and Falls Creek.
I have put this debate out in my local community when
I have been out talking to people. Many of them say to
me, ‘We know what is going on with the Man from
Snowy River. What are you doing?’. But when you
explain to them that these people can still graze their
cattle on the high plains, they say, ‘That is not what we
are hearing’. They have a totally different perspective
on it. I believe that the national parks should be kept for
all generations, and that cattlemen can continue to graze
their cattle up there and continue that tradition.
One very respected member of my community, Amy
McDonald, who is a member of MEEPPA, which is the
Mount Evelyn Environment Protection and Progress
Association, sent me an email which I would like to
share with the house:
… I feel confident that I can speak on their behalf with
regards to the fantastic efforts of the state government to
cease grazing in our fragile Alpine National Park. It is a brave
and long-term decision, and one, as I understand, supported
by robust scientific evidence and community consultation.
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As an organisation MEEPPA has a passion for local history,
and we appreciate the vivid historic images and culture that
the mountain cattlemen and women represent. However, as a
community group committed to environmental protection and
preservation, we believe that all special places, and indeed
public lands such as national parks, should be conserved and
protected for the benefit of everyone, not just a select few.
Global warming will bring us so many challenges, and
reduction in alpine habitat is a very serious one. Now is the
time to protect these refugia for both plant and animal species
as our average temperatures slowly rise.
Congratulations to the state government for making this
important decision. I understand that while it was not easy to
make, it was the only truly sustainable option, and will help to
ensure the long-term protection of our critical habitats and
ecosystems.

This is a very wise young woman, and I certainly
appreciate her taking the time to share this with me, and
I concur with everything she has written. I believe that
this Alpine National Park should be protected as are
other national parks in the Australian Capital Territory
and New South Wales, and I wish the bill a speedy
passage.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I rise with regret to
speak on this bill because it is not just based upon
supposed science, but also based upon a complete
fallacy in relation to the management of our national
parks in the state.
I remember attending a forum about two years ago
organised by the member for Benambra. Dr Tim
Flannery, the director of the South Australian Museum
and a well known environmentalist, spoke at length
about a number of environmental issues that this
country faces — not just this state, but this country. He
said that probably the single biggest issue is the
management of publicly, not privately, owned lands.
He embarked upon a litany of concerns about publicly
owned lands in this country. Among them, and many of
those have been mentioned tonight in relation to the
Alpine National Park, is the issue of wild dogs, deer,
brumbies and weeds and their manifestation in poor
management practices over successive generations in
this state. What concerns me is that while we seem to
be attacking a small part of the problem — even if you
concede it as part of the problem, and I do not concede
it — it is just a very small and minor part.
I have been going up to the high country for nigh on
40 years. Even as a young schoolboy walking up into
the high country, the mountain cattlemen were an
integral part of the environment up there. If we ever got
into distress, we were told to talk to the mountain
cattlemen to get out of our difficulty. Two years ago,
while driving from Sydney with the Honourable
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Graeme Stoney in another place, I had stopped and was
talking to a constituent of mine. Graeme Stoney was in
the background, and to be polite I turned around to my
constituent and said, ‘I have with me in the car Graeme
Stoney, a member for Central Highlands Province’.
My constituent, without any prompting, said, ‘Graeme,
you must remember me’. They exchanged pleasantries,
and indeed many years ago Graeme Stoney had rescued
my constituent and his wife from up near Mount
Howitt. Graeme did not remember it because he had
made so many of those sorts of rescues. My constituent
and his wife had been caught in a very quick snow
shower in late autumn and could not get out, and
Graeme and his colleagues had come to their rescue.
The incidence of such rescues has been an integral and
important part of the safety mechanism that I grew up
with in hiking in that country.
Also for that time, nigh on 40 years, I have been a very
active and keen skier. I have been a member of a lodge
up at Mount Hotham since 1967. One should compare
any environmental detriment that the government
suggests may occur with mountain cattlemen with the
ski industry. It is like chalk and cheese. In that 40 years
I have seen whole mountains moved at Mount Hotham.
You only have to go down to what is now called
Heavenly Valley where whole mountains have been
moved by man to make way for skiers in that
environment. The photograph that appears in all of
these advertisements is taken about 100 metres away
from all the ski lifts at the top of Mary’s Slide. As you
look out across there, it is pristine countryside, but if
you turn 180 degrees you can see where man has been.
Man has moved mountains to make way for an activity
like skiing.
This goes to an integral part of the issue, which is that
these parks are for all Victorians. They can be used for
a multitude of purposes — not just by mountain
cattlemen or by skiers but by four-wheel-drivers and
the like. I have been coming across near the Twins at
Mount Hotham when I have been overtaken by a whole
series of people on motorcycles coming through that
country. Apparently there are whole mechanisms that
prevent these people from going on these tracks. Yet
what is the park management actually doing about
protecting those sorts of environments?
The most important thing about this is, as I said, even if
you concede environmental degradation by mountain
cattlemen up on the high country, when you come
down to it what you are really dealing with is just one
small part of a problem if it exists. Most importantly,
this government is not doing anything about the more
serious aspects of environmental concerns.
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What is the government doing about wild dogs, deer,
brumbies and weeds? The resources are so stretched
that it cannot do anything about those issues under
current circumstances. What concerns me is the
philosophy in the department: solve the problem by
doing it incrementally; blame somebody who cannot
kick or buck too hard and they will be got rid of; create
a great monster, a great evil and get rid of it, because it
will then prevent the spotlight from being turned on the
department from really dealing with serious
environmental issues that are going on in our national
parks as we speak. It is this condemnation of a small
group and the process of incremental growth in relation
to these sorts of things that cause me some concern,
because we are not dealing with the underlying
fabric — that is, the management of publicly owned
lands which are posing an environmental risk to this
nation and particularly this state.
There is the issue of fire, and perhaps the solution lies
with 1 July when the new occupational health and
safety legislation comes into operation. In debate on the
Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill earlier
today we said the Crown will be bound by the criminal
sanctions of the Accident Compensation Act, and it will
be bound by the criminal sanctions of occupational
health and safety legislation.
As you drive, for example, from Harrietville up along
the Mount Hotham Road — a big, wide bitumen road
that takes hundreds of people to do a variety of
activities from bushwalking to skiing to other activities
up on the mountains; or as you just wander along
before you have your photograph taken in front of
Mount Feathertop for publication in the Age newspaper
in accordance with the government spin — at the
moment you see millions of hectares of burnt-out
country. There are dead trees — hectares of them
across all the rolling hills. They are all dead and about
to fall over.
The next thing that concerns me is that to prevent
liability on the part of the government many of these
areas may be locked up. We will be told we cannot go
hiking in them, and it will be a criminal offence to hike,
as these trees which are rotting where they stand start
falling down. If the government is not going to be held
responsible, who is? Under the current regime it can
easily be held responsible, because it is the responsible
authority in those areas. It now has an obligation to take
a proactive step to prevent injury and harm to other
users of that park, particularly the public. So if Andrew
and the family are wandering through those millions of
hectares of burnt-out timber and one of the trees comes
down, I now have the capacity to sue the government
over this because of its failure to properly manage the
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park. It concerns me that perhaps the next step will be
to lock up that area to prevent Andrew and the family
from hiking through that area, cross-country skiing or
doing otherwise.
This incremental degradation of our rights in relation to
the national park is appalling. It is incremental growth
and what we are debating at the moment is just a small
part of the perceived problem. While the government
attacks the mountain cattlemen and their way of life,
170 years of caring for that country is going to be
blithely ripped off tonight. There will be a slash put
through all that heritage, just for the simple purpose of
being seen to be doing something. The government is
not doing enough and it is not in the right areas, and it
has got to properly manage our national parks.
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Forests and Lands, wrote in the Geelong Advertiser on
13 June:
The government is in actual fact carrying out a decision made
by the Cain Labor government in 1983. As the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands at that time, the decision
was made on the recommendations of a special investigation
of the then Land Conservation Council, the independent
advisory body established by the Hamer government.

There were no conspiracies then about a Liberal body
being set up for the removal of cattlemen from the
Alpine National Park. Here we have conspiracy
theories about the scientific evidence. It is undeniably
irrefutable. Even the federal government’s own
environment department urged the ban. The federal
government is also supporting it.

Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — I rise to
support the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill, and I do so on the basis that that is my
own set view. There are some conspiracy theories about
the view of the caucus and the backbench committee. I
have hugged a few trees in my time, and as an amateur
ornithologist my view was reasonably set. But I can say
clearly that the view of the backbench committee — I
had a number of robust conversations with a few of its
members — was not set. Far from it. It went through a
process to educate itself about this issue, as I have in the
past. If you look at scientific facts, take away the
romanticism, take away the heritage and look clearly at
it you cannot make any decision other than the decision
that is being made today.

In conclusion, there has been no-one with any scientific
credibility who has supported the cattlemen’s view of
grazing in the Alpine National Park. On the ABC’s
Stateline on Friday night the cattlemen’s representative
brought not a scintilla of scientific evidence. If you
judge it on that alone, we have made a very, very good
decision.

The Australian Capital Territory and New South Wales
went through similar processes and looked at the views
of their scientific communities. Indeed they looked at
the views of reputable scientists, as we did with the
CSIRO. I will not go through the details that the
member for Carrum went through, because I do not
have enough time, but I noticed that the member for
Mornington mentioned Peter Attiwill as a scientist who
supported the cattlemen. I will quote an article in the
Age of 10 June:

On the decision-making process first of all, I assisted
the Alpine Grazing Taskforce to tour the Bogong High
Plains with the mountain cattlemen, the alpine
conservation and access group, and experienced
bushmen and scientists. I have read the report, and I
believe there was faithful reporting of the wide range of
information and opinions offered to the task force.
However, the link between information and opinions
and the conclusions and recommendations is neither
transparent nor well justified. In a previous life I
undertook similar investigations, and had I presented
such a report I would have been torn to shreds by
scientific peers, senior bureaucrats and politicians. Just
like many previous speakers, I conclude that we must
have gone through a Clayton’s consultation process,
with the government all the time intending to
implement Labor policy of getting cattle off the high
country.

Even the cattlemen’s scientist, botanist Peter Attiwill, has said
there was ‘irrefutable evidence’ of damage.

There has not been one person expressing the contrary
view who has had any scientific basis for opposing this
decision. You can put up romantic arguments, but not
the science. You can go to the panel that was
established after the bushfires in 2003, and again you
will find that its recommendation was removal of the
cattle for the last couple of years and also for the next
10. Rod Mackenzie, whom some people in this place
may remember as a former Minister of Conservation,

Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to oppose the
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill. I
support the reasoned amendment moved by the Leader
of The Nationals, and I will be concentrating on
clause 4 in my contribution to the debate. The issues are
threefold: the decision-making process, the advertising
post the decision and the future management of the
park.

In relation to the science, there are alternative scientific
views to those quoted by the government. Newton’s
first law of physics is that for every force there is an
equal and opposite force, and the same applies to
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science. For every scientific opinion there is an equal
and opposite point of view. One fellow who worked
with the Soil Conservation Authority for many years
and developed a strong working relationship with the
high country was Ken Terry. He was a practical, logical
man who used a blend of science and decades of
cattlemen’s know-how to enhance the environment.
Ken won the respect of cattlemen, working with them
and sharing their passion to preserve and enhance the
environment.
Having said that, strong arguments have been put
during the debate based only on science and the
environment. What has happened to the social and
cultural considerations? Are they not important this
time? What about the quadruple bottom line — the
social, the economic, the environmental and
governance? It is as though the government is saying,
‘When it suits we’ll use that argument, but in this case
we’ll stick to science and the environment’. What about
the advertising campaign? It has been said before, but I
will say it again: it was an absolute disgrace to use that
doctored photo. Even those who support the decision to
ban the cattle find the deceitful advertising campaign an
absolute disgrace.
We now move on to the future management of the high
country. As mentioned by previous speakers the level
of damage caused by the cattle needs to be put in
perspective. We need to look at the harm caused by
weeds and the millions of blackberry plants and English
broom bushes that are swamping the high country, and
the damage caused by fire as a result of inadequate
management over many years, with 1.2 million hectares
of country having been burnt out. That is a lot greater
than the damage caused by the cattle.
There are also other animals that are causing problems
up there — thousands of horses, thousands of deer and
thousands of wild pigs, all hard hoofed and all causing
damage, along with tens of thousands of hares. What
about the wild dogs, foxes and feral cats? They are all
cruelly creating havoc and slaughtering our native
fauna. That puts the level of damage caused by cattle
into perspective.
There is also a major problem in relation to the
philosophy of management — or non-management.
The current approach by the government is to lock the
gate and throw away the key. It will not work. There is
already an upsurge of weeds and pest animals that is
testimony to the fact that the current management
strategy is not working. As the honourable member for
Swan Hill said, the government is the neighbour from
hell. When you lock up country and when you set it
aside, you have to manage it. We who have fenced off
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our creek frontages as part of our Landcare activities to
revegetate and preserve the country know that one of
the key requirements is ongoing pest and weed
management, and one of the main strategies for doing
that is short-term, intensive grazing.
We should maintain a principled approach of access to
the high country in order to manage it properly, and in
so doing to utilise the skills, energy and passion of the
mountain cattlemen and their families and other interest
groups such as the Sporting Shooters Association of
Australia, the Australian Deer Association and the
Victorian Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs.
They have passion and energy, which we should use. If
we are looking at future management, the cost of
managing the vast areas of our national parks should be
measured in tens of millions of dollars — far more than
is currently the case. We also need to look at attitudes.
In addition to the attitude of locking the gate and
throwing away the key there is the pedantic nature of
some of those responsible for the management of the
park.
In talking with him over this evening’s meal Charlie
Lovick mentioned how he had been reprimanded for
controlling weeds by spraying dock near Lovicks Hut
up in the high country because he did not have a written
permit. He had a verbal permit but not a written one. If
we have that pedantic attitude among some of our Parks
Victoria staff, how will they manage the odd cattle that
stray from the state forest leases up into the high
country? The boundaries are not based on geographical
features; there are no natural geographical barriers to
stop the cattle wandering up. They are lines on the map.
Looking at the personal, human side, I am fortunate to
have been associated with the high country and
cattlemen since the early 1980s. My first experience
was going up there to one of the biannual ‘Meet the
senior government department and Soil Conservation
Authority people’ events. We would sit down with the
cattlemen over a cuppa, a beer or a rum and learn what
it was really all about. Through that we met the
Treasures up on the Dargo High Plains, and then I
enjoyed the company of Jack Lovick and others when
we toured up through Stoney Hut and Lovicks Hut and
then down the Devil’s Staircase.
Since then I have also got to know other wonderful
people — for example, Heather and Bill Goldsworthy,
Glenda and Charlie Lovick, Bruce and Debbie
McCormack of Mansfield, Harry and Sue Ryder from
the Kiewa Valley, and Jack Hicks and his family; and
of course there was my good friend Ken Terry, who
was a practical man who blended science with respect
for the cattlemen. Those cattlemen and their families
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are fine, hardworking, salt of the earth people. They are
what makes us proud to call ourselves Australian.
Banning cattle from the high country is not a
stand-alone issue; it is the last straw in a long and sorry
tale of further impositions on the rights of country
people and of the restrictions that prevent them from
going about their business.
People in country Victoria have said, ‘Enough is
enough!’. The many of us who support the continuation
of Australia’s heritage condemn the Bracks government
for its decision to ban cattle from the alpine grasslands.
All of us, including those who support the decision to
move cattle off the high country, condemn the
government for its deceit and dishonesty in its
Clayton’s consultation and its disgraceful advertising
campaign. Shame on you, Mr Bracks, shame on you.
You will be remembered as the man who killed The
Man from Snowy River.
Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — It is a great privilege to
speak on the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill. Last week we were all delighted by the
sight of the mountain cattlemen riding through the
streets of Melbourne. This bill will do nothing to
change that heritage, unless there were among those
marching the 45 licensees who will now not be allowed
to graze their cattle in the national park but who will
still be allowed to graze them in the high country.
The member for Rodney and others from the opposition
parties have gone to great lengths to tell us that the
mountain cattlemen would not, given their own
interests, do anything to destroy the national park. I am
sure that is true, but the care of the Alpine National
Park has been an evolving process. The number and
type of livestock that were part of the early grazing
were unrestricted. Cattle, sheep and horses were all
grazed at different times, and stock numbers were much
higher than they are today, particularly in drought
years. In the drought of 1902 more than 40 000 sheep
as well as large numbers of cattle and horses grazed the
Bogong High Plains. Due to concerns over damage to
the soil and the vegetation of important water
catchments, increasing controls on grazing in the high
country were progressively introduced from the 1940s.
In consultation with graziers, the grazing of horses and
sheep and burning off by graziers was banned on the
Bogong High Plains in 1946.
Restrictions on the length of the grazing season were
also introduced. In the 1950s cattle were excluded from
several of the highest peaks and ridges, including
Mount Bogong. The federal environment department
has said that the Alpine National Park was unlikely to
obtain a heritage listing while cattle grazed there. The
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Australian Heritage Council said in its letter to the task
force that alpine grazing leases had unquestioned
cultural heritage value but that any benefits would
appear to be more than outweighed by the adverse
impact of the activity on the natural heritage values of
the alpine and subalpine areas.
This bill is good for future generations, who will still be
able to admire the spectacle that we all admired last
week of the mountain cattlemen riding their horses
while at the same time enjoying the conservation values
of 300 rare and threatened flora and fauna species, as
well as the headwaters of many of the state’s major
rivers, including the tributaries of the Snowy and
Murray rivers. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — The government
would have us believe that cattle grazing devastates
landscapes. Mountain cattlemen have been grazing
cattle for 170 years in the high country. Logic would
then have it that after 170 years the high country must
have been devastated. It is not. In fact, the areas retain
such quality that they warranted declaration as a
national park not so long ago, a national park that
anticipated and encouraged continuing licences for the
mountain cattlemen. It has been a peaceful and a happy
coexistence. It is a living, working coexistence of the
park, of the alpine landscape and the mountain
cattlemen.
Our parks, particularly our alpine parks, are not without
their problems. Their principal problem is a
government that burns them to the ground, a
government that provides them with a lack of funding
and a government that has in its management of the
environment effects statement (EES) process totally
failed Victorians. It has demonstrated that failure on
many occasions — on recent applications such as the
Bald Hills wind farm where the government’s own
understanding of the EES process and the procedures
involved has been a disaster; or indeed on the
channel-deepening process, when they were sent back
to start again. Acting Speaker, the Premier claims that
he has created the national parks — he so often claims
that he has created national parks.
Mr Stensholt — What about the marine parks?
Mr BAILLIEU — ‘What about the marine parks?’,
the member for Burwood cries. It is funny; it occurs to
me the Premier should be asked whether he created
those marine parks — or was it a somewhat better
being, or was it simply Mother Nature? This is not a
question of the parks being created. These are simple
declarations. The declarations were made anticipating
the continuation of the mountain cattlemen leases.
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In the last two weeks we have seen interesting
programs on Australian Story, and I am sure many
members would have watched in the last two weeks.
We have seen a double program telling the story of one
Peter Andrews, an extraordinary Australian. Peter
Andrews has demonstrated the triumph of wisdom and
experience over simple detachment and blind science,
and it is a lesson that everyone in this chamber should
be very mindful of in this debate, because that is what
we have here. We have here mountain cattlemen who
have served this state and this country well for
170 years, who have lived and loved their land and
have lived and loved their association with the alpine
high country. The heritage image of the mountain
cattlemen is a deep-seated one for Victorians and
indeed for Australians.
When I was a member of the board of Tourism
Victoria, and indeed it is still the case, the mountain
cattleman was one of the principal images of Victoria’s
tourism industry, and may it ever be so.
Ms Lindell interjected.
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week. I spoke to many of those mountain cattlemen and
saw their faces — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BAILLIEU — It is fascinating! The
Attorney-General seeks to continue this putdown of the
mountain cattlemen, laughing at the mountain
cattlemen. The planning minister cannot abide the face
of experience. The reality is that on the faces of those
mountain cattlemen are years and years of wisdom, the
experience and the passion of both the men and the
women who have worked that land and who have
created both that heritage and that image. They are
weathered; they are wise; they understand the land;
they care for the land; they are devoted to it beyond the
imagination of any of the members here. To whom
would I entrust this land and its best interests? I would
trust those who know it, who work and who have loved
it, and I would trust the judgment of the mountain
cattlemen every day over the current Minister for
Environment.

Mr BAILLIEU — She actually said the Man from
Snowy River had nothing to do with cattle grazing —
an extraordinary statement from a government that
pretends to know something about the issue here. The
Man from Snowy River was a mountain cattleman, and
may he ever be so.

Let us think about the Minister for Environment whose
record of bungles has been extraordinary. He has turned
around and run from every bungle he has made.
Whatever he has touched has gone bad. He has never
allowed himself to be accountable. I can rattle them off:
ResCode, ResCode 1 — what a disaster that was and an
embarrassment; Jolimont, found to be an unlawful
approval by the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal; the Urban Land Authority and Jim Reeves;
the ambulance royal commission; Melbourne 2030; and
wind farms — all products of the lousy imagination of
the Minister for Environment. On each occasion he has
cut and run, and dodgy actions and dodgy performance
have been his stock in trade. Now we have the situation
where the minister has sought to prop up his and the
government’s decision here with yet more dodgy
performances.

The member for Northcote, the former planning
minister, made much last year of her appearance in the
high country astride a horse, in a Driza-Bone, under a
hat, enlisting the image of the mountain cattlemen for a
public relations stunt. That is what this government is
good at — enlisting the image of the mountain
cattlemen for a public relations stunt and at the same
time being prepared to put down the mountain
cattlemen. We have heard government members in the
last week talk about mountain cattlemen being Collins
Street farmers, but you would not find a single member
of the government who was prepared to walk in Spring
Street last week and say that face to face to any of those
astride their horses. I walked through that assembly last

He has enlisted an advertising campaign which has to
be an embarrassment to everybody in the government
and everybody else, including those who have
supported the decision. The doctoring of the
photographs with the use of taxpayers money to support
a government decision in advance of the bill being
debated in the house is extraordinary. It sets a
fascinating precedent: that a government can spend
taxpayers money, which it controls, to advance its case
in the Parliament. Members should think about that for
the future because that is what happened in this case.
The government is spending a huge amount of money
to support its policy proposition when it is as yet
untested by the Parliament.

Mr BAILLIEU — It pained me the last time
Parliament was sitting to hear the member for Macedon
stand in this house and speak of the legend of the Man
from Snowy River — —
Ms Lindell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Carrum is not in
her seat.
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The cheat sheets are out in the government. We have
heard much about the government’s cheat sheets in
recent years.
Mr Stensholt — It is called policy — you do not
have any.
Mr BAILLIEU — The member for Burwood says
cheat sheets are a policy of the government.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Burwood is out of
his seat.
Mr BAILLIEU — We have heard many times in
this debate that somehow or other the mountain
cattlemen will keep grazing and that the image and
heritage will survive.
Ms Lindell — That’s right.
Mr BAILLIEU — ‘That’s right’, says the member
for Carrum. Why was she not down in Spring Street
last week telling the cattlemen that? Members opposite
were not there because they do not believe it and the
cattlemen say it is not true. It is not true — it is more
outrageous fabrication from a government steeped in
deceit. The reality is this is a partisan decision made in
an inappropriate way by a government more concerned
with its image than the reality of its actions on the
ground.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — This
is an historic bill before the house. It is historic because
of its strong protection for Victoria’s environment
generally and for our Alpine National Park in
particular. The Bracks government has shown very
strong leadership in its decision to ban cattle grazing in
the Alpine National Park. It is a decision based on very
rigorous scientific evidence and correctly balances the
needs of present day and future Victorians.
The opposition says we are destroying Victoria’s
cultural heritage but the facts on the impact of cattle
grazing speak for themselves and support the
government’s decision. It is important that these facts
are known and I would like to quickly run through
some of them.
The first fact is Victoria’s Alpine National Park is the
only high country national park in Australia where
cattle grazing is still permitted. Grazing was banned in
the Australian Capital Territory in 1908 and in New
South Wales from 1969. Fact no. 2 is that in the last
five years the cost of administering grazing in the park
has been just over $2 million while the money raised
from licence fees has been around $87 000. Fact no. 3
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is the government’s decision does not mean that cattle
grazing is ending in the high country, quite the
contrary — cattle grazing will continue in the high
country in state forests here in Victoria but it will not
continue inside the national park. Fact no. 4 is there are
some 10 000 cattle licensed to graze in the state forests
in the high country and in the general vicinity of the
Alpine National Park.
Cattlemen who have park licences also have licences to
graze nearly 6000 of these 10 000 cattle outside the
park itself. Fact no. 5 is most of the grazing operations
in the park affected by the decision — 28 out of 45 —
will be able to continue to graze cattle in the high
country but not inside this great national park.
Fact no. 6 is that extensive scientific research over the
last 60 years has shown that cattle: damage sensitive
environmental alpine environment; damage important
water catchment areas, soils and nature conservation
values; trample stream banks, springs and soaks;
damage and destroy fragile alpine moss beds; create
bare ground, disturb soil and cause erosion; pollute
water; are a significant threat to a number of rare and
threatened plants and animals and plant communities;
reduce what should be spectacular alpine wildflower
displays; and spread weeds.
Now let us get some facts about bushfires. In 1998 and
2003 bushfires affected this area, and more than 60 per
cent of the national park and 80 per cent of the part that
is licensed for grazing was affected by those bushfires.
Because of the fires most grazing has been excluded
from the park to allow the national park to recover. Last
season less than 10 per cent of the maximum stock
allocation for the park actually grazed in the park —
that is, fewer than 800 cattle were grazed there.
Regardless of this decision, most grazing would need to
be excluded from the park for at least 10 years because
of the impact of those bushfires, and longer in the more
sensitive areas to allow those areas to recover from
those bushfires.
In summary, these facts have led the government to
take this historic and correct decision to ban cattle
grazing only in the national park, but, of course, it will
be allowed in the high country in the state forest. These
facts have also been supported by Victoria’s two
leading newspapers. Accordingly, to support that I
would like to have incorporated in Hansard the
editorials from the Sunday Herald Sun of 12 June and
the Age of Monday, 13 June. I have spoken to the
Speaker, to Hansard and to representatives of the two
other parties and they have no objection to leave being
granted.
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Leave granted; see editorials page 1630.
Mr BATCHELOR — In conclusion, this is an
important and historic decision and I commend the bill
to the house.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am proud to stand
up with my Nationals colleagues to oppose this
legislation. The government states that the purpose of
this legislation is to amend the National Parks Act 1975
in relation to cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park
and to make other minor amendments to the act. This is
the government’s way of sanitising the real purpose of
this bill. Let us be quite clear: this bill’s main purpose is
to bring to an end cattle grazing in the Alpine National
Park. Let us be quite clear: this bill will bring to an end
170 years of Australian history in the high country —
170 years!
In his excellent presentation earlier today the Leader of
The Nationals said that this decision was probably
made in 1999, when the Labor Party went to the
election. One of its election promises was that it would
remove grazing in the Alpine National Park, so already
it was predetermined that this was what this
government would do.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I am sure the member for Narracan will have his turn,
and the members for Mordialloc and Carrum are out of
their seats and disorderly.
Mrs POWELL — Then a number of members
talked about the task force that was established in May
2004 which included four Labor government
backbenchers. I know that the member for Carrum,
being a member of the committee, has defended this
report extensively, but it was a farce.
It went all around Victoria talking to people, talking to
stakeholders, when it already had a predetermined
outcome. The government went to the election saying it
was going to remove the cattlemen from the high
country, and then it put in a task force of government
members to give it another option. That was never
going to be what happened. The government said it
consulted, and then it threw at us science that fits in
with its options, saying that the science was
determining its decisions. The community needs to feel
confident that the process that was in place was fair and
factual, and I do not believe the community, the
mountain cattlemen or anybody else believes this was a
fair, open and accountable consultation period.

Tuesday, 14 June 2005

The task force was supposed to examine and report on
options relating to the long-term future of cattle grazing
in the Alpine National Park. The mountain cattlemen
and women wanted to have a look at these issues to see
if there could be some compromise, some way of
managing and working through the situation. They
looked at such things as management plans, fencing
sensitive areas that were brought to their attention and
other options such as reducing the areas of grazing.
None of these issues was examined. In fact, as I said it
was a predetermined issue.
The farmers are interested in conservation, they are
interested in the environment. Many of our farmers are
great environmentalists, and they look after and manage
very well our public open space. I think one of the
things that the government does not understand is that
these cattle herds are actually providing meat. They are
not pets, they are not a nuisance, they actually provide
meat for Victoria, for Australia and for overseas. I think
this is one thing the government has overlooked, that
these mountain cattlemen are breeding cattle that are
used to feed the nation. This issue is causing huge stress
to our high country farmers. They have been through
seven years of drought. They are wondering where their
future is going to be and now the government is coming
down on them holding a knife over their heads, as it has
done for a number of years.
I would like to join other members in this place who
have condemned the Bracks Labor government for the
media onslaught against our mountain cattlemen and
women — $250 000 to mount a media campaign to
brainwash the public out there to tell them why the
government made this decision. If it was such a good
decision, why did it not let the actions speak for
themselves? Instead the government has gone to the
media and put in place the most dreadful
advertisements I have ever seen, advertisements that
condemn our mountain cattlemen. How must it feel for
them to turn the television on and know that their
money is helping to pay for these advertisements to
brainwash the community into thinking that they have
done a dreadful thing.
This propaganda campaign against the mountain
cattlemen and women is absolutely disgusting. We
heard earlier that it was prepared before the decision
was even made. Those advertisements were put in place
by all the advertisers before the decisions were made.
This was a predetermined decision made many years
ago, and now the government is just trying to sell the
decision it has made. It is spin doctoring, trying to sell
the message, and it is not working.
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The government supposedly respects Aboriginal people
for their love of the land and their connection to the
land. It completely discounts and ignores the mountain
cattlemen and women for their love of this land and
their connection to it over many generations. The
government has looked at the environmental and
financial issues around this issue, but it has not looked
at the social issues. Our farmers in that high country are
trying to make a living in some very difficult situations,
and the government has not listened and is in fact
making it harder for them to even make a dollar.
Last week The Nationals met with Jack Hicks, a proud
mountain cattleman, on his property at Running Creek,
which is near Dederang. There was even a reporter
from the Border Mail, Mr Brad Worrall, who was there
to document the discussion. We heard about the
cattlemen’s lives and what they do on the mountain.
We heard about how hard it is with what they are going
through at the moment in the drought, the indecision
about their livelihood and trying to make a living while
feeding the country.
We heard about how they care for the high country and
how they want to see it sustainable. If you listen to the
Labor government you would think those people are up
there trampling over things and not even caring. Of
course they care about what is happening in that
country. It is their living; it has been for many
generations. These people care for this land. There are
families who have been involved for generations. It is
their livelihood — of course they care for it. Now on
top of all of that they have to defend their reputation.
How dare this government say these things about these
people? These are decent, hardworking, country people
trying to earn an honest dollar and what is this
government doing? It is trying to make it harder for
them than it normally is.
The Bracks government talks about heritage and its
importance, but I guess that it is only interested in
Melbourne. There has been a public display of our
heritage with 500 horses and about 2000 people on the
steps of Parliament House. The public showed its
support for these people. The shire surrounding the park
has supported these people; it supports the mountain
cattlemen. The government says that the cattle can be
grazed in state forests, but again we ask the question:
for how long? Clause 6 of the bill recognises the
circumstances of landowners whose freehold land is
surrounded by or abuts the national park. The minister
will allow the cattle to move through the park but not
through a wilderness zone or reference area. They need
to move as expeditiously as possible and the granting of
this right may be subject to conditions. Who will police
those conditions? This is another onerous burden put on
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our farmers — more stress, more conditions, more
unreliability about where the money is coming from.
This government has a bad reputation for managing
forests and parks. It allows weeds to grow unchecked
and it allows feral animals like foxes, wild dogs and
rabbits to roam these areas unchecked. This
government has a dreadful reputation for allowing
animals to continue to roam, causing farmers whose
land abuts those forests and parks to have to deal with
those issues. The government is promoting
nature-based tourism. It says that it recognises that
cattle grazing in various parts of the Alpine National
Park is an enormous part of history. Does it want to
protect this heritage? No, it wants to replace it — that
170 years of real heritage — with interpretive signage
and with information at key locations about the history
of the high country, including grazing. It has already
got the grazing dead and buried; it is now putting the
signs out.
This Labor government is either putting things into
country Victoria that we do not want, such as toxic
waste dumps and wind farms, or taking things out that
we do want. I urge the government to listen to the
community, listen to our farmers and support The
Nationals’ reasoned amendment which states:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place the words ‘this house refuses to read
this bill a second time until the Australian Heritage Council
completes its assessment of whether to permanently include
the Alpine National Park on the National Heritage List’.

Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — I rise to enthusiastically
support the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill. The opposition always claims that those
on this side of the house have no understanding of
country matters, so before it hurls that accusation at me
I would like it to know that I have previously owned
and operated a small farm.
Much has been made of the fact that we are destroying
170 years of heritage belonging to the so-called
mountain cattlemen. However, what we are really
talking about here are farmers — whose business is
growing beef. We are talking about the equivalent of
8000 adult cattle. These 8000 adult cattle can still graze
in the state forest — anywhere in the state forest. What
they cannot do is continue to trample on the sensitive
areas of the Alpine National Park, particularly moss
beds which play such an integral part in filtering and
regulating the flow of water.
It seems to be me that the opposition has a romantic
notion of The Man from Snowy River. The Man from
Snowy River is a romantic bush ballad, and that is all
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that it is — nothing more, nothing less. Good public
policy is not based on how things used to be 170 years
ago. If we still had those policies we would still support
the clubbing of seal pups in other countries, but we do
not support those things because we have moved on as
a society. So what we really have here is science versus
self-interest. This side of the house has weighed up the
scientific evidence and given it careful consideration.
The task force has heard all the submissions and has
spent thousands of hours considering those
submissions. On the opposite side of the house is a
view that is based on a romantic notion put forward by
cattle farmers.
I only wish to make a brief contribution at this late
hour, because I know many others want to make a
contribution. But what I ask is for people to weigh up
science versus self-interest — and we must come down
on the side of science every time. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I was wondering,
Acting Speaker, if you would call me before the
member for Narracan, who is the chairman of the
so-called committee. It is interesting to note that he
looks like being the last speaker on this bill on behalf of
the Labor Party.
An honourable member — He is wrapping it up.
Mr DELAHUNTY — He is wrapping it up — I do
not know; I think they have locked him up because they
do not want him to let loose and tell what the real story
is.
As the member for Lowan I want to make a few
comments on the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill. I have always said if it is not good for
country Victoria, I will not support it. I am not going to
support this legislation because I do not think it is good
for country Victoria. Let us be real about this. It is
taking away 170 years of heritage. That shows that
Labor is not only betraying the mountain cattlemen and
cattlewomen but is also betraying country Victoria.
This is about being a sacrificial lamb on the Greens
altar here in Melbourne.
Last Thursday’s march here in Melbourne was a
spectacular rally of not only mountain cattlemen, but
other people from across Victoria who have said,
‘Enough is enough’. To see those 500-plus horses
coming up Bourke Street was an amazing sight. I think
about five members in this Parliament represent over
half the area of Victoria. It was really inspiring for us to
know that we still have a good reason to be here — to
make sure that this government is accountable and that
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it remembers there are things happening out in country
Victoria that are good and should be protected. The
mountain cattlemen and their program should be
protected.
Most people have said, ‘Enough is enough’. That
country voice rally galvanised people from right across
Victoria, including country Victoria and particularly
here in Melbourne. They are upset not only about this
decision but also about native vegetation laws, water
taxes, the multipurpose taxi program, access to and the
management of public land, and particularly the
$80 vehicle registration for pensioners. They are also
upset about the enormous red tape and overall lack of
commonsense from this Labor government.
Let us get back to what this is all about. As I said, it is
about being a sacrificial calf on the Greens altar here in
Melbourne. In 1989 the Cain government supported the
management of the national parks through the mountain
cattlemen. Management has improved since that day.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — It is just amazing. As
someone who has been up and had a look at it, I am
sure she did not get the message. The reality is that
management has improved. We have all learned a lot
since those days. We learn every day of our lives, but I
am not sure Labor members are prepared to listen and
learn.
This month I, along with my colleagues in The
Nationals, met with Jack and Nathan Hicks at their
property. It was an emotional visit on which we heard
about what is to happen to the fourth or fifth generation
of their family who have been involved in working in
the Victorian high country. Today we also heard the
members for South-West Coast and Mornington
highlighting the hypocritical Labor approach to this and
that Labor ministers — I am talking about ministers
who have government resources — who said things
here back in 1989 and in 2002 have changed their
position, all because of this political agenda of this
Labor government.
It is not about science; it is about a political agenda. We
know when we look back through the government’s
policies in 1999 that this was its political agenda. It
could not do it in its first term of Parliament, because it
did not control the upper house. As soon as it did it
established a sham backbench committee. Where was
the so-called open and transparent government that it
prides itself on? Most governments put these types of
things before an all-party parliamentary committee.
Then you get a good outcome for the people you are
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looking at — and here we are talking about the
mountain cattlemen and their families.
Let us go back and look at the Alpine National Park,
which comprises about 660 000 hectares. About 15 per
cent of that area, or 100 000 hectares, is grazed. If you
divide that by a maximum of 7914 adult cattle
allowable under the current licences, that is the
equivalent of one adult cow for every 12.6 hectares of
land. The Northern Territory would have heavier
stocking rates. There will be a minimal impact. Other
heavy-footed animals like deer, brumbies and pigs also
roam the national park. Pigs have a greater impact than
Hereford cattle, I am sure.
Was this about science or was it about Labor policy? I
am sure it is all about Labor policy. If the government
had been so sure of the science, this would have gone
before an all-party parliamentary committee. But that
did not happen, because this is about Labor policy.
What about being open and transparent? What about
the so-called consultation? We met with Jack and
Nathan Hicks and their families. Along with other
people they are sick to death of this government’s
so-called consultation. They went to enormous lengths
in effort and cost to show this backbench committee
what it was all about. I am not sure the committee
members either listened or opened their eyes. Now
there is a government-funded propaganda campaign.
Who is going to pay for the doctored photograph? Is the
government going to use some of the $250 000 it is
spending on the so-called media campaign to pay for
that doctored photo? The real answer will come out
later, I am sure.
This is a real example of Labor Party ideology winning
out over basic commonsense. What about the control of
pest animals and plants? Who is going to assist with
firefighting, search and rescue operations and the
maintenance of mountain huts? Who is going to assist
in the control of wild dogs, rabbits and foxes? The
government has even got rid of the fox bounty. It is not
even being fair dinkum in relation to the control of
foxes.
Cattlemen and women were proudly displayed to the
world during the 2000 Olympic Games. I am not sure
how many people were on the arena that night. They
were proudly displayed to the rest of the world at the
start of the 2000 Olympic Games in Sydney. Tonight
we have not seen too many of the front bench of the
Labor government lead this debate. Only two ministers
have spoken in this so-called debate. If it is so
important to the government, where have the members
of the front bench been? Why are they not defending
their legislation? Where is the Minister for Agriculture?
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Where is the Minister for State and Regional
Development? This is a predictable decision by a
city-centric Labor government.
This legislation is, as I said, the sacrificial calf on the
Greens altar here in Melbourne. Victoria is bigger than
Melbourne. We want to see something done by this
city-centric Labor government about so-called
environmental decisions which will take jobs away
from Melbourne, families away from Melbourne and
industries away from Melbourne. We know that all the
sewerage that comes from this area goes into the sea
and the so-called marine parks. We in country Victoria
have addressed sewage issues. People have not
addressed those environmental issues here in
Melbourne.
Let us look at the second-reading speech, which is
meant to be an explanation that clarifies the clauses in
the bill. The speech has 11 pages, 10 of which are about
spin and Labor ideology and less than one of which is
on the bill. This is a political decision. I am supporting
The Nationals’ reasoned amendment, which I believe is
fair and reasonable and which is about making sure that
we give those people opportunity. It talks about waiting
for the Australian Heritage Council to complete its
assessment, which I believe will be within 40 days, to
see whether the Alpine National Park should be on the
national heritage list, even as it operates today.
Therefore I am opposing this political decision.
As has been said by many other people, including the
people riding in the streets of Melbourne last Thursday,
Steve Bracks will be remembered in Victoria, and
particularly in country Victoria, as the man who killed
the Man from Snowy River.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I rise to support this
bill as the MP who chaired the task force into grazing in
the Alpine National Park. I repeat: the task force looked
into grazing in the Alpine National Park, not in the high
country as a whole. As a result of that the government
made a decision, which we are now implementing in
legislation in this chamber, to stop up to 8000 head of
cattle from grazing in the Alpine National Park. We are
not, however, stopping the up to 10 000 head of cattle
from grazing outside the national park. They will
continue to be able to graze in a manner which this state
government supports and will continue to support.
Under the Bracks government the tradition of the
cattlemen in this state is secure. The government will
respect the heritage of citizens of Victoria, but it will
also respect the natural heritage of our state — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The louder the member for Benambra gets, the louder
the member for Narracan gets, so I ask him to please
keep his voice down.
Mr MAXFIELD — We are a government that is
getting the balance right. We will not mislead the
people of Victoria by pretending that removing 40 per
cent of cattle will kill the Man from Snowy River. I am
proud to have chaired a task force that consulted widely
with the community. We met with cattlemen and their
families. We looked very closely at the areas of the
Alpine National Park in which they ran their cattle. I
want to place on record my admiration for those people.
They are good — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Narracan, without assistance.
Mr MAXFIELD — What a rabble!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Narracan, on the bill.
Mr MAXFIELD — They are good and decent
people who care for the high country. I want to place on
record the fact that they are really decent citizens of this
state. But we have looked at this issue closely. The task
force did not make this decision, but it looked at the
options. As a task force we visited communities right
across the high country. We went to Omeo, Bairnsdale,
Bright and Mansfield; we did site visits across the high
country; and we met with the Victorian National Parks
Association, cattlemen’s associations and Parks
Victoria. We had over 50 separate meetings.
When I listened to the debate in this chamber and the
comments by members of The Nationals and the Liberal
Party, I waited for them to point out where we had gone
wrong in our task force report. I waited to hear of the
mistakes we had made; I waited to hear how we had got
it wrong. All we got was misinformation — —
Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I believe the honourable member is
misleading the house because we certainly did not get a
copy of that report. If it is the case that we were
supposed to get a copy, I ask him to explain why we
did not.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
There is no point of order.
Mr MAXFIELD — The state government, having
made its decision and introduced legislation in this
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chamber, has made it quite clear. Obviously it looked at
our report given the fact that it has committed
significant extra funds for the control of weeds and feral
animals. In addition to the $19 million the Bracks
government is putting into weed control across the
state, extra funds are being made available to deal with
feral animals — for example, the state government is
currently spending $3.6 million on wild dog control.
Additional money is being made available to deal with
feral animals, because while it is clear that damage is
being caused by cattle in the Alpine National Park, we
cannot ignore the issue of the damage caused by other
animals such as brumbies, deer and wild pigs. Certainly
dealing with those feral animals is part of this issue.
In addition, money will be made available to assist with
the rehabilitation of the areas that are damaged, because
we wish to pursue World Heritage listing of the Alpine
National Park. Also raised is the issue of state forest
licences. The claim being made is that because some
licences border the national park farmers will not be
able to continue to graze under their state forest
licences. I want to make it quite clear that the Bracks
government will ensure that those licences will allow
the grazing of cattle. The issue arises when from time to
time some cattle stray into the Alpine National Park,
and it will be tackled sensitively and constructively. We
will not be kicking people off their runs if the odd cow
strays across. Parks Victoria staff will work in a
cooperative way to ensure that the cattle will be herded
back from time to time.
I want to make it quite clear that we are not threatening
those licences and that the 60 per cent that are still able
to be run under state forest licences will continue to do
so under the Bracks government, which is supporting
not only our natural heritage but also the heritage of
grazing in the high country. I commend the bill to the
house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr MULDER
(Polwarth).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture).

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.
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Speed cameras: accuracy
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I raise a matter with
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I
would like the minister to take action to investigate the
abuse of Victorian motorists with fines being
incorrectly and illegally imposed on them — for
example, I inform the minister and the house about a
matter that occurred on 29 August 2004 when a car was
photographed doing 74 kilometres per hour in a
60 kilometre-per-hour zone, whereby the motorist
incurred a $205 fine plus three demerit points. It was in
Geelong. The fine was due and payable on 16 October
2004.
Because the motorist did not believe he had broken the
speed limit, on 4 October he went in and inspected the
photograph. It was put up on a screen for him to
observe. There were two cars in the photograph. When
he said to the operator, ‘There are two cars in the
photograph’, the operator said, ‘Just a moment’, and
adjusted the screen so there was only one car there. He
said, ‘I do not like that at all and I want to lodge a
complaint about it’. He was told not to pay the fine on
the due date because the matter would be investigated
and they would advise him further.
On 9 November he made a further telephone inquiry of
them and was told, ‘We are still investigating and the
matter is on indefinite hold’. On 14 December he made
a further inquiry which resulted in him being told by a
senior constable at the Traffic Camera Office that if he
was prepared to accept a written caution they would
withdraw the fine on that condition, and he, of course,
said that he was prepared to accept that written caution
even though he was quite sure that he had not broken
the speed limit.
The matter that I now raise is how many people do not
go and inspect their photographs to find out whether
there are two cars in the photograph. This is one
instance. I would suggest, given the track record of
speed cameras in this state, that there are probably
thousands and thousands of people who are having their
cars photographed who do not go in and inspect the
photograph but who, if they did, could well find that
there are two cars in the photograph.
This is a shocking incident whereby the matter was
delayed well past the due date. I have a copy of the
infringement notice which shows that the due date is
16 October. Finally, the persistence of this particular
person resulted in the police saying that they would
withdraw it provided he accepted the written caution. I
want to know how many others there are? I want it
thoroughly investigated because I believe motorists in
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this state are not being treated fairly and that there is
evidence here to show that they are not being treated
fairly. I would like the minister to investigate and report
back.

Sladen Street, Cranbourne: upgrade
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I address my
remarks to the Minister for Transport, and they concern
the need for the duplication of Sladen Street from the
Hall Road intersection right up to Scott Street, which is
almost the central activities district of Cranbourne.
There is also the need for the installation of traffic lights
at the intersection of Cemetery Road and Sladen Street,
Cranbourne. I call upon the minister to take prompt
action.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I remind the member for Cranbourne that he can only
raise one issue on the adjournment debate. One is
duplication and the other is traffic lights — it has to be
one or the other.
Mr PERERA — It is the same road and the same
intersection.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Cranbourne can continue, but it should
be one action. If it is one road and the traffic lights are
on that road, then that is fine, but it should be one action
only.
Mr PERERA — I have just completed an
electorate-wide survey and I am happy to note that I
have been inundated with responses. One of the most
important issues for my constituents residing in the
Cranbourne area is roads. One of the most important
roads in the Cranbourne area that requires attention is
the need for the duplication of Sladen Street,
Cranbourne.
The investment of roads in the city of Casey area has
been well supported by the Bracks government. Since
the election of the Bracks government in 1999 I am
pleased to state that over $230 million has been
invested in roads in the city of Casey alone. I am also
pleased to note that the recent Bracks government
budget for 2005 announced a further $97.4 million for
the outer metropolitan arterial roads program.
Sladen Street, which becomes the Frankston-Cranbourne
Road, is a main arterial that connects the towns of
Frankston and Cranbourne. Motorists who drive through
Cranbourne and on to Sladen Street pass notable places
like the Amstel golf club, St Peter’s Catholic College,
St Agatha’s Catholic Primary School, Monahans Road

ADJOURNMENT
1622

ASSEMBLY

intersection and the entrance of the Brooklyn Greens
estate, just to name a few.
The Cranbourne end is simply congested and in
desperate need of duplication. I have also been working
closely with my constituents and the Cranbourne Turf
Club in relation to the need for traffic lights to be
installed at the intersection of Sladen Street and
Cemetery Road. Cemetery Road is the right of way to
the Cranbourne landfill, Cranbourne soccer grounds
and, of course, to the Cranbourne racecourse and
recreation reserve. Turning right or left into Cemetery
Road off Sladen Street at the moment is very
challenging.
Local residents have in my view raised legitimate
concerns in relation to the urgent need to duplicate
Sladen Street. I urge the Minister for Transport to
allocate funding from the recent announcement of
$97.4 million for the outer metropolitan area.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

CityLink: vehicle registration numbers
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I would like to
raise an issue with the Minister for Transport
concerning confusion with CityLink fines for vehicles
with registration numbers that include Os or zeros. The
action I seek is for the minister to investigate the issue
and instruct CityLink to fix the problem.
A constituent of mine, Mr Michael Hosa, who comes
from Shepparton, came to my office with a complaint
about a fine he received from CityLink. He was fined
for not having a valid pass. He also complained about
the treatment he received from the staff of CityLink.
Mr Hosa had to travel on CityLink a number of times in
April this year in his car with the registration number
RKF 003, and he had already bought prepaid tickets. I
will read part of a letter that Mr Hosa sent to me.
As I have always purchased a ticket I was surprised to receive
an infringement notice for 19 April 2005.
I telephoned Brendan at CityLink to query this, explaining
that I did in fact have a ticket that was issued at the Colliver
Road post office —

in Shepparton.
When he checked up on it he said that they had put a double
zero and that it was up to me to check that the ticket was
correct before I left the shop. He also said that they can only
cancel so many fines, and if it happened again I would have
to pay $40.
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After inspecting that ticket and a number of other
tickets he had for the tollway, he said:
I cannot differentiate which are Os and which are zeros. I
asked Brendan how to decipher this, and he said there would
be strokes through the zeros. This is not the case with my
tickets (unless they are all wrong).
I then asked to speak to a supervisor and was transferred to
Matthew, who told me the same story. After some debate, I
asked to be transferred to someone more senior, and they
hung up on me.

I have a copy of the infringement notice that went to
Mr Hosa, and it states the vehicle number, which is
exactly the same as is on his tickets — RKF 003,
without the slashes. The amounts of $40 are without the
slashes, and none of the Os have slashes, so it is very
confusing. I looked at a statement of mine from
CityLink which talks about one of my vehicles, which
is SDP 330, and it does not have a slash either. My new
car is TMP 026, so I can imagine there is going to be
confusion about that as well.
One of the issues is that CityLink is saying that to
differentiate between an ‘O’ in a registration and a zero,
the zero must have a slash, but in fact it is not using a
zero with a slash, and it does not have a slash in any of
the correspondence that I received from CityLink or
any response that I have got from any of the other
organisations. I ask the minister to fix up this problem.

Anselm Grove–Pascoe Vale Road, Glenroy:
safety
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I raise a matter
with the Minister for Transport. The action I seek is to
improve safety at the intersection of Anselm Grove and
Pascoe Vale Road, Glenroy. Traffic and safety
problems in Pascoe Vale Road between Glenroy Road
and the Western Ring Road have been of grave concern
to a number of my constituents, particularly a
wonderful man called Mr Davenport. People living in
the residential pocket to the west of Pascoe Vale Road
are effectively landlocked by two railway lines and a
major road. Residents have no alternative but to use
Pascoe Vale Road from Anselm Grove or Arundel
Avenue nearly every time they want to leave their
homes.
In addition there is a child-care centre located on the
corner of Anselm Grove and Pascoe Vale Road,
increasing the need for safe access to the area, and there
is also the Monterey nursing home nearby. I am told
there have been many accidents at the intersection and
many more near misses as people are forced to make
hasty decisions because there is so rarely a break in the
traffic. Residents who are not prepared to risk their
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lives are commonly experiencing waiting times of
10 minutes, with even longer waits not being unusual. I
have sat on that intersection and can testify to the
veracity of those claims. I have raised this matter with
officers from VicRoads and Moreland council on many
occasions over the last two and a half years.
In a meeting with VicRoads in 2003 the problem was
close to resolution, but I am hoping the minister might
be able to finally bring this longstanding issue to a
positive resolution. I am told that pedestrian lights on a
sensor loop would assist to alleviate the problem of
getting onto Pascoe Vale Road as well as providing
pedestrian access where there currently is none.
Moreland City Council sees the project as such a high
priority that it agreed in August 2004 to allocate
$50 000 towards the project which would improve the
cost-benefit ratio for VicRoads.
Alan Davenport and the Glenroy West residents talked
to the minister at the Moreland community cabinet in
late 2003. They provided a very comprehensive
submission which was accompanied by a petition
signed by 296 residents. I place on record my
congratulations to the minister and VicRoads for
agreeing to dynamic speed signs at the Glenroy
shopping centre in Pascoe Vale Road. That and many
other positive safety measures in Moreland have
assisted local people, but Anselm Grove is still to be
resolved. Congratulations to Alan Davenport, one of the
most conscientious and pleasant advocates with whom I
have had the pleasure of dealing over the last three
years.

Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development: freedom of information
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — The issue I raise is with
the Minister for State and Regional Development. The
action I am seeking from him is to release some
documents in relation to a freedom of information
request that I submitted to his department on
10 February 2004, which will give members of the
house some idea of how long these processes take
under this government. My request was a very simple
one. I simply referred to the department’s then latest
annual report of 2002–03. I singled out some of the
performance measures in that annual report under the
heading ‘Investment facilitation and attraction’. The
annual report made the claim that the government
provided $2417 million of new investment facilitation
and announced in that financial year that there were
7463 jobs derived from that investment facilitation.
I indicated to the government at that early stage that if
the request was deemed to be voluminous I would be
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quite happy to have a list that indicated what the
investments were, what the jobs were and so on. This
was most unusual for me. I note on many occasions that
the Minister for State and Regional Development
boasts about the amount of investment his government
has personally and directly facilitated. I would have
thought these key performance indicators are probably
the most important in the minister’s portfolio. I simply
wish to see whether they can be verified or not, or
whether perhaps there is a little overstatement among
that list.
The issue is made worse for the government by the fact
that the member for Williamstown brought a case at the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal before the
then Department of State Development in 1999 and
was actually wanting specific dollar amounts of grants
given under investment facilitation. This government,
as members know, has promised to be open, honest and
transparent. In my contention it is in the public interest
for the government’s assertion in this annual report to
be verified. The department has acknowledged that a
list exists. The department’s official response so far has
been that to grant my request would be to substantially
and unreasonably divert the resources of the department
and that there are commercial matters and trade secrets
also involved in this list. The department then offered
me 12 to 15 documents. My request to the minister is: I
want the complete verification of this and ask for the
release of the documents.

Housing: supported accommodation and
assistance program
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise an issue for
action tonight with the Minister for Housing in another
place. The issue I raise relates to the ongoing operation
and funding of the Victorian supported accommodation
and assistance program, also known as SAAP. For the
information of the house, SAAP is a joint
commonwealth and state-funded program that is
designed to provide assistance to people who are
homeless, at risk of homelessness or are escaping
domestic violence. At the present time there is concern
that the commonwealth government may step back from
its financial contribution to the scheme, which is on a
fifty-fifty basis with the state. Therefore the action I seek
is for the Minister for Housing to commit to or ensure
that SAAP funding is not reduced in the 2005–06
financial year and beyond.
This is an issue of grave concern to emergency support
agencies across the state, including in my electorate of
Geelong. Only last Friday, together with other Geelong
MPs, I met with a number of people from agencies that
operate in the Geelong and the south-west region of
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Victoria, including Bethany Community Support, the
Salvation Army Social Housing Service and Colac
Area Health. All agencies operate under the banner of
the Barwon South West Homelessness Network.
The people from the various agencies at the meeting
explained to local MPs the effects to services that
would occur if SAAP funding were cut by the federal
government. In the Barwon south-west region, for
example, approximately 1860 adults and 980 children
received SAAP support funding in 2002–03. The
network has estimated that a 10 per cent cut in SAAP
funding would result in a reduction of $200 000, a
significant loss to the sector.
In the words of the network in a letter sent to me on the
subject:
The proposed funding cuts would come at a huge personal
cost to vulnerable individuals and families experiencing
homelessness; however, the social and economic costs to the
community would be enormous.

This is an important issue for the state government, and
it is vital to the people who are experiencing or are at
risk of homelessness. I therefore urge the minister to
take the necessary steps to ensure SAAP funding is not
reduced.

Schools: technical support program
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The matter I raise is
for the Minister for Education Services and relates to
the technical support to schools program (TSSP),
formerly known as the technicians in schools initiative.
I note that I raised a related issue on behalf of northern
suburban schools last year. The action I seek is for the
minister to meet with the Portland and East Gippsland
networks of state school principals and TSSP
technicians to resolve their concerns. The government
loves to make announcements in IT but seems
incapable of managing existing technology and
providing appropriate funding models. Recent
examples of its failure include the online recruitment
system and the new finance package.
The minister and I have received correspondence
relating to the TSSP from networks including those in
Portland and East Gippsland and from schools like
Bairnsdale Secondary College. The core responsibility
of TSSP technicians is to maintain essential school IT
systems. At the beginning of the TSSP the allocation of
hours was adequate for that purpose. However, given
the additional responsibilities being heaped on them,
technicians cannot effectively support the increasing
technical needs of staff. Schools are being hindered in
the development of their IT capacity.
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The TSSP technicians of the East Gippsland and
Portland networks have raised a number of concerns
regarding the delivery of the program. The following
issues are eroding their ability to provide a quality
service. The number of systems is growing — and they
estimate that over five years the total number of
systems maintained by technicians has tripled; the
education department is adding extra tasks and
programs to the technicians work schedules; and the
education department call centre is referring basic tasks,
including case upgrades and EduMail passwords, to
TSSP technicians when schools ring for support — and
these tasks should be done by school service officers.
The education department has been reducing support
for TSSP technicians, providing very little professional
development in recent times and no local professional
development days that would greatly assist technicians.
The department funds only 43 weeks of technical
support per year. There is poor coordination of the
education department’s programs — and the recent
problems with the images for laptops have cost many
days of technicians’ time, as has the Wins project. The
IT needs of schools are becoming increasingly
complex. Schools are becoming increasingly complex
users of IT, and the more complex software and
hardware require more time for technicians to set up.
The allocations for small schools are unfair, many small
schools getting an allocation of less than 1.5 hours per
fortnight, although it takes just as much time to install a
new server at a small school as it does at a large school.
As well there have been cutbacks in hours, inadequate
funding for technicians and inadequate funding for
travel. In short, the current direction of the TSSP will
result in technicians with less experience servicing
schools which have less allocated time and which are
expected to carry out a greater amount of more difficult
technical work.
The principals and technicians believe it is essential that
the education department addresses these concerns
before the renewal of the contracts. In response to the
issues raised by the TSSP technicians, the East
Gippsland and Portland committees have made the
following recommendations to the minister: review the
funding model; increase the number of scheduled
weeks per year; increase the total allocated time;
increase training for school services officer staff;
support new initiatives with time credits; review
technicians pay rates; and reimburse schools for lost
TSSP time.

Planning: south-eastern suburbs
Mr WILSON (Narre Warren South) — I seek
action from the Minister for Planning concerning
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Melbourne 2030 as it relates to initiatives in the
south-eastern suburbs, including those in the
municipalities of Dandenong and Casey. I call upon the
minister to act to ensure that the initiatives achieve their
desired outcome, which includes increasing housing
around railway stations, increasing pedestrian and
public transport usage and the adoption of sustainable
development principles.
The Melbourne 2030 policy encourages the
development of housing away from the urban fringe. In
the Dandenong area a partnership between VicUrban
and the City of Greater Dandenong has led to a
planning scheme being changed to convert a disused
stockyard site into a high-quality housing development
of 1400 lots right next to the Dandenong railway
station.
I have observed in my travels that development work
for roads and drainage has commenced on the site. This
large housing development offers a variety of housing
styles and will reduce pressure on the fringes of the
metropolitan area, including Narre Warren South and
Berwick. While the city of Casey continues to grow
strongly, with 45 to 50 houses being built a week, the
consolidation of housing in central Dandenong will
reduce the pressure on the urban fringe.
Narre Warren South and Cranbourne are among the
beneficiaries of the Melbourne 2030 policy that ensures
there will be green wedges — open space where
residents will have room to breathe. Like much of the
rural area in Keysborough, where planners of the 1970s
ensured that some open space remained, so the suburbs
of Narre Warren South and Cranbourne will enjoy their
own green wedges. The Melbourne 2030 policy ensures
greater protection of green wedges to prevent
inappropriate development destroying the open-space
character of these areas. Changes to green wedge
boundaries can no longer be approved by the planning
minister; they need the approval of Parliament. This
will prevent inappropriate excisions from our valuable
open spaces.
Also in the Dandenong area, a long-established strength
gets stronger with the Dandenong South industrial zone
filling to over 90 per cent capacity. An important aspect
of this for my electorate is that many of the jobs created
by the influx of businesses in this area are being filled
by residents of Hampton Park, Narre Warren, Narre
Warren South and Cranbourne North — my electors.
The price of industrial land in these areas is increasing,
along with the number of businesses and the
employment they create. I note that a planning scheme
amendment is being considered, and that will add to the
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future growth of the industrial area and provide even
more employment opportunities.
As part of the Melbourne 2030 announcement, land
was set aside for business and industrial use over the
next decade or more. Just a little further south along the
Western Port Highway is a proposed industrial area in
Cranbourne West. This area will also provide
significant employment opportunities during the
construction and eventual operation of the many
businesses that will be based in Cranbourne West.
I commend the state government on its planning
decisions in the south-eastern suburbs. They will lead to
more employment and a consolidation of housing
around central Dandenong while protecting green
wedge areas.

Information and communications technology:
New Realities campaign
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology in the other place. It
concerns the New Realities campaign and the fact that
students are not choosing careers in information and
communications technology (ICT). I ask the minister to
investigate why the taxpayers money spent on this
campaign was wasted.
The New Realities campaign was established in 2001 to
provide information about ICT and encourage young
people to pursue an ICT career. However, a report by
Worthington Di Marzio, paid for by the government,
found that this program has failed to meet its target.
Despite the fact that I requested the entire report, I was
given only some pages. The rest were omitted, the
government claiming that it was a confidential cabinet
document. I understand that the report was very critical
of the campaign and how it was run by Multimedia
Victoria. Page 2 of the report claims:
awareness of elements of the New Realities campaign among
parents was virtually non-existent …

Page 9 reads:
Given the research results, it would appear not a sensible use
of resources to continue the level of investment in the New
Realities initiative.

Page 37 tells us:
When students were asked if they could recall the New
Realities campaign overall for year 9 and 10 students, very
few were aware in 2003.

In fact there were only 6 per cent who were. It does not
surprise me that today in the Australian newspaper
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there is an article about universities axing technical
courses. The subheading to an article on the subject
reads:
Students are discouraged by perceptions of a sluggish sector.

The article commences by saying:
When the axe fell on one of Australia’s most respected IT
faculties, the end was swift and brutal.

Later in the article we read:
IT faculties are starting to feel the same pain the commercial
end of the industry felt three years ago.
The bad news is they will continue to haemorrhage for a few
more years before students get the message the industry is
recovering.
…
In Victoria first-preference applications for IT fell
42.5 per cent between 2000–01 and 2003–04.

Since this campaign was meant to encourage students
to take up IT, it has failed. I ask the minister to
investigate why it failed and to do something to ensure
that students take up IT in Victoria because IT is the
future of the state. It is discouraging to note that since
this minister has taken up IT we have gone backwards
in relation to other states. I urge the minister to
investigate and to come up with policies to encourage
more students to take up IT in Victoria.

Automotive smash repairers: code of practice
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — I rise
tonight with a matter for the Minister for Small
Business. The action I seek is for the Minister for Small
Business personally to request the federal Treasurer to
respond to the Productivity Commission report on and
the state government’s submission to the inquiry into
the smash repair industry. The commission has
produced a report which has been presented to the
federal Treasurer. I think there are 25 sitting days — we
are getting close — before the Treasurer needs to
respond.
I was honoured to take a leading role in putting the state
government’s submission to the Productivity
Commission. We were the only state government to put
a submission to the Productivity Commission inquiry
into the smash repair industry. I thank Gerry Raleigh
and the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce,
the insurers and the department for their fine work on
that submission.
It is a difficult industry given that 70 per cent of the
market is controlled by two insurers and 70 per cent of
a smash repairer’s income is coming from the insurance

Tuesday, 14 June 2005

industry. There is the potential for abuse of market
power. There are the difficulties of untrained assessors
who dictate to smash repairers how they should or
should not repair a car, even though the smash repairer
may have been in the industry for 20 years and the
untrained assessor may not have had any training in the
area of smash repairs. There has not been a change in
the pay rates from the insurance companies for
10 years. I have been involved in the industry for over
10 years and I think the rate of pay is still between $23
and $26 an hour. The new approved repairer status
which is being handed out by insurance companies to
various repairers is not particularly transparent and it
makes it very difficult for many smash repairers to
survive under this regime.
The draft report which was put out by the Productivity
Commission suggested that it may go so far as to
mandate a code of practice for the industry because of
its concerns about the way the industry runs. Currently
the shadow Minister for Small Business in the other
place, the Honourable Bruce Atkinson, supports the
request for a mandated code of practice. I ask the
minister to chase up the federal Treasurer and seek a
quick response to the concerns of the industry.

Responses
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
member for Pascoe Vale raised the need to assist traffic
safety in Pascoe Vale Road and in particular to try to
help those people in Anselm Grove, Glenroy, get out of
their little part of Glenroy and into the heavy traffic
stream of Pascoe Vale Road. This is an unusual
situation, some would say unique. The importance of
this, as the member for Pascoe Vale acknowledged,
was raised at a community cabinet meeting as well as
by the member for Pascoe Vale. The community
cabinet presentation was a well-argued and
well-presented case, as have been the representations
by the member for Pascoe Vale.
Just north of the Glenroy shopping centre is the
residential area. There is a scout hall that has very
limited access onto Pascoe Vale Road. There is no
alternative way for people to get out because they are
hemmed in on the western side by a railway line. In
essence they are landlocked. We are trying to correct
some unusual or bad town planning designs and
decisions which were undertaken some time ago.
The member for Pascoe Vale has asked whether some
assistance could be provided, and he has even come up
with the very helpful suggestion of a combination of
pedestrian lights on Pascoe Vale Road and detector
loops on the side street — a combination of
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technologies which has been used very successfully at
other locations to provide access for pedestrians and,
through the use of detector loops, to send a signal, if
you like, to the pedestrian crossing to become activated
when cars are waiting on the side street, Anselm Grove
in this case. I will ask VicRoads to have a look at it, but
what I can say is that the offer of assistance from the
Moreland council will greatly help the consideration of
this. We will see if that can encourage VicRoads not
only to have a design option that would assist but also
to find some place for it in its budget.
The member for Cranbourne raised with me the need to
upgrade another section of the Frankston-Cranbourne
Road. We have already allocated considerable amounts
of funds to upgrade the Frankston-Cranbourne Road,
but that activity is being undertaken more at the
Frankston end. People would know that the section
from McClelland Drive to Warrandyte Road has
already been completed. It is now open to traffic and
has been greatly accepted by that community. The
government has already provided a commitment for the
section from Warrandyte Road up to Centre Road in
Langwarrin, and we are commencing the process to
finalise and deliver that commitment.
However, the member for Cranbourne has highlighted
the need for action at the Cranbourne end of this road,
the area known as Sladen Street, where the huge and
rapid development that has been taking place on either
sides of Sladen Street, or the Frankston-Cranbourne
Road, has really put a lot of pressure on the existing
single carriageway. I acknowledge that that
carriageway is inadequate. It was designed and built
many years ago, effectively for a rural population. The
surrounding suburban area has been highly developed,
and a number of activities generate traffic in this area
which he highlighted. He has indicated that one of the
solutions would be to provide an upgrade to this section
of the road, as well as traffic lights at the intersection of
Sladen Street and Cemetery Road.
In particular, the section of duplication that he has
suggested is worthy of consideration by the government
is that section of Sladen Street between Hall Road and
Scott Street. This is the sort of project that this
government regards as an important priority as part of
our outer metropolitan arterial roads program. I will ask
VicRoads to have a look at it to see whether this is the
sort of project that can be given consideration in either
this or some future budget. We take note of the request
from the member for Cranbourne. It is an important
part of this government’s policy to provide funds for
these types of projects, and he can be assured that it will
be this government that delivers the sorts of things that
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he is looking for for his electorate, in particular the
upgrade of Sladen Street.
The member for Shepparton raised with me an issue in
relation to CityLink and whether there should be a slash
through the zeros or the letter ‘O’ in correspondence. I
would like to make a number of comments. I will have
this matter looked into further, but as I understand it
there is no legal requirement for motorists to put a slash
through the zero in order to differentiate it from the
letter ‘O’. The member for Shepparton very graphically
identified a number of cases where Transurban did not
undertake this apparent policy itself.
There remains a problem, because an incorrect
registration number can be put into the system. That
can occur when a person applies for a travel pass so
they can use CityLink; it can occur when motorists
purchase the product or when they fill out the forms, or
it can be carried out by the retail agent acting on behalf
of Transurban or be the result of data entry mistakes by
Transurban itself. This problem of an incorrect
registration number can occur at any one of those
points. The law as it now stands is a result of the
introduction of tolling on the CityLink project. The
legislation passed by the previous government did not
allow for anything other than infringements to be issued
in the first instance, and that means that the mistake,
wherever it occurs, becomes identified when an
infringement notice is issued.
What I can say to the honourable member for
Shepparton is that as of 1 July this year motorists who
travel on CityLink without making prior arrangements
will receive an invoice rather than a fine on the first
occasion, and they will be given time to pay that
invoice. The significance of this change is that it will
provide an opportunity for an alert motorist to see
whether a mistake has been made and to seek corrective
action before any infringement notice is issued. There
will be mistakes from time to time because human error
can occur at any one or all of those points that I have
referred to and possibly at other points. But through the
introduction of the new invoicing system, rather than
rushing to issue a fine we have already taken steps that
will allow for an initial examination of the facts and
enable motorists to query and question, irrespective of
who has made the mistake.
However, it would be useful if the member for
Shepparton made the information in this case available
to me. Although I understand that it has been dealt with,
in one sense it would be useful to have that information
so that Transurban can learn from the issues that
underpin this particular occurrence and can understand
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how the system has let down this person and possibly
other people.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The Minister for Agriculture, to respond to the
honourable members for Mornington, Brighton,
Geelong, Doncaster, Narre Warren South, Bulleen and
Narre Warren North.
Mr Cooper — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
with regard to the matter I raised. When I raised the
matter I directed it to the attention of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. The minister was here
when I raised the matter. He left the house straight
afterwards and has not bothered to come back to
respond to me. This is a discourtesy and a disgrace that
should in fact be drawn to the attention of the minister.
Indeed, the Leader of the House is here and should be
raising this matter with ministers.
This is a discourtesy to members. The adjournment
debate is an important time for members, and when
ministers are here when a matter is raised they have no
excuse for not knowing that an issue has been brought
to their attention. In this case the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services sat through my contribution
and then left and has not bothered to come back. That is
a disgrace, and I ask the Leader of the House to take
some action on this matter.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Mornington is aware that
that is not a point of order.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
honourable member for Mornington raised a matter for
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, who
advised me before he left the house that he would cause
the matter to be examined.
The honourable members for Brighton, Geelong,
Doncaster, Narre Warren South, Bulleen and Narre
Warren North raised matters for ministers, and I will
have those matters referred to them.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 12.12 a.m. (Wednesday).
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