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NOTICES OF MOTION
Thursday, 20 November 2003

ASSEMBLY
Prayer

Thursday, 20 November 2003
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the chair at
9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

NOTICES OF MOTION

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria sack the Knox City Council and
institute fresh elections as soon as possible with the objective
of implementing a fairer system of rates distribution.

By Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater) (3913 signatures) and
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) (190 signatures)

Mr PERTON having given notice of motion:

Mr Batchelor — You are just a bunch of bully boys
and thugs, that’s what you are!
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member for
Doncaster to continue.
Mr PERTON — Speaker, the Leader of the House
used inappropriate language. I ask you to discipline
him.
The SPEAKER — Order! I did not hear what the
minister said, but if the member for Doncaster has
taken offence at a word uttered — —
Mr PERTON — Yes.
The SPEAKER — Order! I therefore ask the
minister to withdraw.
Mr Batchelor — I withdraw.
Mr Stensholt — On a point of order, Speaker, in the
motion being proposed I distinctly heard the date
mentioned as 20 November. I understand it is the
wrong date and therefore the notice of motion is out of
order.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Further notice of motion given.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Knox: rates
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents and ratepayers who reside in the City
of Knox draws to the attention of the house that Knox City
Council has increased its rates by a stated average of 17.3 per
cent which has had the effect of increasing rates by amounts
of up to $1000, or more than 100 per cent in many cases,
causing hardship and distress to thousands of its residents and
that they have done this without proper and thorough
consultation.
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Mitcham–Frankston freeway: tolls
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth the Parliament that the Victorian
government has decided to break its 2002 pre-election pledge
and introduce tolls on the Mitcham–Frankston (Scoresby)
freeway.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Parliament undertake
to ensure that the government:
1.

honours its pre-election commitment and policy as
pledged to the citizens of Victoria not to introduce tolls
on the Mitcham–Frankston (Scoresby) freeway; and

2.

immediately reverses its decision to impose tolls on
vehicles on the Mitcham–Frankston (Scoresby) freeway
and thereby honour its commitment to the citizens of
Victoria.

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr COOPER (Mornington) (129 signatures)

Planning: Diamond Creek land
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
This petition is of materially impacted Victorian stakeholders
of 175–199 Ironbark Road (Adjungbilly Pty — Freeman
family trust) and 201–219 Ironbark Road (M. Freeman),
Diamond Creek, and 217–233 Pioneer Road (C. and
D. Bennett), Yarrambat, who draw to the urgent attention of
the house again that our land has been inappropriately and
inequitably omitted from the Melbourne 2030 urban growth
boundary (UGB).
We understand that in 1975 the Governor in Council included
our properties in the Plenty Yarrambat Urban District and
Waterworks Trust (gazetted on 7/10/75) and our land had
been legislated urban growth for roughly 25 years, and not
green wedge.
The new Nillumbik planning scheme (June 2000) was
supposed to translate the zoning of our properties into the
closest fit. For over 25 years our land held an urban status,
which should have been translated into residential 1 zoning.
As such, our land would have been included in the new UGB.
However, due to what appears to be major planning
anomalies, irregularities or ‘bureaucratic bungling’ our land
was back-zoned into a rural status.
If the UGB is not extended to include our land then the
infrastructure and capacity that was developed and
specifically engineered for our use may/will be inequitably

PAPERS
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altered or reallocated for the financial benefit of others (to our
exclusion and to our detriment). We believe we had a promise
and certainty of development and urban land use and
exclusion of our land from the UGB would erode our rights
and cause us major losses and damages.
We have been in the processes continually pleading for the
assistance of the government of the state of Victoria and its
instrumentalities in correcting very serious planning and
infrastructure inequities, anomalies and what we believe are
errors in relation to our land. That is as yet not able to be
located.
The original statutory planning maps and associated texts,
records and planning techniques concerning critical periods in
the history of our land has not yet been provided to us by
local and state government departments. This is hindering us
from protecting our interests.
Prayer
The petitioners request that the Legislative Assembly of
Victoria not ratify the amendment to the urban growth
boundary (UGB) of amendment C27 to the new Nillumbik
planning scheme until our case can be fully investigated and
we can be equitably included within the new UGB borders.
We believe this is necessary before the new Whittlesea shire
amendments C26, C30 and C45 become law. We believe our
serious infrastructure and planning irregularity, anomaly and
inequity has been overlooked and requires urgent review with
our input as well. The equitable inclusion of our land in the
UGB would enable the following:
1.

The realisation of our long-term financial plans and
expectations to utilise the established urban
infrastructure that the above families paid for with their
own moneys ahead of development.

2.

Inclusion of our land in new servicing strategies that
may utilise the previous urban district infrastructure.

3.

The correction of planning anomalies and irregularities
by applying residential 1 zoning to our land.

4.

Development plans within the UGB, which still achieve
green wedge objectives and other community
aspirations.

5.

Recognition of our past urban status and an alternative
of equitable remuneration as urban residential open
space, community aspiration or green wedge within the
UGB.

By Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) (3 signatures)
Laid on table.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Ferntree Gully be considered next day on motion of
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Shepparton be considered next day on motion of
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton).
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Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Bayswater be considered next day on motion of
Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater).

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Audit Act 1994 — Auditor-General’s Report on the Finances
of the State of Victoria, 2002–03 — Ordered to be printed
Victorian Law Reform Commission Act 2000 — Report on
People with Intellectual Disabilities at Risk: A Legal
Framework for Compulsory Care — Ordered to be printed
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal — Report for the
year 2002–03
Water Act 1989 — Diamond Creek Stream Flow
Management Plan 2003.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Alex Heggen
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I would like to
acknowledge the passing of James Alexander Heggen,
who lived in my electorate. Born in Northern Ireland in
1936, Alex Heggen was a member of the Irish Guard
Regiment in his youth and would often reminisce about
wearing the formal guard’s uniform with the bearskin
hat at Windsor Castle.
In 1968 he came to Australia with his wife, May, and
his only daughter, Heather, who is now the member for
Evelyn in this Parliament. He was very proud of
Heather when she was elected to this place last
November, but often teased her on political issues. Alex
had an outgoing personality and a quick wit, with a
great sense of humour, which Heather has undoubtedly
inherited. He was also extremely proud of his three
grandchildren, Matthew, Tamsin and Keely, and was
always showing their photographs to friends.
Alex passed away suddenly last week at the age of 67,
and although he had not been well for some time, he
was still very active, pursuing a number of interests. He
was a keen lawn bowler and active member of the
Ringwood Bowls Club but also enjoyed playing Tomb
Raider on the Playstation with his grandson Matthew.
To Alex’s wife, May, who has been with him for over
40 years; to his daughter, Heather, and son-in-law, Ken;
and to his grandchildren, Matthew, Tamsin and Keely, I
extend my deepest sympathy.
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Disability services: respite care
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I wish to read the body
of a letter I recently received from a person whom I met
along with a number of other parents of profoundly
disabled children. I have deliberately not named the
parent or her daughter; rest assured that every word is
hers:
When our severely disabled 13-year-old daughter first started
using an out-of-home respite service seven years ago, we
were guaranteed one night per week from the facility every
week of every year. This time enables us to catch our breath
in ways many people take for granted — that is, a full night’s
unbroken sleep, spending a few quality hours together with
our other two children.
The system has changed dramatically. We have been
allocated a total of four nights for three months. We are
constantly told by the facility that the government is to blame
by cutting funding.
We love our daughter with all our hearts. She will live with us
in our family for the rest of our lives.
Families who have a child with a disability live with
considerable stress on a day-to-day basis. Some families are
forced to relinquish their children causing them to be placed
in desperately needed respite houses. Families are committed
to caring for children long term. However, this becomes
difficult and families become very stretched without access to
regular and predictable out-of-home respite.

Every member in this house is entitled to know what
this government is doing to enable disabled Victorians
and their families to live properly. All government
members should be ashamed of increasing the appalling
length of waiting lists to receive even rudimentary
services such as occasional respite care.

Kurnai College: KODE campus
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — I wish to highlight the
great activities of Kurnai College’s KODE campus,
which provides Koori open door education. It provides
a flexible learning environment for children from a
broad range of backgrounds, but recognises specifically
the culture of those from Koori backgrounds.
Last week I attended the Koori Air session with one of
the classes taken by Loren Narnia and Faye Bergman.
Koori Air uses the medium of our local community
radio as a means to increase the expressive and social
development of the students. The students undertake an
interview with various people of interest locally and
visiting VIPs. This is recorded, edited and broadcast on
Gippsland FM 104.7 — and the students were fantastic.
They had researched their questions well and followed
up with statements and questions which showed a real
understanding of the task at hand.
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Congratulations must go to all those involved with the
KODE campus of Kurnai College and importantly the
Koori Air class and their teachers, Loren Narnia and
Faye Bergman. The KODE school is another great
campus of our fine government schools, working with
the Bracks government and delivering for all
Victorians.

Hazardous waste: Baddaginnie–Violet Town
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — Last night over 400 people
attended a meeting at Violet Town to hear the Minister
for Major Projects explain why Violet Town had been
chosen as a potential site for a toxic waste facility and
the process involved. The people of Violet Town,
Baddaginnie and surrounding communities made it
quite clear that they do not want a toxic waste facility.
The people also made it quite clear that they were very
angry with the notification process.
It also became evident during the meeting that the site
selection process was fundamentally flawed. The
proposed site near Violet Town is totally inappropriate
for the storage of toxic material. The site is on a flood
plain. It was covered by as much as 1 metre of water in
the 1993 floods.
I call upon the government to immediately remove
Violet Town from the short list and to apologise to
affected land-holders and the community for the
anguish and economic impact of the government’s
insensitive and poor handling of the process. I further
call on the government to review its selection criteria to
also allow the use of Crown land, if appropriate, and to
commit to undertaking the rest of the review in good
faith and with due consideration of the local social,
economic and environmental impacts.

Maribyrnong’s Big West Festival
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — Come one,
come all to Maribyrnong’s Big West Festival beginning
tomorrow. It will include events such as Song Nation;
Transit Camp — which is a little bit political, but it will
be interesting; the Snuffbatic Acropuppets Circus direct
from the Gold Coast Returned and Services League car
park tour; the Polyglot Puppet Theatre, including a nifty
little dancer named Sinead Mildenhall on Saturday; the
Tiny Top; the Braybrook Big Day Out, a community
unfairly maligned by Les Twentyman recently; plus
other events such as Vladimir and his Amazing Apes. It
all culminates in people’s day at the Footscray
Community Arts Centre on the banks of the
Maribyrnong River on Saturday 29 November.
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The recent launch was highlighted by the
announcement by our inspiring Minister for the Arts of
an $85 000 shared grant between the Big West festival
and Horsham’s Art for an outdoor sculptural work that
will feature at the two festivals in 2005.
This will be a fantastic festival. Maribyrnong is the
home of the arts in the western suburbs. It has activities
centred around the Footscray Community Arts Centre,
the Living Museum of the West, the Snuff Puppets, the
Women’s Circus, the East Meets West Lunar festival,
the Tet festival, the Quang Minh Temple festival, the
Yarraville festival and now the Big West festival.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Schools: Workcover premiums
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The Daylesford
Secondary College recently wrote to me saying:
The Daylesford Secondary College council wishes to express
its outrage at the recent decision to penalise schools for
having high Workcover costs. Whilst the school council
accepts and meets its liabilities as an employer for staff on
local payroll an additional financial penalty being imposed on
the school, which will directly impact on students programs is
not acceptable. The penalty we have incurred will result in
almost 0.2 of a teacher being removed from the teaching
program or the equivalent of a VCE unit ….
Workcover is a very difficult area to manage and the use of
financial incentives to reduce costs at the local level indicates
a poor understanding of the ethical stance principals take
towards Workcover.
The staff at our school do not make unnecessary Workcover
claims and the claim which is contributing to our present
situation was totally out of the control of the administration of
the school. The accident did not occur on the school site.
School leadership teams have little control over many risk
factors which determine the level of workplace injury,
particularly stress. Inadequate levels of OHS and maintenance
funding are often responsible for increased Workcover risk
factors in schools.
Schools will win or lose under this proposal based on the
‘luck of the draw’. Once a Workcover claim is made the
decision to accept or reject does not rest with the school and
employees have a right to make claims if they are injured in
the performance of their duties.

The letter concludes with:
This policy is an indictment of those who wrote it and those
who support it. In the end the losers are our students.

The letter is signed Barry Golding, council president,
and Heather McIntyre, principal. They deserve our
support.
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St Paul’s Primary School: 75th anniversary
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — On Sunday I had the
pleasure of attending the 75th anniversary celebrations
of St Paul’s Catholic Primary School in Bentleigh. The
school commenced in 1928 staffed by Presentations
sisters. In 1934 St Paul’s was taken over by the
Daughters of Our Lady of the Sacred Heart. The first
lay principal was appointed in 1993.
St Paul’s is a vibrant school community of 380 children
from 250 families representing 22 nationalities. It is a
school that has skilfully combined its religious values
with a first-class education. The day itself was a great
celebration of the history of the school and the various
students who have added to its rich history.
The day started with a mass. During the service
members of the community presented various gifts to
symbolise the school, including a plant to symbolise
renewal, water to symbolise how essential education is,
a candle to represent the vision provided by education
and a Bible to represent faith. Some of the surviving
foundation pupils had pride of place at the front of this
landmark celebration.
Throughout the school there were pieces of
memorabilia and scrapbooks to remind students of their
time at the school and their part in its rich history. The
mass was followed by a lovely lunch, which was ably
provided by the parents and friends association. Special
thanks should also be extended to the craft group,
which sewed together a huge, four-panelled quilt made
up of shapes provided by every family in the school and
each staff member to mark the event.
Congratulations to the parish school community at
St Paul’s. You have much to be proud of and can look
forward to a prosperous future.

Amnesty International: Bayside group
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I wish to pay
tribute to the constructive and committed work of the
Bayside group of Amnesty International. The group
started in the 1980s at the Beaumaris Baptist Church as a
result of an advertisement in a local paper. There are
currently about 12 active members who meet monthly to
campaign on behalf of prisoners of conscience worldwide
by writing letters. Currently the group is working for the
human rights of women and refugees and on behalf of
prisoners of conscience in the Asia–Pacific area. The
group has also campaigned against capital punishment
and takes part in urgent actions, one of which recently
related to a death-by-stoning order against a Nigerian
woman.
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The group has a close association with the
Sandringham Secondary College, which also promotes
the work of Amnesty. Some of those who have been
involved with this group for a considerable time include
Jim Richardson and Roslyn Fox, whose membership of
Amnesty dates back to when it first started in Victoria
in the early 1960s. Current active members also include
Ian Fox, Lorna Coombs, Herta Massarik, Ron Walker,
Margaret Garner, Tadeusz Warminski and Ivan
Prosper. Previous active members include Phil
Ramsden, Hazel Ramsden, Phil Liefman, Gillian
Liefman, Sylvia Parry, Belinda Ristevski and Lyn
Mather. All these people have had an active role in the
community life of Black Rock, Beaumaris and
Sandringham.

Upwey High School: science and technology
centre
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — On Monday,
10 November, I was pleased to attend Upwey High
School and represent the Minister for Education and
Training at the official opening of the school science
and technology centre. The opening of these new
facilities reflects the priority the Bracks government
places on all students having access to the best possible
learning environments.
The Bracks government provided over $2.2 million for
this project at Upwey High School, and I also thank the
school community for its contribution of $10 000 to the
project. The results are most impressive and will
reinforce the school’s reputation in the community for
excellence in education. The second stage of the
building program adds valuable facilities to enhance the
school’s programs and organisation. Upwey High
School constantly endeavours to provide innovative and
relevant programs in response to student needs.
The opportunities provided by the school are truly
impressive and diverse. A few examples include a
choice of three languages other than English —
German, French and Japanese; the Challenge Medal
program for year 9 students working in the community;
a wide variety of sporting activities, including
cross-country competition; and encouragement of
vocational education and training — and there are
72 VET students this year, compared with 7 in 2000.
The school has excellent information and
communications technology facilities and a close
association with the Dandenong Ranges Music Council,
which is located on the school site. Music is an
important component of the school’s curriculum each
year.
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The facilities will provide another measure of the
school’s success. I congratulate the school on the
completion of these facilities — —

Christopher Cook and Paul Milliken
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I rise today to
recognise the lives of two young Orbost men who died
tragically on 31 October in a truck accident near Eden:
Christopher Allen Cook and Paul Michael Milliken.
Chris, or Cookie, was 30, and Paul was 16. I had the
pleasure of knowing both of these young men and their
families. Their loss is a devastating one, not only to
their families but also to the community, in particular
the East Gippsland Koori community.
Chris left behind a fiancée, Allison, and a daughter,
Kasey, his father, Alan — whom I recognise as a close
friend — and his mother and two sisters. Paul left
behind his parents and brother, Ron, Christine and
Andrew. Chris’s sister, Laurel, best recognised the loss
of both families, when she said:
Christopher and Paul loved life — they loved their family,
their friends and most of all they loved to laugh. I’m sure
most of you will remember them in this way — always
laughing, always smiling and joking about something. We are
all going to miss them terribly, and a day won’t pass without
thinking of them or seeing something that will remind us of
them …

My deepest sympathies go to their extended families,
especially my brother-in-law and their cousin, Peter
Tatchel.

Keep Australia Beautiful awards
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I rise to inform the
house of the Keep Australia Beautiful awards, which
were held in Seymour on Saturday, 15 November.
Particular congratulations go to the Tidy Town winner,
Hastings, and also to the Rural Proud Municipality joint
winners — Wangaratta and Mildura — and of course to
Ballarat for winning Victoria’s Rural Proud City award.
The event was a great success. The Seymour
community hosted 300 guests from around the state, all
dedicated to improving the towns and communities
they come from. Congratulations are in order for Don
Chambers and the Keep Australia Beautiful Victoria
committee, volunteers and staff for their work in
bringing the event together.
I would also like to congratulate Jill Noakes, who
drives the Seymour Tidy Towns committee and spends
a great deal of time making sure that all the local
schools and organisations around the Seymour
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community are on board and doing their bit for Tidy
Towns. Jill also spent many months ensuring an
entertaining and high-quality awards night was put on
to showcase Seymour through artworks and
performances, among many other finer touches that she
added.

Multimedia Victoria. Employing external consultants is
a clear sign that despite the number of public servants
this government — —

Also congratulations are very deserved by Seymour
Technical High School principal, Bill Brearly, who
received the inaugural Dame Phyllis Frost Individual
Community Service award, recognising his dedication
and drive to realise the Seymour Performing Arts and
Cultural Centre, which was made from 80 per cent
recycled material. Recycling is something that the Tidy
Towns and Keep Australia Beautiful committees spend
a lot of time on. The awards were held at the centre, and
all were impressed with the size, layout and style of the
building, which the Seymour community will benefit
from into the future.

Small business: Leader newspaper awards

Multimedia Victoria: consultants
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — This inept and lazy
government is once again proving that it is incapable
and that it lacks any ability to come up with any new
ideas or new vision in innovation and information and
communications technology.
The Bracks government is now employing Redsheriff,
a Sydney-based multimedia company, to assist
Multimedia Victoria to better understand the
demographic profile of visitors to the web site and users
of the online service. Nine highly classified and
mind-provoking questions such as, ‘What is your
gender?’, ‘In which region do you live?’, ‘What year
were you born?’ and ‘Where is the computer you are
using?’ are costing the Victorian taxpayer thousands of
dollars.
I am advised that the cost amounts to $1000 a day. If
this is true, the Victorian government should be
ashamed, because each of these in-depth and complex
questions is costing over $100 per day. This money
could be better spent on expanding and enhancing
access to high-speed Internet servers in schools.
The advice to Multimedia Victoria is on top of the
consultancy panel used by the bureaucrats at a cost of
$4167 a day to provide them with ad hoc advice. And
this is on top of the Bracks government spending more
taxpayers money on more public servants and political
advisers across all areas of government!
If Multimedia Victoria pays to receive advice and all it
does is channel this advice to the minister, one could be
excused for questioning the role and effectiveness of

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — Last Tuesday I
represented the Minister for Small Business at the
Leader newspaper Frankston–Hastings small business
awards. The category winners were: Bakers Delight,
Frankston; Ritchies, Frankston; Seaford Auto Sales;
Majenta Boutique, Hastings; Eliza Flowers, Frankston;
Frank and Jenny’s Fruit Shop, Frankston; Mitre 10,
Frankston; Terri’s Kiosk Cafe, Frankston; About Hair,
Frankston; Input Fitness, Frankston; Hastings
Retravision; Daveys Bar and Bistro, Frankston;
Wrappings, Frankston; Beach Street Newsagency,
Frankston; Hilderbrand Chemmart Pharmacy,
Frankston; Tallon Real Estate, Hastings; Dimitris
Greek Tavern, Frankston; Olivers Hill Beachside Bed
and Breakfast, Frankston South; Dart’s Gourmet Meats,
Frankston; and Leading Edge Careers, Frankston. The
overall winner — Dart’s Gourmet Meats, Frankston —
goes into the running for the state awards, and I wish it
the very best.
All of the some 100 local businesses in the Frankston
and Hastings region short-listed in each of the
categories are to be congratulated on their excellent
customer service and for their time, energy, dedication,
determination and commitment to their enterprise. I
also congratulate all the shoppers who made the effort
to vote for their favourite small business, the
Dandenong Victorian Business Centre — which
supported and continues to support many of the
businesses when they start up and expand — Paul
Woolard, Rob Stevens and all the great local Leader
newspaper staff for such a successful event.

Sheep: live exports
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I was appalled to
witness the act of terrorism by a group called Animal
Liberation at Portland concerning sheep destined for
export. It was an act of sheer bastardry by a
Chardonnay-sipping set of do-gooders from our urban
culture!
Last time this group was in Portland trying to stop the
Cormo Express I called them a bunch of misguided
fools. In hindsight that was a compliment, given the
action of these terrorists to contaminate the sheep feed
with pig meat. Make no mistake, this is an act of
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terrorism against all Australians; a calculated
well-planned act of terrorism. In Australia it is illegal to
feed ruminants like sheep anything contaminated with
meat. The group’s action has put the whole Australian
livestock industry at risk.
Foot-and-mouth disease in the United Kingdom came
from feeding contaminated meat to livestock. The
deliberate action of these terrorists could cost Australia
billions of dollars. The foot-and-mouth outbreak in the
UK dropped its gross domestic product by something
like 3 per cent. This issue is bigger than the
70 000 sheep involved; it is bigger than the 6 million
sheep that were to be sent for export; it is bigger than
the billion-dollar industry that these terrorists are trying
to stop, or the 9000 jobs that this industry actually
creates. It is terrorism against all Australians that was
calculated, well planned and illegal. I call for the full
force of the law to be brought against these terrorists.

Challenge motocross charity event
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — Saturday
week ago I had the pleasure of attending a charity event
organised by the Sporting Motorcycle Club of Geelong
in the Barrabool Hills near Ceres to raise money for
Challenge, which supports kids with cancer. The track
out there, if anyone has been there — and unfortunately
I had not been there; not too many people know where
it is — is in an absolutely fantastic setting. It has a
natural amphitheatre in the Barrabool Hills and
overlooks Geelong and the countryside.
The McAdam family has generously leased the track to
the club for over 40 years. The club has been in
existence for some 70 years from about 1932. On the
day of the charity event 280 leading riders from
Melbourne and Geelong managed to raise $51 000 for
Challenge, which is double that of the previous event at
Broadford held the year before.
Congratulations go to the club in particular, but also the
sponsors and the many world-class Australian riders
who donated their goods at the auction. Obviously it
was a fantastic auction, as it raised $51 000. Particular
thanks go to Stewie Turner, the vice-president; Peter
Ovens, who has held many positions in the club; and
Matt Manning, who was the originator of the idea —
clearly, he needs to be congratulated. I certainly look
forward to attending next year’s even more successful
event.

Taxis: multipurpose program
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I draw the attention of
the house to the plight of an elderly couple who live in
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my electorate. The 85-year-old lady cares for her
elderly husband, whose health is failing and who needs
constant care and medical support. She was recently
cited for unsafe driving and was forced to undertake a
driving test. This elderly lady has always driven a small
car with gears, but she was instructed to drive an
automatic car with power steering and instruments
totally foreign to her. My constituent consequently
failed the test and had her drivers licence cancelled.
They explained their plight to their GP, who
immediately identified the lady’s elderly husband as
being eligible and worthy for a taxi concession card. As
if one good kick in the guts is not enough for this
elderly couple, they have received a letter telling them
that their application could not be processed and to go
away and try again next year. The husband, whose
health is failing, is 91. The Bracks government has
isolated this couple from the community. They have no
public transport, no drivers licence and no taxi
concession card.
Firstly the government takes away their independence,
then it tells them to go to hell when they ask for the
most basic help. This elderly couple is on a fixed
income; they are good people; they pay their dues and
contribute to the community. I feel absolutely ashamed
to be sitting opposite but in the same place as an
uncaring, heartless mob that calls itself the government.
If it has to make someone’s life a misery, then it should
target the thieves who have been rorting the
multipurpose taxi program and not those in our
community who have disabilities or who are frail and
elderly.

Chelsea Girls Callisthenic Club:
80th anniversary
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — I pay tribute today to
the Chelsea Girls Callisthenic Club, which is
celebrating its 80th anniversary. I especially mention
the fine work done this year by the committee
members. They have been very busy with extra
competitions and social functions to celebrate the club’s
80th anniversary, in particular president Debbie
Woolard, vice-president Maree Bencraft, secretary
Janine Watts and treasurer Giselle Lang — and of
course one must mention life member Joan Morton,
who has been a stalwart of the club over many years.
I had the pleasure of again attending the club’s concert,
which has become an annual event in my calendar. On
the third Saturday each November the members present
a wonderful concert where the girls perform
exceptionally well. The standard of the costumes, music
and performance is always excellent. I feel that clubs
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such as this provide many benefits, as the callisthenic
club has done for so many girls in my electorate over
such a long time, teaching them cooperation and
teamwork and the benefits that come from dedication to
their sport. I wish the club well for the next 20 years,
and perhaps the following 80 years as well.

Point Lonsdale Primary School: democracy
celebration
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — Last week I was very
pleased to attend a special celebration at the Point
Lonsdale Primary School, which participated in
Celebrating Democracy Week. I was pleased to present
a certificate of participation to the grade 5 and 6 pupils.
This term they have been involved in a number of key
activities to promote citizenship including working on a
recycling and waste management project, helping a
local aged care facility build a community garden and
working on a community heroes project to identify the
unsung heroes in our community, those people who
make a contribution to their community but who go
largely unrecognised. The heroes range from people
involved in local service clubs, aged care and Meals on
Wheels to those involved with the environment.
The Point Lonsdale Primary School has been doing a
fantastic job in promoting community participation,
which is a key feature of a strong democracy. This
work was recently acknowledged when one of their
teachers, Lisa Brown, received the 2003 Victorian
Discovering Democracy achievement award for her
work in promoting among students an understanding of
citizenship and democracy.
Congratulations to all the pupils and staff involved in
celebrating and promoting community participation. I
am looking forward to their next stage when they
debate a piece of legislation in the council chambers at
the Borough of Queenscliffe.

Phil McDonough
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — Today I rise to pay
tribute to the life of the late Phil McDonough, who
passed recently after a long illness. Phil was a
wonderful man and a true gentleman. I had known him
for many years, and I was very fond of him, as was
everyone who knew him.
He worked hard for many years for the Labor Party,
doing the hard jobs that no-one else wanted to do. He
pounded the footpaths letterboxing for many years. He
was a champion letterboxer for the Labor Party, and the
members who are willing to do that work are like gold.
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Even as his health failed he sat in his chair at Parkdale
at the booth that was his for many years and handed out
how-to-votes for me in the last election.
Phil and his wife, Mavis, were a great couple. Mavis in
her own right is a wonderful lady and a great hoofer, a
great dancer. Together they built a close, loving and
supportive family. They were very proud of their
children and their grandchildren and they proudly told
me about their achievements. My deepest condolences
to his wife, Mavis, and family. Phil led a life to be
proud of and we will miss him.

Vermont Secondary College: art show
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — Last Tuesday
evening I had the pleasure of opening Vision 2003, the
Vermont Secondary College art show, which was
coordinated by Adrian Montana. Whilst art is
compulsory for students at years 7 and 8, it is made up
of a number of subjects that students rotate during this
time. This includes painting, drawing, printmaking,
graphic communications, textiles, ceramics, woodwork
and metal work.
At years 9 to 12, art, design and technology are taken as
electives. Students are able to specialise in ceramics,
calligraphy, graphics, textiles, art, sculpture, metal,
wood and mixed media. At Victorian certificate of
education (VCE) level students are offered art or studio
arts, visual communications and design and technology.
This year approximately 135 students undertook these
studies at VCE level.
The school opened a permanent gallery in one of its
hallways almost eight years ago. This year, the work of
almost 400 students is being exhibited. Students that I
presented with awards on the night in
acknowledgement of consistent, conscientious and
imaginative work in the field of art, design and
technology were in year 7, Amilia Pansanovic, Mathew
Castersen and Melissa Miles; year 8, Mark Lewis and
Emma Shaw; year 9, Chay Williamson and Alysha
Middlin; year 10, Chloe Valence; year 11, Samira
Khan, Emma Hardidge and Benjamin Small; and
year 12, Ngaire Morgan, Catherine Gardner, Alice
Menadue and Alixia King. Special congratulations to
Drew Anderson, who won the principal’s award.
I congratulate the principal, Rod Williamson, and all
staff at Vermont Secondary College for yet another
fantastic celebration and acknowledgement of the
students and their talents.
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Hazardous waste: Baddaginnie–Violet Town
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I wish to join with
the member for Benalla in condemning the state
government for its process last night at that public
meeting at Violet Town. It was absolutely appalling.
The Minister for Major Projects had no answers for the
community of 400 people there, local people who are
absolutely destroyed by this whole proposition of this
toxic waste dump going to Violet Town. This
government has said it was at Baddaginnie, but the
community knows it is not — it is Violet Town. Every
member of that community was up in arms. The
minister was beside himself because he could not
answer the direct questions put to him. Why was this
facility going to be short-listed for Violet Town? Why
was it going to a country area? Why was it is not within
the recommendations of the siting committee of less
than 100 kilometres — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Planning: urban growth boundary
amendments
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — I
move:
That the consideration of government business, notice of
motion 1, be postponed until after the completion of the
government business program.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I move:
That all the words after ‘postponed’ be omitted with the view
of inserting in place thereof the words ‘for two weeks’.

The reason that I move this amendment is that this
matter was brought into the Parliament on Tuesday in a
procedure that is troubling many people in the
community. As I already said in the debate on the
business program, during the last week I was informed
by the Leader of the House and by the Premier’s office
that there would be a ninth item on the business
program this week but it was a very mysterious item.
It was not until Monday that we became aware that it
was proposed to pass this motion through the
Parliament this week, and it was not put on the
government’s business program. But clearly devices are
now being used by the government to ram it through
today.
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These are very important changes to Melbourne’s
planning scheme, involving 13 planning schemes and
150 amendments. On behalf of the community the
opposition has already outlined the problem in dealing
with 150 amendments in one motion. It is a slap in the
face for the planning community of Victoria, the
councils of metropolitan Melbourne and beyond and
the citizens of Victoria, who believed this government
when it said in opposition that it would have transparent
planning schemes that would involve genuine planning
consultation. When he was the Leader of the
Opposition the Minister for State and Regional
Development, who is at the table, made it very clear
that that would be the government’s position.
In this case none of the submissions have been made
public, and we now have the extraordinary situation
where they are not going to be made public because of
some spurious interpretation of the privacy legislation.
Privacy legislation was introduced to protect citizens. It
was not introduced to protect the minister from having
to engage in proper consultation, and it was not
designed to ensure that people do not properly
participate in the process.
The shadow minister received an email mid-afternoon on
Monday, in what I would say was a most impolite
fashion, requesting that he attend a briefing at 8.30 on
Tuesday morning. Thankfully he checked his emails and
got to that meeting; but the National Party was not
informed at all, and it was only because of the excellent
work of its spokesman that its members got a briefing.
But briefings for the opposition and the National Party are
not enough. Many councils are involved, including those
at Nillumbik, Frankston, Casey and Whittlesea, to name
but a few that have very active citizens groups — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr PERTON — The member for Melton cries out,
‘Melton’. I am sure the people of Melton, the activists
amongst ratepayers associations and the planning
groups — and even the old members of Save Our
Suburbs — would probably want to have some say on
this. With these amendments having been introduced
into the Parliament only on Tuesday, there has been no
opportunity for those people to have a proper
examination.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr PERTON — The very stupid member
scratching her ear and interjecting obviously has a very
poor attitude to discussions with constituents. If a
matter is brought on following Tuesday’s notices of
motion because the minister indicates no intention to
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amend it, that is hardly going to elicit confidence in the
planning process amongst the people of Victoria.

withdrawal. I have no option but to ask him to
withdraw.

This is not a matter that should be dealt with today after
government business is finished. It should be dealt with
in two weeks after the opposition and the National
Party and the community groups that are concerned
with this matter have had appropriate time to study it
and make their feelings known.

Mr BRUMBY — I withdraw. This is a return to the
old jackboots days. This is the sort of attitude that we
saw under the former Kennett government.

Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — The
member has — —

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member has asked for a withdrawal.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The minister needs to seek leave.

Mr BRUMBY — I withdraw. What an entertaining
debate this is. Here we have pious platitudes from
members of the opposition about rights, democracy and
time for debate, and when the Minister for Planning,
who is the minister responsible, wants to speak on the
issue of time she is gagged by this opposition.

Ms DELAHUNTY — I seek leave, Acting Speaker,
because the member has raised serious issues — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! Is leave granted?
Leave refused.

Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — Here we see the old
jackboots approach! We have not seen it for a few
years, but it is back!
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
taking into account the glass jaw that the government
has shown in the last few days, I ask you to deal with
the language that the member just used.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr Perton — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, I ask that the minister withdraw his comment.
Mr BRUMBY — On what basis?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The Treasurer has to withdraw.
Mr BRUMBY — Whom have I offended? I did not
refer to the member.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Doncaster has asked the
Treasurer to withdraw.
Mr BRUMBY — Acting Speaker, the rules of this
place are that I need to have referred to a member, but I
did not. I certainly would not waste my breath referring
to the member for Doncaster.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Doncaster has taken offence at
what the Treasurer has said and has asked for a

Mr Perton — On a point of order, Acting Speaker, I
ask the member to withdraw.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — You are a rabble! But worse still,
have a look at the absurdity of what has been moved
today. The member for Doncaster has moved that this
be adjourned for two weeks, but the house will not be
sitting in two weeks. This has been out for 12 months.
The interim boundary proposal was released last year.
Five hundred and fifty submissions have been made to
the minister, and this has come before the
Parliament — —
Ms Delahunty — Did the Liberal Party make one?
Mr BRUMBY — Did the Liberal Party make one?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! Through the Chair!
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
this is not an opportunity for the minister to abuse
the opposition. He is restricted to speaking on the
matter — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr Perton — On the question of relevance, he is
restricted — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! I have heard the member’s point of order. There
is no point of order.
Mr BRUMBY — As I said, this just shows what a
lazy opposition it is. Yesterday the Premier used the
word ‘atrophied’. I think it is a great word. He should
have used it about the opposition. It has atrophied — no
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vision, no policies and no consideration of this motion.
In two weeks this Parliament will not be sitting. The
whole issue with this is that there have been
12 months — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Doncaster has had his turn.
Mr BRUMBY — We have had 550 submissions,
we have had proposals from across the state. The whole
point is that Parliament and the government need to
provide certainty to councils and industry. How bizarre
it is! I think someone said we should deal with it next
year. How bizarre would it be to have planning scheme
amendments delayed like that? You can imagine the
property speculation! Are you people really serious? Do
you want these amendments out there for five months?
Actually, I think the Liberal Party probably does. The
Liberal Party has a bit of form on land deals. It wants
people who have a dollar to be able to make $2, $3,
$4 or $5 as land speculators over the next five months
while we consider this!
We have a responsibility to get on with the job of
governing. We are doing that, we are moving this
motion. The shadow Minister for Planning, the member
for Hawthorn, was offered additional lead time so he
had the opportunity to put views; the member for
Doncaster did not even pass on that offer to the shadow
minister.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — The National Party
will support the motion by the member for Doncaster
that this be postponed for two weeks. We also take
offence at the Minister for State and Regional
Development saying that we had a jackboot approach
and were gagging the minister. The National Party had
no notice of these amendments coming before the
house.
On Monday night at our National Party meeting the
National Party Whip told me that I knew this was
coming in. He was told by the Premier’s department
that the National Party knew that this motion was
coming forward. It did not; and I am here to tell the
minister that even though his staff think they sent an
email to my office, we did not receive it.
I rang the shadow Minister for Planning on the Tuesday
to find out if he knew about it, and he said yes, he heard
late on Monday night by email that there was a briefing
at 8.30 a.m. on the Tuesday, which I was not made
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aware of. I then rang my office and was advised that
there certainly had not been an email; our emails had
been down — the parliamentary email system does not
always work — so I was not able to be at that briefing
at 8.30 a.m. I rang my office to get a briefing because
we thought it was coming on that day and I was able to
get one at 11 o’clock. I had the briefing, which I
appreciate, and at that I was given a cursory look over
what were in the amendments. I was not able to keep
those amendments to see if there was anything we
should be worried about.
At the briefing I was also made aware that it is not just
about ratifying planning amendments for 13 councils.
There are also a number of other areas — two new
zones for the green wedge area — and those two new
zones are the green wedge zone and the new rural
conservation zone. I asked if the Victorian Farmers
Federation had put in a submission on those zones, and
I was told no. I phoned the VFF, I had a briefing by the
VFF. I spoke to Cathy Tischler, who is the policy
adviser for land management, who knew nothing about
these proposals coming forward.
Mr Nardella interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Melton will have his time.
Mrs POWELL — I briefed her on these proposals,
asked for the federation’s comment, and I have a letter
here that I will speak on when the debate comes
forward. The VFF has some concerns about a number
of those issues. The other issue that we were made
aware of is that it is not just about ratifying
amendments, but there will be Smart Growth
committees. We were not made aware of these Smart
Growth committees.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Melton will have his time.
Mrs POWELL — In the five growth areas there
were five growth committees. There is supposed to be
an independent chair who will be put there by the
minister. Most of the people on the Smart Growth
committees will be people from organisations of the
government; there will be very few people whose
properties are affected.
I was left with this document here — a folder with
13 planning scheme amendments. I have 94 maps; the
shadow Minister for Planning tells me he has 96 maps.
There is no way known that we could possibly go
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through those amendments to see if there were any
issues in there we should be concerned about.
I was told at the briefing that some of those boundary
changes were from councils, others were because there
were mistakes and those anomalies were being fixed
up. There is no way that I as the National Party
spokesperson for planning could look through those in
the short time that I have. We were given one
documented folder for both spokespeople. Peter Hall
will be speaking on this in the upper house; he has not
seen this. I have shown it to him, but he cannot take it
away. I was told by the department I was allowed one
for the National Party. That is all we were given. I told
them we needed another one; we were told we were
allowed to have one.
There is no way known that I feel comfortable ratifying
these amendments on behalf of the National Party, and
saying I feel we have given due consideration to all
stakeholders. There were 555 submissions to the urban
growth boundaries inquiry; it received 735 requests to
change the urban growth boundaries and that affected
503 parcels of land.
It is not just about the urban growth boundaries here in
the metropolitan fringe. Some of the issues in this
proposal could have far-reaching effects. It could have
ramifications for other green wedge areas or other areas
in country Victoria. So we will be supporting the
member for Doncaster’s motion. We suggest that we
need more time to look at what is in these proposals and
to give the National Party time to say it did not have the
proper — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support the
motion put by the Minister for Planning. This is an
extraordinary performance by the opposition today. The
urban growth boundaries policy position has been out
in the public arena for at least 12 months. I would have
thought this was in fact perhaps one of the best
examples of the government’s being open and
transparent in its policy position. We put out these
urban growth boundaries and called for submissions
from a whole range of interested parties — from
property developers, from property councils, from any
interested group that might have a view about both the
policy position of urban growth boundaries and the
actual location of these boundaries.
As the minister has indicated, there were 550-odd
submission to this process — an overwhelming
number — but, of course, our colleagues on the other
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side of the house could not put pen to paper to provide
any form of input into the process. The shadow
Minister for Planning is looking pensive over there, and
I wonder what position he takes on behalf of his party.
Does he in fact support containment? Does he support
containment of growth — this uncontrolled growth of
Melbourne — or not? It is a simple proposition. If he
does, one would have thought he would hark back to
earlier days of some great Liberal leadership in the
planning area. You have only to go back to a former
Leader of the Liberal Party, Rupert Hamer, who more
than anybody else encouraged a bipartisan approach.
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I think the honourable member for Richmond
is currently straying into debate on the issue. The matter
before the Chair at the moment is the time of the
adjournment of this debate. I would ask you to ask him
to confine his remarks to the issue of time rather than
the substantive issue.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! I have heard enough on the point of order. I ask
the honourable member for Richmond to come back to
the debate on time.
Mr WYNNE — On the question of time — and
thank you, Acting Speaker for your advice on that
matter — this has been open to broad consultation. The
opposition parties have been given the opportunity to
be briefed on this proposal. All other interested parties
have taken up that opportunity to be briefed on the
proposal.
I understand from the minister that at a meeting on
Saturday the shadow Minister for Planning indicated to
the Save Our Suburbs organisation that he was well
aware — well aware — that the urban growth
boundaries matter would be introduced in the
Parliament on Tuesday for debate later this week. He
certainly was very clear that this matter was in fact
coming on.
This is a serious question, because we have to be
certain that no unfair opportunity is opened to
unscrupulous property developers to speculate on the
basis of these boundaries. On Tuesday the government
indicated its intent by giving notice that it was
introducing these growth boundaries for debate on
Thursday. That was done to provide the minimum
opportunity for any unscrupulous property developer to
try to speculate on the basis of the proposed boundaries.
The opposition knows that; we know that; and that is
why these amendments will be debated this Thursday
afternoon. It is to ensure that there is probity in the
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process and that a proper planning process is put in
place.

debating the question of time, and it is critical that he
debate the question of time.

We are not interested in putting it out for another two or
three weeks so people can go around and say, ‘Gee,
where are the boundaries? Maybe I can make a few
cheap quid on this on the way through’. That is not
what this government is on about. We are on about
proper planning processes and proper probity in the
process, and this debate should be brought on this
afternoon and properly considered.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! I have heard enough. I do not uphold the point
of order.

Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — The member for
Richmond has just summarised quite succinctly why
this matter should be postponed. The member for
Richmond has just told the house that the government
is not interested in putting this out. That is the
fundamental proposition here. What we are doing here
is a first. We are engaging in a ratification process
under changes that were made earlier in the year to the
Planning and Environment Act. There are only two
other matters where we use ratification mechanisms in
regard to planning.
Mr Nardella — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the debate before the house is extremely
narrow. We have just had other points of order on
which you have ruled by saying that the debate is about
the amount of time that is necessary for these
amendments to be considered by the house. The
honourable member is debating the issue. I ask you to
bring him back to debating the time.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! I do not uphold the point of order at this stage.
Mr BAILLIEU — As I said, there are only two
other situations in the planning system where we use
ratification motions — the Melbourne Airport Environs
Strategy Plan and the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan. This is a
new mechanism because it directly affects the changes
to planning scheme amendments and ratification. It is a
new mechanism, so the nature of this is different. This
has been marketed by the government as the
introduction of legislation. It is usual, when legislation
is introduced, to adjourn matters. There are
150 amendments, more than 90 maps have been
changed — more than 90 separate amendments. There
has been no transparent public process associated with
these changes.
Mr Nardella — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, again I bring to your attention that the
honourable member is debating the issue. He is not

Mr BAILLIEU — Thank you, Acting Speaker.
There has been no transparent process. This is not a
matter of how much time I or other members might
have to debate this in the house; it is a matter of how
much time the public has to assess these changes. The
public has not even been told of these changes. They do
not appear on the planning scheme amendments online
on the web site, there has been no public dissemination
and there has been no public exhibition, and we believe
there should be an opportunity for the public to
participate in this process. That is only reasonable.
These changes were introduced on Tuesday; prior to
that they were unknown to anybody other than the
secret society running this operation.
Ratification was said by the government to offer a
higher level of protection. Ratification is in the hands of
the government. For the government to now say, ‘Let’s
bring that forward at the earliest opportunity’, is just
defeating the very purpose of the ratification measures
introduced.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Wynne interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Richmond has had his time.
The member for Hawthorn has the floor.
Mr BAILLIEU — This is a separate process to the
standard revocation or disallowance provisions.
Ratification remains in the hands of the government; to
bring it forward at the earliest opportunity in the
10 sitting days is to defy the government’s own pious
representations when the legislation was brought in.
Revocation is essentially in the hands of the opposition,
because the 10 days can be used at any time for a
member of the opposition raising a motion against any
planning scheme amendment. It is an entirely different
situation.
The member for Melton shouted across the table by
way of interjection earlier, ‘They have had their say’.
How can members of the public have had their say if
they do not even know, if they have not seen these
amendments? It is only reasonable that the amendments
should be on display and that the public should have an
opportunity to participate in this process knowing what
the proposals are.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The government benches!
Mr BAILLIEU — Clearly the government is
agitated about this. Ramming this through the
Parliament at the first opportunity is quite clearly not
what it promised; it is not what the public wants.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):
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GAS INDUSTRY (RESIDUAL PROVISIONS)
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this bill is to amend the Gas Industry
(Residual Provisions) Act 1994 (act) to remove from
Gascor certain statutory powers and obligations.
Gascor was established under the act in 1994 but was
converted into a company registered under the
Corporations Act pursuant to the State Owned
Enterprises Act 1992 in December 1998.
Gascor acts as a gas wholesaler. Its core activity is to
purchase gas from Esso-BHP Billiton and provide it to
Victoria’s private sector gas retailers Origin Energy
(Vic) Pty Ltd, AGL Victoria Pty Ltd and TXU
Australia Pty Ltd (gas retailers).
When the Bracks government was elected in 1999 the
gas industry (apart from Gascor) had passed to private
ownership. Pre-existing contractual arrangements
established as part of the reform process provided the
state with options to require each of the gas retailers to
purchase one-third of the shares in Gascor.
In December 2002 the state exercised these options,
having determined that transfer of Gascor to the gas
retailers was in the public interest. The transfer was
completed in September 2003.
The transfer of Gascor to the gas retailers is wholly
consistent with this government’s objective of ensuring
that Victorians enjoy the benefits of a competitive and
efficient gas industry. Furthermore the transfer has been
achieved without diminution of the independent
regulation of the gas industry. Seminal to this
regulatory regime is the Essential Services Commission
(ESC), the establishment of which was an important
initiative of this government. In particular the ESC has
ongoing powers to oversee gas pricing arrangements.
The mechanisms by which gas prices are set are
unchanged as a result of the transfer of Gascor to the
gas retailers.
Gascor has certain powers and obligations under the
act. These are unrelated to Gascor’s activities as a gas
wholesaler and are of a procedural nature. The retention
of these powers and obligations is inappropriate
following cessation of state ownership of Gascor. There
are two main reasons for this.
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Firstly, the act provides for Gascor to undertake certain
miscellaneous statutory functions such as the
certification of property transfers made by Gascor and
the authorisation of proceedings for offences under the
act. As a matter of policy it is not appropriate for these
functions to be undertaken by private sector entities.
The purpose of this bill is to remove these powers and
obligations from Gascor. Where necessary some
powers will be transferred to the administrator of the
State Electricity Commission of Victoria (SECV), a
state-owned entity.
Secondly, the act contains provisions relating to the
functions and powers of Gascor. As Gascor is now a
privately owned entity these provisions are superfluous
and therefore should be repealed. Most of the sections
identified for repeal in divisions 2, 3 and 4 of part 2 of
the act fall into this category.
I will now provide an outline of the bill.
Sections 1 and 2 of the bill contain preliminary
information. Section 1 includes a statement of the
purpose of the bill, which is to provide for the repeal of
certain redundant provisions in relation to Gascor.
Section 2 provides for commencement of the legislation
on the day after royal assent is received.
Section 3 of the bill repeals or amends redundant
definitions or parts of definitions in the act. These
definitions need to be repealed or altered as a
consequence of the removal of other sections in the act.
Section 4 of the bill repeals division 2 of part 2 of the
act. This division deals with the establishment of
Gascor. It also contains provisions relating to the
functions and powers of Gascor.
Section 5 of the bill repeals certain provisions of
division 3 of part 2 of the act. These provisions enable
the Treasurer to appoint an administrator to Gascor and
also deal with related matters.
Section 6 of the bill repeals division 4 of part 2 of the
act. This division deals with the governance of Gascor.
In particular it contains provisions dealing with the
duties of directors, the giving of directions by the
Treasurer, the obligation to report to the Treasurer and
the obligation to pay dividends to the state.
Section 7 of the bill amends provisions in part 7 of the
act regarding certification functions undertaken by
Gascor. Section 71 of the act enables the chief
executive officer of Gascor (or its subsidiary) to certify
that specified assets or liabilities of Gascor (or the
subsidiary) have been transferred to another entity. A
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certificate so issued is conclusive evidence of the
transfer to which it relates. Certificates of this kind are
most often required to evidence the ownership of
interests in real property, particularly property
easements transferred to privatised gas distributors
during the gas reforms. Under section 79 of the act, the
registrar of titles must recognise a certificate under
section 71 for the purpose of registering an interest in
land.
Under section 7 of the bill this certification function is
transferred to the administrator of the SECV (or such
other person as the Treasurer may appoint). In addition,
the evidentiary value of any certificate issued by Gascor
(or a subsidiary) prior to commencement of the bill is
preserved.
Section 8 of the bill repeals sections 87E(1) and (2) of
the act, which provide for Gascor to give directions to
the trustees of the Gas and Fuel Superannuation Fund.
Section 9 of the bill amends section 88A(1) of the act
by removing from that provision a reference to
section 23 of the act. This amendment is consequential
to the repeal of section 23 under section 6 of the bill.
Section 10 of the bill repeals section 95 of the act.
Section 95 provides for a method of service of
documents on Gascor.
Section 11 of the bill amends section 96 of the act,
which is an evidentiary provision regarding documents
issued by Gascor. The effect of the amendment is to
disapply this provision in relation to documents issued
by Gascor on or after commencement of the bill.
Section 12 of the bill amends section 96A of the act,
which provides for persons to be authorised by Gascor,
the Office of Gas Safety or Vencorp to bring
proceedings for offences under the act. Section 96A is
amended to remove references to Gascor.
Section 13 of the bill amends provisions in part 13A of
the act which enable Gascor to undertake a certification
function similar to that outlined above in the context of
amendments to part 7 of the act. In conformity with
those amendments this certification function is to be
transferred to the administrator of the SECV (or such
other person as the Treasurer appoints).
Section 14 of the bill repeals schedule 1 of the act,
which contains additional regulatory provisions in
relation to governance of Gascor.
I commend the bill to the house.
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Debate adjourned on motion of Dr NAPTHINE
(South-West Coast).

Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — If the member for
South-West Coast is happy to put it through, I will
move for a one-week adjournment, but if he is not I will
say two weeks.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The question is that the debate be adjourned for
two weeks.
Question agreed to and debate adjourned until Thursday,
4 December.

Mr Brumby — We are happy for it to lie over, but
the industry would prefer that it be dealt with.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The adjournment has been discussed and the
debate has been adjourned for two weeks.

FORESTS AND NATIONAL PARKS ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 30 October; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment).

Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — The Forests and
National Parks Acts (Amendment) Bill deals with a
number of amendments to the provisions for forestry in
Victoria and identifies slight changes to the boundaries
of marine national parks on the basis that the
boundaries originally put forward were put forward
mistakenly.
The Liberal Party supports the main intent of the bill,
which is to introduce a new operation called Vicforests,
which will run commercial forestry in the hardwood
and forest areas of Victoria, but it opposes many of the
other provisions in the bill and will register its
opposition to them.
The main purpose of the bill is to separate the
ministerial management of state forests by creating
Vicforests, which will be the commercial arm and will
be supervised by the Minister for Agriculture. The
overall management of the forests will still remain with
the Department of Sustainability and Environment,
under the Minister for Environment.
The other changes in the bill enable the secretary to
delegate powers in the Forests Act to Vicforests, which
is an understandable requirement giving that Vicforests
will have this responsibility. It also provides that the
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government will not be required to supply sawlogs up
to the sustainable yield regardless of demand. The
opposition has immense concerns about this issue,
because it reduces the property rights of licensees by
giving the government broader regulatory powers. This
is a means of supplanting the requirement under the act
and replacing it with regulations which can and will be
changed, thus giving less reliability to the timber
industry in its ability to obtain resources. Other
provisions make minor administrative changes to the
Forests Act, the National Parks Act and the Fisheries
Act.
As I said before, the last part of the bill sets out the
boundaries for the newly formed marine national parks
at Cape Howe, Corner Inlet, Point Addis and the
Twelve Apostles. I have the maps with me, and they
show the boundaries before and after the proposed
amendments. They are minor changes, but it again
shows that even in its administration of marine national
parks the government cannot get it right. It is another
indication that the government is not giving sufficient
attention to the detail. Everyone is bound by the act,
and the users of marine national parks need to know
with certainty whether they are within the park
boundaries. This is a case where four of the boundaries
have had to be re-identified to ensure the identifications
are correct and the boundaries can be clearly seen by
those people using the waters.
I will go through the bill clause by clause, which will
not take long because it is a short bill. I am sure other
speakers will pick up the parts of the bill that I miss out
on. Clause 1, the purposes clause, states that one of the
bill’s main purposes is:
(a) to amend the Forests Act 1958 to provide for supply of
hardwood sawlogs levels not to exceed total sustainable
yield rates …

This is clearly double talk. Where it says ‘not to exceed
total sustainable yield rates’ it means the government
does not have an obligation to supply those licences and
does not have an obligation under the bill to provide the
timber that those licences would otherwise have
required it to provide. An example of this is Dwyer’s
timber mill, a mill in the Midlands forest management
area which has been undersupplied for the past three
years by up to 20 per cent or more. Out of a total of
4900 cubic metres, this year the mill has received just in
excess of 200 cubic metres of sawlogs. Clearly this is a
means by which the government will squeeze out mills
it does not want in the industry. This is an unethical and
underhand way to do it.
The basic purpose of the bill is the reason why the
opposition believes the government should rethink the
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ethics of what it is doing to the timber industry. If it
wants to close down a mill, it should be upfront about it
and close it down. But in this bill it is doing it in a
surreptitious way, using doubletalk, because all it is
saying is that hardwood sawlog levels should not
exceed sustainable yields when in fact what it means is
that the government will not be obliged to meet the
requirements of those mills.
Clause 3 repeals section 5(2) of the Forests Act, which
states:
The covenants conditions and provisions of every lease
licence permit or authority which has any force or effect in
any reserved forest shall be enforced and administered by the
Department and the officers thereof and not by any other
Department or officers.

The reason given for this in the briefing was that this
responsibility will go across to Vicforests. Whether it
does or does not, it will take away the Crown’s
responsibility to meet its obligations under the licences
issued to hardwood operators in Victoria. During the
briefing we were advised that this will not affect
existing licences. To that extent it will not, because the
responsibility is going across to Vicforests, but those
licences will be potentially extraordinarily affected.
Clause 4 refers to long-term hardwood sawlog supply
levels. Section 52A(1) of the Forests Act states:
The Secretary must ensure that, for each timber supply
period, the total hardwood sawlogs supply levels from state
forest in a forest management area equals or is within the
permitted margin of the total of the sustainable yield rates for
that area during that period.

The amendment replaces the words ‘equals or is within
the permitted margin of’ with the words ‘does not
exceed’. That will take away the obligation of the
Crown. This is a serious threat to the hardwood
industry and is another means by which the government
is attempting to remove more and more of the
hardwood logging industry from Victoria. Clause 4(2)
repeals section 52A(2) of the act. Section 52A(2) states:
For the purposes of subsection (1), the permitted margin for a
forest management area in relation to a timber supply period
is 2 per cent above or below the total of the sustainable yield
rates for that area …

That means the requirement is removed.
Clause 5 talks about the incorporation of documents
and inserts into section 99A of the act this subsection:
(2) Regulations made under this Act may apply, adopt or
incorporate any matter contained in any document, code,
standard, rule, specification or method, formulated,
issued, prescribed or published by any other person,
whether —
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(a) wholly or partially or as amended by the
regulations.

You might ask, ‘What does all that mean?’. What it
means is that what was on a code, document or
specification that was regulated by the act can now be
regulated by the regulation. We all know that
regulations can be changed, and if we did not know that
all we would need to do is to look at the same area of
the act, section 99A(b)(i) which says:
to grant a full or partial exemption from any regulation
subject to such reasonable conditions (if any) the Secretary,
employee or authorised officer considers appropriate and to
revoke any such exemption.

Again this clearly shows that this opportunity to take
any matter in a document, code, standard or rule and
convert it to a regulation so that that regulation can then
be changed on the whim of the government reduces the
security of people in the hardwood industry. It is
another indication that the government is taking away
all the security of the hardwood industry in Victoria by
stealth.
We have seen it happen time after time through the
reduction of the areas made available to the industry.
We have seen timber mills close. Two mills in my area
closed, including the Mount Beauty mill, which was at
an enormous cost to that small town. One of the small
mills in Corryong closed, which again was at an
enormous cost to the employment opportunities in that
isolated area, which relies on those sorts of industries.
This is just another indication that the government has
no concern for the industry, and certainly no concern
for those smaller, isolated townships that rely on the
hardwood industry.
Clause 6 talks about the delegation of powers to
Vicforests. With the introduction of Vicforests this
clause is necessary to give the power to act to
Vicforests or those employed by it.
In part 3 we get to the amendments of the National
Parks Act and the Fisheries Act. Clause 7 talks about
the definition of ‘Central Plan Office’ in the National
Parks Act — that is, it changes it from the Department
of Natural Resources and Environment to the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, purely
a minor administrative change to recognise the change
in the name of the department responsible.
Clause 8, entitled ‘Amendment of native title
provision’, again makes minor changes to ensure that is
accommodated. Then we get on clause 9, which
amends the description of Port Campbell under the
National Parks Act. Clause 10 amends the description
of the parks under schedule seven. That, as I said, deals
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with those maps that indicate that all of those areas —
Cape Howe, Corner Inlet, Point Addis and the Twelve
Apostles — have all been changed.
I am delighted to see one of those changes regarding
the Twelve Apostles area, because Clifton Beach — a
very favoured fishing beach for people down there —
was to adjoin the boundary of the marine national park,
but will now still be open to fishing. When this area
was mapped, they got the mapping wrong and put this
beach into the marine national park instead of just
outside it. After due representation by a member for
Western Province in another place, Mr John Vogels,
and the families that have used that fishing beach for a
hundred years or so, the mistake was recognised and
now this change has been made. I think that is
excellent.
The other changes are purely administrative changes to
ensure that the borders are easily recognised. Cape
Howe is a classic case of bad management. The border
of the Cape Howe Marine National Park was to follow
the Victorian-New South Wales border, so it was drawn
at right angles to the coastline. But in fact the
Victorian-New South Wales border, as it goes into
coastal waters, follows the straight line as it hits the
coast, which is not at right angles to the coast. So that
area had to be realigned, and in doing that a comparable
section was taken off the other end of the Cape Howe
Marine National Park to compensate for the change.
The borders of the Corner Inlet Marine National Park
were changed purely to better identify it to give better
opportunities to those people who wanted to know
where the borders were. The same applied with respect
to Point Addis Marine National Park. There was a
change because of an administrative mistake, where the
designated point of what would be the south-east corner
of the national park was shown as 262964 when it
should have been 262694 — again a clerical and a
minor error, but it had to be fixed. That is the basis of
what is in the bill.
I would like to talk more about what has happened to
the industry as a result of the approach this government
has taken on the issue of import replacement. Victoria
has a sustainable hardwood logging industry. The
reduction in the amount of timber we are harvesting —
the hardwood we are not producing that we used to
produce — is being replaced by imported rainforest
timbers from Malaysia even to build our homes,
because we simply cannot get enough hardwood
timber. The Victorian Association of Forest Industries
says about this:
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Some Victorians seem hell bent on shutting down one of the
best harvesting industries in the world … to import rainforest
timbers …

A few other comments are very pertinent:
… industry research found that twice as many people would
rather increase local timber production and cut imports …
20 years of constant pressure from activists has resulted in
barring most of the forest areas to industry …

The association says that currently Australia has a
$2 billion trade deficit in timber and paper products. It
continues:
The latest federal government figures indicate that 83 per cent
of the hardwood Australia imports is rainforest timber, most
from Malaysia and Indonesia.

It goes on to say that Victoria imports about
24 000 cubic metres of hardwood a year and:
Last year we saw the industry cut by 30 per cent across the
state, and more cuts are expected as a result of last summer’s
bushfires … we are limiting long-term access to just 10 per
cent of the forest —

which means that that 10 per cent, too, is very
susceptible to fires. Those are the comments made by
the industry itself, and I think the government would do
well to recognise that while we are reducing the
harvestable hardwood industry in Victoria, we are
dramatically increasing the importation of timber from
rainforest areas in South-East Asia, particularly from
Malaysia and Indonesia, and these forests are
irreplaceable.
I want to talk about some of the other things that have
happened and comments I have received from Norman
Endacott, who is a retired forester and someone the
industry holds in very high regard. He said:
I am very disappointed at … the remorseless growth of the
corrosive … community forest management phenomenon
over the last year. I have christened the CFM the weapon of
mass destruction in the forestry context.

For those members who do not know what the
community forest management project is, it is this
government’s determination to give the responsibility
of managing some of the hardwood forest areas in
Victoria to a community group that has no
understanding of managing the hardwood industry.
Norman Endacott also said:
Bracks’s lying statement of 11 November 2002, that
sawmillers in the Wombat and Otways forests need have no
concerns because there is an abundance of mature or
near-mature hardwood plantations in south-west Victoria
ready for them to move in to —
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is obviously untrue. There are not those hardwood
forests and plantations ready for the industry to move
into, and I will deal with that later. Those comments
deal with the industry on behalf of those two forest
areas — that is, the introduction of the community
forest management program, which is making the
Wombat Forest and the Midlands Forest areas almost
totally unsustainable for the mills that draw their timber
from them.

How is Vicforests going to accommodate the fact that
the people within the DSE who are responsible for
supplying logs to the industry are the very same people
who are trying to minimise the amount of hardwood
coming out of the forest areas in Victoria? That is going
to be an enormously difficult job for the people on the
independent board that has been appointed to run
Vicforests. I wish them well because I think they have a
very important responsibility.

In the few minutes remaining to me I will touch on a
few issues that I think are important and are either in
the bill or pertinent to the industry. The bill removes an
important section of timber licences. In the past the
government was required to supply minimum
allocation of 70 per cent or a maximum of 130 per cent
in any year, and it could supply no more than 110 per
cent as a five-year average. This meant mills knew that
they had that guarantee of supply of that timber. As I
said, Dwyer’s Sawmill is an example of where the
government is falling down on its responsibilities in this
respect.

Another area of interest is that the Environment
Protection Authority has been asked to conduct
independent audits on the timber harvesting for a year;
yet there has been no report on the effectiveness of the
EPA’s performance, despite the fact that it has had to
hire specialists to do the audits. The EPA is an odd
choice, because to my knowledge it does not have
specific knowledge of the timber industry. I cannot
quite fathom why the EPA was chosen to conduct these
independent audits. I would have thought there would
be far more opportune bodies with the expertise to do
that without having to hire specialists. It will be
interesting to see what those independent reports come
up with.

Another important issue worth remembering is that the
arrangements determined under the regional forest
agreement process, the RFAs, with the special
protection and management zones were there in order
to meet any unexpected requirement that the industry
might need should the areas designated for the industry
to draw its timber from be unavailable for it to do so.
Clearly the government has completely bypassed this
provision in the RFAs. It is another indication that the
government is hell bent on reducing the amount of
timber available. Thirty mills have been closed because
of the Our Forests, Our Future process introduced by
the government over the past four years.
The second-reading speech, which talked about Our
Forests, Our Future, suggested that everything has gone
well. In fact 119 contractors are still not assessed and
only 37 contractors have been paid out, so clearly
despite the rhetoric coming from the government that
its policy has worked well, the industry itself is
suffering. For an acknowledgement of that one only
needs to read the Auditor-General’s report of October
2003.
It is important to note that we now have a change in the
management of the forests. Now we have Vicforests
looking after the commercial arm of the industry, but
we still have the Department of Sustainability and
Environment responsible for the secure supply of logs.
DSE is also the body which is trying to minimise the
amount of timber being made available to the industry,
and that puts in complete conflict these two arms within
the government ranks managing the industry.

In the last few minutes of my contribution I will touch
on the election promise of this government to close
down the Otways. This is again a contradiction in
terms, because the Otways have been shown through
the regional forest agreement process to be the most
sustainable hardwood logging area in Victoria. To say
that its transition to plantation would be made by 2008
is clearly incorrect; there are no plantations for the
industry to go to. In making that announcement the
Premier confused the issue with the prolific blue gum
plantations which are primarily for the production of
chips and pulp and are not planted for hardwood
logging. They are too close together, they have not been
thinned and they are not going to be available for the
industry. Certainly the industry cannot move to
hardwood logging in those plantations by the year
2008.
It is interesting to note in the second-reading speech of
the forests bill that a 32 per cent reduction of hardwood
sawlog volumes has occurred. The difficulty is that
there is only one productive hardwood plantation
forestry operating and that is in the Strzelecki Ranges.
The others will take between 20 and 30 years before
they come into production and the promise that this
government has made that we can convert to hardwood
forestry within the plantation industry cannot be
sustained. I think it is of enormous concern throughout
the industry that the government is relying on that.
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Finally, I would like to raise the last issue of
importance — that is, of firefighting in forest areas. The
industry has been depleted of its machinery and all
those people who know the forests, have worked in the
forests and have all that extraordinary knowledge. Next
time we have a major fire in the forest areas we will not
have those people to assist us to overcome them.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I rise to speak on
the legislation before the house, but I would be less than
honest if I did not say that many people in country
Victoria and other areas have grave concerns about the
future of the hardwood industry within the state of
Victoria. I listened with a great deal of interest to the
member for Benambra and his overview of the
legislation and the concerns he expressed for the future
of the Victorian timber industry. I note the
investigations into the legislation which the National
Party has undertaken, and the Honourable Peter Hall in
another place has certainly undertaken further
investigations into the legislation and its impact not
only on the industry but also on the economy of
Victoria.
In looking at the details contained in the legislation I do
not want to deal with it clause by clause as that is sure
to be discussed in the committee stage, although many
members will be aware that we rarely have committee
stages now. Going back in history I recall having great
debates in this house during the second-reading stage
when we would talk about the general principles of the
legislation and then go into committee where we would
discuss in detail the various clauses of the legislation.
However, the changes to how we handle legislation in
this Parliament have been made and accepted, and that
may be a subject for a debate in the future.
The purpose of the bill is to provide amendments to the
Forests Act and the Conservation, Forests and Lands
Act to enable Vicforests to perform separately the
function previously undertaken by the Department of
Sustainability and Environment. It makes superficial
changes to long-term hardwood sawlog supply levels,
and there are amendments to the National Parks Act
which, as referred to by the member for Benambra,
make minor changes to marine park boundaries.
I agree with the comments he made. You would think
they would get it right when it came to looking at the
boundaries for national parks. The recent box iron-bark
legislation included an area around Eldorado in my
electorate. Contained within the national park was some
private land that would have prevented a particular
person in Eldorado getting access to his property. When
I raised this with then Environment Conservation
Council representatives they agreed with me that they
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had made a mistake with the boundaries of the park,
and they confirmed the difficulty they have had in
determining the boundaries and being entirely accurate.
I have seen many extensions to national parks in
Victoria over the years. Many people would not be
aware that in the 1970s important changes were made
by the Liberal government that extended our national
parks. Those changes were supported by all sides of the
Parliament. But in the early 1980s I recall seeing a map
which indicated the changes and extensions to national
parks that were to be pressed for over the coming years.
When I looked at that map I said, ‘That is an
impossibility. They will never get a range of parks
across Victoria that runs from southern New South
Wales right through to the western part of the state’.
But that has been achieved because of the development
and extension of national parks we saw through the
1980s and the 1990s and the further extensions of the
national parks under the current government.
I express some concerns as to how far we can go in
declaring national parks across the whole of Victoria
when the government is not prepared to provide
funding so that they can be managed appropriately and
effectively. Indeed that was part of the problem with the
huge fires which developed in north-eastern Victoria
earlier this year, which has been mentioned in the
reports made by the Victorian and federal governments
about the fires.
It is interesting to look at the changes to the timber
industry in recent times. It is worth putting on the
record that we have seen a 30 per cent reduction in the
timber industry over the last 12 months. We have seen
the value of many businesses undermined. In his
second-reading notes the minister indicated that
30 mills had closed recently. Many have closed, not
because they wanted to but because of the changes
implemented by the Victorian government that have
forced them to move out of that business. We have lost
industry people, and we have lost resources.
There is no provision for the appropriate expansion of
the timber industry within the state of Victoria,
particularly as it relates to hardwood. We should be
aware that it is a renewable resource. I ask the question:
where is the government’s commitment to the timber
industry? I suggest that it has little commitment to the
expansion of the industry in Victoria. You could say
there has been an abandonment of the timber industry
generally given the tardiness in putting Vicforests into
place and ensuring that we have a sustainable future for
the industry.
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It is worth while putting on the record some statistics in
relation to the industry. I read with interest the recent
annual report of the Victorian Association of Forest
Industries, one page of which shows the areas in
Victoria that are forested. Of a total area of 22 700 000
hectares Victoria has 7 935 000 hectares of forests.
Private forests cover 1 298 000 hectares, so the
remaining public forest area is 6 637 000. If you break
that down further, Crown land in restricted areas covers
331 850 hectares; conservation reserves — in other
words, national parks et cetera — cover
4 276 844 hectares; and multiple-use forests cover
2 085 156 hectares. The land environmentally available
for harvesting — that is, the area available to the
industry, amounts to 17 per cent of the public forest, or
1 118 000 hectares. The bottom line is that the land
suitable and available for harvesting reduces to
676 159 000 hectares, which is 10 per cent of the public
forest area we have in Victoria. That is what is available
for the timber industry in the state.
That indicates clearly the difficulty the timber industry
is facing in Victoria. Where does it go? How does it go
forward? How does the hardwood industry become
sustainable when we have policies implemented by the
state government that do not support its development
and continued sustainability?
I mentioned that we have seen a reduction in the
industry of 30 per cent, with no provision for
expansion. The government walked away from the
western regional forest agreement, which was
mentioned by the member for Benambra, even though a
logical growth path had been provided for the Otway
forest. Do we shift to plantations? Now, apparently, that
is not being considered. The industry wants the
government to commit to security of tenure for
sustainable yields that are sustainable for the industry
and sustain the industry. There is no legislation
providing for the regional forest agreements. The
federal government has passed legislation in relation to
it, as have the New South Wales and Tasmanian
governments, yet we do not see any commitment from
the Victorian government.
The government has been quick to downsize the timber
industry, but really it is indicating that there is no future
for the industry. Where is the commitment from the
government to the future of the industry? It is just
taking people out. This removes all pretence that the
government will ensure supply and ensure the
continuation of the industry into the future. There is
nothing on regional forest agreements and no growth
strategy. How does the government intend to indicate
that it will support the future of this industry?
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These are the questions that have been put to me by a
range of people I have talked to in the industry, not only
in north-eastern Victoria, where my electorate of
Murray Valley is, but in other parts of the state. They
have difficulty understanding where the government is
going and what it is doing to ensure that they have a
sustainable hardwood industry in the future — which
can be sustainable because of the resources which we
have and which we can develop as we go.
I see danger in the establishment of Vicforests. The
question is whether it is being set up to fail. The
government is setting up Vicforests and separating it
from the department, but the department will indicate
the areas which can be utilised by the timber industry,
particularly for hardwood production. How is the
government going to provide sawlogs into the future?
How will it provide the commitment to the industry
indicated in the second-reading speech.
The department is looking after forestry arrangements,
yet we are seeing a transfer to Vicforests. How will that
arrangement work, and how will it be effective?
Through the information contained in the
second-reading speech and its actions in recent years,
particularly over the last 12 months, the government
has shown no real commitment to the industry. How
will the government provide assurances for the future?
Those are the questions that need to be asked, because
licences are running out and there is no security of
tenure. How does the government see the future of the
industry in general?
In passing it is worth while mentioning the situation in
north-eastern Victoria. Over a million hectares were
consumed in the fires earlier this year. There is no
doubt that the major observation contained in both the
Esplin report to the Victorian government and the
federal government report is that fuel reduction burns
have not been appropriately undertaken by the
department. These could and should have been put in
place, and they would have assisted in the reduction
and containment of those fires. The report also
commented on management in the fire services and
how the forests should be managed.
It is interesting to note what damage the fires caused
and what timber could be used from the areas that were
burnt out. Because of the jettisoning of contractors and
the lack of contractors generally in Victoria we will
have a problem getting people to salvage that timber.
People who are well versed in this area have indicated
that it is difficult to get into areas to remove the timber.
Special expertise is needed, and there are special
problems. Contractors are not prepared to go into those
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areas, yet there is a huge amount of timber that could be
salvaged.
Last night I spoke to a constituent of mine who has read
the two reports extensively, and he talked to me about
the coming fire season. There will be huge difficulties
in the fire season, and fires will occur in the flat country
as well as in the high country. We should look at the
lack of fire protection measures, particularly along
roadside reserves. You only need to drive into the
country areas to understand the great difficulties we are
going to have in fire management in the summer
season.
That is a side issue and not really related to the
legislation, but the results of the fires and their adverse
effects on the timber industry are an important issue for
us in north-eastern Victoria.
Mr Crutchfield interjected.
Mr JASPER — The member talks about a long
bow, but you see it when you live in parts where the
fires take place, and I said that was in the high country
generally, where the timber industry is, and I relate it to
the flat country where we have got huge potential
problems because of the growth that has taken place
through this winter. The fires will extend into other
areas, and the problems people experienced in the fires
in north-eastern Victoria will also be faced in the other
areas unless there is appropriate management by the
department and local government.
I read with interest the second-reading speech; it is all
spin and rhetoric. I got halfway through and realised it
was all being repeated. Realistically, one could criticise
the minister’s speech. He hung his hat on national
competition policy, and it is worth while reading a
couple of remarks from the speech, which states:
It also fulfils one of the recommendations of the national
competition policy review of the Forests Act, by ensuring that
the government is not required to supply sawlogs up to the
sustainable yield level regardless of demand. This also means
that the government will not have to sell timber regardless of
the ability of the forest to supply certain species and grades.

I believe the government will use national competition
policy to further reduce and undermine the industry, not
strengthen it as it should. Apparently the government is
showing no sign of an obligation and giving no
guarantees about the continued supply of timber to the
industry. How does the government intend to meet
those requirements if it continues to use the sort of
information that is contained in the second-reading
speech?
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The speech is just rhetoric. It talks about the
implementation of the government’s new vision for
sustainable forest management and the sustainable
native timber industry, yet people in the industry see no
evidence of what the department is doing. The
government is hanging its hat on setting up Vicforests,
but Vicforests will have difficulty in operating
effectively when it is under the government’s control
through the Department of Sustainability and
Environment, which will dictate what timber is
available. Turning to the document Our Forests, Our
Future — —
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr JASPER — I will be interested to hear the
member’s comments. Perhaps she should visit
north-eastern Victoria to get a broader vision about
some of the things that happened earlier this year and
speak to people in the industry who have been really
devastated by some of the actions that have been taken.
Eighty million dollars in funding has been provided by
the state government in a buy-back program, yet we see
over 100 people in Gippsland — and the member for
Benambra mentioned 119 people — who still have not
been paid out. Where has the money gone? When will
the contractors be paid out? Is that the way the industry
should be going? Thirty mills have closed down — the
government said in an orderly manner. I suggest that
that is not good for the industry. They are the sorts of
things the government should be looking at.
The bill uses national competition policy to implement
the government’s policy, which will not assist a
sustainable industry.
Then there is reference to the functions of Vicforests,
the multi-use of forests and proper stewardship — but
we do not see that. The government is talking about, it
but we do not see any action being taken. The
second-reading notes do not tell us anything about what
the future of the industry will be.
I will read one other paragraph that is worth reading
into Hansard because it sums up the government’s
attitude to the hardwood timber industry in Victoria:
The government is mindful of the industry’s position that
longer term timber entitlements strengthen the incentives for
investment in capital plant and equipment, innovative
technologies, value adding and marketing.

But I suggest to the house that there is no real
commitment to the industry. I suggest the government
talk to the people in the industry: they do not see any
future, and there are many reasons for their taking that
view.
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In summary, it is worth while mentioning some of the
areas of concern that have been expressed to the
National Party and some of the party’s concerns for this
industry, which is important to the economy of the state
of Victoria and of country Victoria.
These are the actions that I see — you might like to call
them achievements, but I do not like to call them that: a
cut to the industry by 30 per cent; abandonment of the
regional forest agreements; no growth strategy; no
pricing or allocation system; no security of tenure —
instead of Our Forests, Our Future it should be Our
Forests, No Future; painfully slow on salvage, which I
mentioned earlier; a denial for most of the year of fuel
reduction until it is too late for this season. That sums
up the situation as far as the National Party is
concerned.
The legislation is minimal in what it contains and what
it does. We need to see a real commitment from the
government for the future of an important industry for
Victoria. We in the National Party will continue to
support sustainable forests in country Victoria so we
can have a sustainable hardwood timber industry that
will assist with the economy and the development of
this state.
I agree we have to have it in balance — we accept
that — but the way it has been going in recent years the
industry has been devastated by the actions that have
been taken. We need changes by the government that
will give the industry a sustainable future and will be
great for the economy of Victoria.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — It is a pleasure to
contribute today to the debate on the Forests and
National Parks Act (Amendment) Bill. I would like to
thank the members for Benambra and Murray Valley
for their contributions, because they have spent
50 minutes outlining the difficulties faced by all
Victorians in ensuring that we have a sustainable forest
timber industry into the future.
To come back to the bill at hand, it makes very small
changes. I will talk for a couple of minutes on clause 3,
which repeals section 5(2) of the Forests Act. This is
necessary because Vicforests has been established as a
state body under the State Owned Enterprises Act 1993
and it has been established independently of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment to
manage timber resources in Victorian state forests on a
commercial basis. As such Vicforests will be required
to undertake some of the functions set out in the Forests
Act 1958, so this clause is very important to ensure that
Vicforests can do its job. Section 5(2) is an impediment
to Vicforests carrying out particular functions around
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enforcement and administration of the conditions of
sawlog licences.
Clause 4 amends section 52A of the Forests Act 1958
by placing an absolute cap on hardwood supply levels.
It enables hardwood sawlog supply levels to be below
the cap without breaching the act. This amendment was
a recommendation of the national competition policy
review. I wondered whether the member for Murray
Valley thought the government should ignore the
recommendations of the national competition policy
committee.
In his contribution the member for Benambra made
some comments that I am sure my colleague the
member for Macedon will take up concerning the
Wombat State Forest community management
committee and management plan. He seemed to think
that the community had no role in the management of
our forests, national resource though that forest may be,
and that the whole management structure that has been
put in place is destined for doom. With a lack of
support from half the political operatives in this state
we will have to ensure that that management structure
succeeds. It is appalling that the community is seen as
having no role in the management of its own precious
natural resources.
I will briefly make some comments on the amendments
to the marine parks, because I feel that very little will be
said about these important amendments. Clause 9
amends the description of the Port Campbell National
Park to clarify that the intertidal area excised from the
Twelve Apostles Marine National Park because of
clause 10 is part of the Port Campbell National Park,
and it is obviously a simple correction to the description
of the land.
Clause 10 makes minor corrections to four marine
national parks — Cape Howe, Corner Inlet, Port
Addison and the Twelve Apostles. The park boundaries
reflect the agreed positions between the government
and the opposition and do not represent a change at all
in government policy on marine national parks. With
those brief comments I commend the bill to the house.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — It gives me great
pleasure to speak today on the Forests and National
Parks (Amendment) Bill. It has been absolutely
fascinating to listen to both the member for Benambra
and the member for Murray Valley go through what
they see as the flaws in this government’s management
of forests. I have to say after listening to them that it
sends a shiver down my spine to think that the
opposition spokespeople on the environment should
have such views. It should be frightening to every
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person concerned with the environment of this state to
hear some of the comments that have been made by the
previous speakers from both opposition parties.
They seem to think, particularly the member for
Benambra, that the issue of sustainable yield is
completely irrelevant to the timber industry, that
regardless of sustainable yield the timber industry
would have a future. I am here to say — and I am sure
most people in the industry would agree — that both
members have no future with unsustainable logging.
There is no future for anybody in unsustainable
logging. Sustainable yield figures are not some sort of
political construct to thwart the industry. ‘Let us not let
science stand in the way of a good story’ is how to sum
up what they have said on this bill.
As the member who represented a large part of the
community that was concerned about the Wombat State
Forest, I will give the chamber a brief run-down of
where we were in 1999 and where we are today with
the Wombat State Forest. In 1999 we had a level of
logging that as it turned out was 80 per cent above
sustainable levels.
So we were massively overlogging the Wombat State
Forest. We were producing enormous quantities of
residual timber, most of which was being woodchipped.
We had massive community concern over the
applications of the Code of Forest Practice. People were
concerned, not just about the volumes of logging, but
the way in which that timber was being removed from
the Wombat forest. There was an absolute feeling of
alienation in the community that surrounded the
Wombat forest, which has one of the greatest interfaces
between a forest and a community of any forest in
Victoria. There are small towns that are scattered
throughout the area surrounding the forest. These
people saw this as their forest, and they were extremely
concerned about the ongoing management of it.
What do we have today? Today we have sustainable
levels of logging — an 80 per cent reduction in the
yield in the Wombat forest. The member for Benambra
seems to think that sustainable yield figures have
nothing to do with the timber industry. The timber
industry has absolutely no future if logging is not
sustainable. We also have an end to woodchipping in
the Wombat State Forest. For many people who saw
woodchipping as a complete waste of a valuable timber
resource, this has been fantastic news.
We have also introduced a trial of community
management in the Wombat forest. The member for
Benambra seems to think the community has no
knowledge — no ability — to do any of this. As the
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shadow Minister for Environment I think he needs to
move slightly out of Benambra and look at world
practice. When he looks at world practice he will see
that community management is being adopted by many
countries around the world — countries like Canada
and the United States. Many countries are now
adopting community management. But I suspect that
this is a little too progressive for the thinking of the
Liberal and National parties.
The member for Benambra also made the claim that the
community has no knowledge to perform any of these
tasks. Let me remind the member for Benambra that the
department continued to allow logging at a rate of, I
think at that stage, 40 000 cubic metres, when members
of our local community were saying, ‘This is wrong.
We have done the figures, we visit this forest every
single day, we live in this forest, we have been studying
wood utilisation plans, and we have been looking at the
entire forest’. Some people for 10 or 15 years had an
intimate knowledge of that forest. They said, ‘This is
wrong; this is being overlogged’.
The member for Benambra would describe these
people as ignorant. Who was right? The local
community was right. Virtually every single thing local
people said and expressed concern about was correct.
They were proven correct. So it is very difficult and
galling for me to sit here and listen to the member for
Benambra make what I believe are totally ignorant
remarks. I invite him to come to the Wombat forest to
see some of the involvement of the community in the
management of that forest. That is not to say there is
not a role for the Department of Sustainability and
Environment; there is a huge role for DSE, and it is
very involved in the pilot of this community
management.
I present that as a way of explanation of where we
started from and where we are now with the
implementation of Our Forests, Our Future. I would
like to congratulate the previous Minister for
Environment and Conservation and the current Minister
for Environment for taking these hard decisions.
Having heard the previous speakers we understand that
these are very difficult decisions to make. Access to a
natural resource must always be based on sound
science, not on the desire to protect an industry. Of
course this government is committed to a sustainable
and ongoing timber industry, but it cannot be done
without the resource. You cannot separate licence
allocations from resource. As much as the members for
Benambra and Murray Valley would like to see timber
licences continue to be given out, regardless of what is
available, when figures are introduced that suggest that
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levels are unsustainable, licences must be reduced.
There is no other way of doing it. The licences must be
reduced. Yes, we know it is a renewable resource, but I
would like to ask the member for Benambra how long
he thinks it takes to grow a sawlog. I can assure the
member for Benambra that it takes more than about
20 years; it takes many, many years.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms DUNCAN — Yes, he may live in the
north-west, but he does not live in the Wombat forest. I
would ask all members to come and see what is
happening in the Wombat forest.
I am very proud of the Bracks government’s
commitment to our forests. It has taken hard decisions
based on science and it has committed $80 million to
implementing this package. Yet the opposition suggests
that it is not committed to a timber industry. As I said at
the beginning, there is no future for anybody in an
unsustainable timber industry. The member for Murray
Valley still claims that we have shut it down. What we
have done is brought it to a sustainable level. The
Bracks government should be congratulated for that,
and I commend this bill to the house.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — The Forests and
National Parks Acts (Amendment) Bill in my view is
an opportunity lost. During the last election the timber
industry debate was quite intense in my area. As I have
one of the largest parts of the sawlog and forest
industries in my electorate — 80 per cent of my
electorate is either national park or state forest, and it is
an extremely large portion, about 14 per cent, of the
state — any of the timber industry issues directly
impact on my constituents and communities.
One of the issues that came up before the last election
during the Our Forests, Our Future sustainable yield
reductions was that whilst most of my communities
reluctantly accepted that they needed to reduce the
sawlog harvest out of our forests, it did not come
without pain. It is incredibly painful for communities
like Orbost, which have a large reliance on the timber
industry. One of the things that came forward regularly
was the real need to make the industry capable of
investing in its future by providing resource security.
Whilst it recognised the need to reduce the harvest, the
offset could have been a real positive for our
community in delivering resource security by basically
putting into legislation the regional forest agreement
(RFA) areas — the areas that are available for sawlog
harvest. While we recognise that sustainable yield can
be affected by a whole range of things — and that is
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difficult to put down in legislation — the areas that are
set aside should have been put into legislation as being
available for the harvest of timber.
One of the offsets of not doing this is that there is very
little willingness from the people in the timber industry
to reinvest in the industry. It is one of the really
damaging things within my area. I heard the honourable
member who spoke previously talk about the wasted
resource in woodchipping. In my area a large portion of
the timber that comes out, because of the low grade of a
lot of the forests we are harvesting, is put onto trucks,
carted to a railway depot, taken to Geelong, and
exported as woodchips. A large portion of that timber
could be used for other products and those other
products would have a greater value to our community
and to the Victorian community and would provide
jobs and investment in our area.
The classic example of that investment is the Dormit
mill, and congratulations to the previous minister. The
Dormit company put a really good facility up there. It is
using E grade timber and processing it. Those E grade
logs are small logs that come out of the ash forest.
That type of equipment costs money to put in — a
minimum investment of about $10 million. No-one will
put that type of money into a business. I do not think
any members of this place would invest more than
$10 million, maybe $20 million, in a business unless
they had reasonable certainty of supply.
Basically the industry as it is has stalled. It does not
have faith in governments guaranteeing that in the
future it will be able to harvest native forest. The single
biggest thing it is after is a legislative framework which
recognises and protects the areas set out in the regional
forest agreements. That could be done with state and
federal legislation and would protect the investment
that is needed to make sure we get the best value out of
a very valuable resource. That opportunity has been lost
in this legislation.
Another issue is the reductions as a result of Our
Forests, Our Future and how that has impacted on my
community. It is acknowledged that most of the
workers have received compensation and a lot of them
have gone back into jobs, which is good, so in that
sense it has had minimum impact. But a lot of people
have gone to jobs interstate, which means we have lost
a lot of our community leaders, and that is not good.
There are still some people who have missed out on
this.
A company whose name has been raised often in this
place and the other place is Sum Straight Timbers. It
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had a niche market, buying sawn timber and
reprocessing it. Because the mills it purchased its sawn
timber from took the adjustment packages, it can no
longer source that timber and unfortunately has missed
out. Although the business was almost totally destroyed
by the reductions, it has not received any adjustment
package. The haulers that cart chips to the chip mill at
Eden have been seriously impacted on as well.
There are solutions to some of these things. I have
written to the minister about how we can put the
long-term interests of the industry forward. The
government needs to investigate a number of things.
For example, it needs to do a good business plan to
attract investment in that E grade resource in mixed
species forests.
Other things the government needs to look at include
the impact of the current reliance on the export
woodchip market; alternative uses for low-grade
resource, because they are there; the opportunities that
may exist in processing E grade logs; and what volume
of E grade and low-grade timber is available, and at
what cost — and maybe we need to reduce the cost and
be transparent about it. There will be a benefit to the
community if we can use that resource for other jobs.
Why are we requiring mills to pay a higher price than
woodchip costs just to run it over a saw?
The government needs to assess the product’s market
potential. A lot of information is available, and some
companies do a very good job in sawing low-grade
timber for flooring and other furniture products. The
government needs to look at community-benefit
comparisons between the current use and any potential
increased uses of that sawn timber as well as the
potential of additional employment and what businesses
may be willing to invest in. I have written to the
minister with regard to that, and I hope the government
will take up those suggestions.
Mr Perton — Have they written back?
Mr INGRAM — That is a good question. I often
correspond with the minister. I have recently talked to
my office, and they have responded to that. What I am
asking for is a firm commitment on delivering that.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr INGRAM — The member for Doncaster should
cease interjecting.
Mr Perton — Just tell us.

Thursday, 20 November 2003

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Doncaster! This is not an opportunity
for a conversation.
Mr INGRAM — One of the other issues in the bill
is the plantation incentive strategies. I have organised a
meeting with some of my constituents and the adviser
to the minister in relation to the plantations. There has
been a vast increase in plantations in the northern part
of my electorate in and around the Deddick and Tubbut
areas, which is having a serious impact on those rural
communities. The area of land there is not large, and
the company, Willmott Forests, has increased its
plantation significantly in those areas. Because most of
that area is public land and the rural communities are
very small, any loss from those communities has a
major impact.
I would like to think that the government would put a
hold on any further development of pine plantations in
that area, not only because of the environmental
impacts but also because of the loss of water yield —
and that is recognised as something that may come out
of the water green paper. We should not be allowing
rampant development of plantations in areas that are in
seriously sensitive catchments. The Snowy River is
obviously in a stressed water yield catchment, and it is
important that we do not allow the horse to bolt before
we shut the gate.
I support the bill. There are a number of things in it that
will go forward. But I restate that it represents a lost
opportunity to send the clearest message possible about
sustainable yields and government support. Finally,
Vicforests will soon be set up as part of this bill.
Anywhere in my electorate would be a good spot for
that because of its heavy reliance on the timber
industry. I would like to think that that would be given
close consideration.
Mr Perton — Acting Speaker, I draw your attention
to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.

Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — I thank
the member for Doncaster for bringing in an audience
to hear my speech on the Forests and National Parks
Acts (Amendment) Bill, which I too support.
I note the speeches of the previous two members. The
member for East Gippsland has a significant part of the
industry in his electorate; ditto for the member for
Macedon and the Wombat Forest, which relates
directly to my electorate. The same issues she discussed
are pertinent to the Otway National Park. It was an
issue we went to the election on, and it was part of the
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Our Forests, Our Future policy in terms of designating
an Otway National Park from Anglesea through to
Cape Otway. It was resoundingly supported in the
electorate and certainly resoundingly supported from
Geelong to Warrnambool.
The Otways, as members should be well aware, form
the water catchment for Geelong, Colac and
Warrnambool. Considerable issues were raised about
logging in water catchments, and in particular the future
of logging in the national park. The policy is to
phase-out logging in national parks by 2008, and we are
currently negotiating a voluntary licence reduction, as
alluded to by other members, in respect of Calco
Timber. I am hopeful there will shortly be some
announcement with respect to the Calco licence.
Murnane’s has indicated that it will continue to log
until 2008. It has taken a hard-nosed attitude to
overturning the government’s decision about a national
park in the Otways. I take this opportunity to remind
Murnane’s that the government is committed to this,
that the process is in train, that it will continue and that
there will be a national park in the Otways with or
without the cooperation of Murnane’s. I strongly advise
Murnane’s to look at the $80 million of incentives the
government is making available to buy the licences of
companies affected by national parks or the reduction
in hardwood sawlogs. Murnane’s is a shareholder of
Midway, which is a rather large woodchip exporter
based in Geelong.
Other members have alluded to sawlogs coming from
their electorates and being exported. It has been
woodchip driven. Right across the state, particularly in
the Otways, that has been the economic driver for the
timber industry. Fortunately there are other ways for the
industry to value add.
I refer to my time as the mayor of the City of Greater
Geelong. With the support of the state government and
the Department of Treasury and Finance and the
support of the Geelong business network we went on an
excursion to Korea coordinated by Street Ryan. The
timber network had firms from Warrnambool, Colac
and Gippsland East — including Hancock’s, which
members will be familiar with — that were involved.
We looked at expanding the value adding of timber,
whether hardwood or softwood. There was some
progressive thinking on that. There are some
progressive firms that understand that we do have to
confine the industry and ensure its longevity. It is not
about decimating the industry or removing it from
Victoria; it is about ensuring that it is sustainable. In
that respect the government is ensuring it will continue
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to be an economic driver in areas where it can be
utilised.
Other areas have benefited from programs such as the
timber towns program. A number of projects have been
allocated to areas in Polwarth, just outside my
electorate. The Forrest township has received some
$126 000; Lavers Hill, $259 000; Birregurra township,
$165 000; and the Old Beechy Trail, a tourist attraction
of some note, has received $53 000. It is not a one-way
street, and it is not about what some members,
members of the National Party in particular, have
suggested, the decimation of the industry.
The government recognises that there needs to be
compensation for affected licence-holders. The
government has allocated $9 million for a plantation
incentive strategy, and there are incentives for towns
that have been impacted on negatively. I have touched
on just a few. I know there are a number of other
speakers on the bill. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I rise to speak on
the Forests and National Parks Acts (Amendment) Bill,
and in the limited time available I want to refer to some
issues that are relevant to my electorate and the issue of
the delegation of powers to Vicforests. I make it quite
clear that I am a strong supporter of Vicforests. It
provides a way forward to the future for the timber
industry and the harvesting side of it.
We are all aware of the complete and utter failure of the
seven dark years of the Kennett government regarding
the timber industry, even though many people in the
industry made it clear to the Kennett government that
there were problems. They made it clear that there was
significant overlogging in some areas. The Kennett
government believed strongly that you could dig a hole
in the ground and put your head in it and pretend there
was no problem. It would not acknowledge that the
issue was a problem.
The Bracks government initiated a review of the
resources available and found out that the industry was
overlogging available resources by 30 per cent across
the state, and in my area by 50 per cent. That meant the
government had to go through an extremely difficult
restructuring process. My electorate has not been
immune to that. Mills have closed, contractors are out
of work and workers have lost their jobs. Negotiating
these changes is a very difficult situation.
I thank those in the timber industry who are working
with us on this. Not all the issues have been resolved,
but we are at the tail end of dealing with the contracting
issue, which is close to being resolved. However, I
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thank all of those involved, including the contractors,
for their perseverance and patience during this difficult
time while the industry is undergoing this restructuring.
There are some future benefits, because we will end up
with a sustainable industry. People will be aware that
the resources are available, which will mean we will
have proper investment in the industry and improve the
focus on value adding. There are some good mills
working strongly on value adding and more are
innovative.
The member for Gippsland East said that we have a
problem in sending woodchips overseas made from
timber sawmills would love to use for furniture
manufacturers. It has not worked properly. There has
been a wrong assessment of timber. I remember seeing
a magazine publicising a truck taking timber to a
sawmill in Geelong for woodchips. The sawmill owner
looking at the photo said to me, ‘I could take that
timber, put it through my mill and make magnificent
hardwood logs that we could create jobs out of’. The
industry is restructuring in a way that will enable us to
properly utilise the hardwood resource we have. There
is no benefit in shipping jobs overseas by sending
woodchips overseas. We want proper usage of our
timber. The delegation of powers to Vicforests will
enable Vicforests to have an active role in the future of
the timber industry. The delegation of powers will be
covered by the term ‘Vicforests’ being added to
section 3 of the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act,
and section 11 of that act will also use that term. That
will better reflect the reality of the establishment of
Vicforests and the focus it will have in the industry.
It will also enable the government to meet some of the
key national competition policies. Our Forest, Our
Future is not an easy policy or process. The government
has invested $80 million in the restructuring of the
industry. There have been tough times in my electorate
with mills closing and people losing their jobs. The
other side is that the Bracks government has initiated
funding that has enabled new businesses to open.
Businesses making world champion cheeses have
expanded and we have new soya bean manufacturers.
Grain handlers and a number of other businesses across
my electorate are now taking the opportunity, with
support from the government, to expand their
businesses and create new jobs. At the end of the
process we will have created more jobs in rural Victoria
than we will have lost as a result of the restructure. That
makes me very proud to be a member of the Bracks
government. The Bracks government is not city-centric
in supporting those in the industry.
Not all the people who worked in industries that have
been restructured have been able to get work. Although
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the government has been very successful, it will not rest
on its laurels and will continue to strive to ensure it
delivers extra jobs to those who have been affected by
restructure. The government will not abandon rural and
regional Victoria.
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — It gives me great
pleasure to speak on the Forests and National Parks
Acts (Amendment) Bill. This bill is about ensuring the
future of the Victorian timber industry and also that
sustainable allocations are possible well into the future.
It includes ensuring reliable and up-to-date timber
resource information through a comprehensive and
consistent database, which assists in determining future
timber resource availability while simultaneously
assisting in assessing the impact of last summer’s
north-eastern and Gippsland bushfires.
Addressed at a later date, following the completion of
the voluntary licence reduction program, under which
over 30 mills have already been closed without any
incidents and have been followed through with support
programs for the contractors and workers, licence levels
will not exceed those set as of 1 November 2003, which
excludes those areas subject to salvage operations as a
direct result of the bushfires, where some variations
may obviously be required.
The bill addresses the powers permitted within the role
of Vicforests, allowing it also to function more
efficiently. In recognition of possible future changes, a
new regulation-making power to apply, adopt or
incorporate documents allows for the regulations
themselves to not have to be altered separately. These
may seem like very small issues, but reflected in all
these changes is the government’s desire for sustainable
forest management and a sustainable native timber
industry.
The changes add to the government’s substantial
commitment to the industry, which has already been
seen through the policy document, Our Forests, Our
Future. It was solidified at the time with over
$80 million provided to address some of the issues,
such as industry adjustment, forestry reforms and
improved stewardship measures. A core element of this
policy was the need to reduce the over 247 000 cubic
metres per annum of D grade or better sawlogs in
Victoria’s publicly owned forests. This provides the
basis for the future operation of, development and
investment in the Victorian industry. A result of this has
been the buyback of over 260 000 cubic metres of
hardwood sawlogs per annum, with a further
22 000 cubic metres transferred from unsustainable
areas by way of a resource swap.
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The government-funded initiatives to directly support
regional communities, such as the timber towns support
program and the timber towns investment support
program, are providing significant financial support for
over 35 projects covering 10 shires. These programs not
only facilitate investment but stimulate growth and jobs
in these affected towns.
One particularly significant commitment from the
Bracks government in the policy and national parks
policy area is the creation of a new Otway National
Park and the phase-out of logging and woodchipping in
the region by 2008. The government’s vision is simply
that the state’s forest timber harvesting can be
sustainable whilst also enabling the development of an
innovative and profitable industry. I am very proud of
the Bracks government’s commitment to creating a
sustainable future for all Victorians by making the
tough but necessary decisions relating to the timber
industry and our national parks and ensuring this
happens through the amendments contained in this bill.
I therefore commend this bill to the house.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — It is a great pleasure to
speak in support of the Forests and National Parks Acts
(Amendment) Bill, and to commend the government
for undertaking the necessary and important reforms to,
and updating of, the Forests Act, which is clearly in
significant need of reform and renewal.
It is important to understand the basis upon which the
Bracks government approaches its policy on forests and
the timber industry. It is clear and unequivocal that we
will not have forests for our future or any industry
unless our forest management is put onto a sustainable,
long-term basis. The first principle in securing our
forests for present and future generations is that unless
their management is put on a sustainable, long-term
basis, the environmental, social, cultural and
recreational importance of our forests, and the uses the
community puts our forests to, will not exist in the long
term. If we do not make our forests sustainable, neither
will our timber industry exist in the long term. So
whether we are recreational visitors to our forests, live
in country towns in or near our forests or work in
industries that are related to our forest management,
unless we have a sustainable, long-term approach to
forest management none of those important, necessary
uses are going to be available for future generations.
It is often suggested that the timber industry is the
fundamentally important factor in the management of
our forests. While the nature of that industry and its
economic impact is clear and is, no doubt, understood
well by members of the house, it also needs to be
understood that the first and most important thing about
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the forests in our state is that they are an inheritance that
we have a duty to maintain and pass on to future
generations. If we do not do that, we have made a very
serious error in the management of our community and
the duty we owe to the generations that will follow us
to leave a decent and good environment.
It is important to understand that it is possible to
maintain a viable timber and forest industry while also
protecting our forests for future generations. That is the
basis upon which the Bracks government approaches its
forest management policy.
There has been a need to restructure the timber industry
in this state, because it became clear that for many years
our forests were being overlogged. That restructuring
has caused significant dislocation in country
communities, but those communities have been well
and completely supported by this government,
particularly through the timber towns restructuring
program. Some members, particularly the members for
Macedon and Narracan, have already mentioned the
types of new industries and new jobs that have been
created in their communities as a result of the
government’s restructuring and compensation program.
It is clear that instead of overlogging our sensitive
forests a lot of country communities now have
alternative, sustainable, modern industries and jobs
being generated that feed off the better management of
our forests and that are a result of the tourism potential
that our forests clearly hold.
As I said earlier, the Forests Act needs reform, and the
government both in its first term and in this current
term has undertaken that task very sensibly. The Bracks
government took to the 2002 election a promise to
remove from the Forests Act the plus-or-minus 2 per
cent requirement for logging under licences. That was
an important election promise; this bill fulfils that
election promise, and I am very pleased to be
supporting that element of the bill among others.
It is important to understand that the previous
requirement to supply hardwood sawlogs within that
permitted margin of plus-or-minus 2 per cent of the
sustainable yield figure was part of a problem that
meant that there was overlogging that was required to
be carried out whether or not there was an actual
demand for that timber.
When seen in conjunction with the government’s
voluntary licence reduction program, which is now
drawing towards its completion and has reduced
hardwood sawlog volumes allocated on licence by
32 per cent across the state, the requirement that the
plus-or-minus 2 per cent figure that was contained in
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the act was clearly a requirement that was going to lead
to even more overlogging than had been the case in the
past. It was an important election promise, and I am
very pleased that the government is now fulfilling that
promise to the Victorian people.
Another important element is that the work of
providing reliable and up-to-date timber resource
information goes on. The Bracks government has
brought forward the completion of the statewide forest
resource inventory. When this is completed it will
provide a comprehensive and consistent database for
determining future timber resource availability.
The information that we now have indicates that
overlogging was occurring to the extent of 30 per cent
across Victoria under the previous government. It is
important that we have up-to-date, consistent and
reliable data about the amount of sustainable logging
that can take place in the state. I commend the
government for bringing forward the completion of the
statewide forest resource inventory, because the
changes that we are bringing into the Forests Act with
these amendments will naturally flow on; it is necessary
to have a continually up-to-date analysis of how much
sustainable yield there is in our forest industry. That is a
significantly important thing that the government is
doing.
It is clear that under this government there is an
absolute undertaking to the Victorian people that we
will put our forest management industry on a long-term
sustainable basis, and that will be based on reliable,
up-to-date and accurate information established on the
results of the statewide forest resource inventory.
During the time of the previous government it was quite
clear to all and sundry, except the previous Kennett
government, that we were overlogging our forests. It is
very important that the Bracks government has
undertaken these necessary reforms to make sure that
our forest management is put on a sustainable basis for
the future.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I normally expect
better from the member for Prahran than that
performance. He was obviously reading from the same
set of notes that the member for Forest Hill had read
from. It amazes me how this government seems to
believe that it is perfection itself in terms of
environmental management and forest management,
and that all that went before was somehow misguided
or done for bad motive and the like.
In the area of forest management both sides of politics
have generally tried to get the management of our
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forests to a sustainable level. Mistakes have been made
by all governments in that process. It is not necessarily
the ministers or the parliamentary secretaries; in some
cases we have been let down by public servants, by
consultants, by the scientific analysis that has been
available to us.
When I was the shadow minister for the environment in
the last Parliament, before the member for Prahran was
a member, on a number of occasions I laid out
complaints about government undertakings in terms of
forest management. It would have been good if the
member for Prahran had been in Parliament; he could
have travelled with me to the Wombat State Forest to
have a look at the management of forests that was being
undertaken at that time by this government: the logging
in streams; and, in the period before this regulation
came in, the doubling of woodchips coming out of
forests.
In the last Parliament I had a number of jousts with the
then member for Gisborne, now the member for
Macedon, who was sometimes nicknamed ‘Woodchip
Jo’ by her constituents. On a number of occasions she
found angry constituents dumping tonnes of woodchips
outside her office because of the excessive logging and
excessive woodchipping under this government. I do
not believe that was done for bad motives.
I still believe the Labor government is excessively
under the influence of the Construction, Forestry,
Mining and Energy Union, which is a major donor to
the party, and that its forest policies will be hampered
and handicapped by that relationship. In fact all of us
are hampered and handicapped to some extent by
mistakes that were made in the late 1980s under the
environment ministry of the now retired former Premier
Joan Kirner, who in her restructure of the department
made forest management almost unaccountable. I recall
that on a number of occasions in a previous Parliament
when we were discussing issues of sustainable logging
it was clear that the evidence on sustainable logging
that then Minister Marie Tehan had asked the forests
bureaucracy set up under the Kirner government to
provide was inaccurate and inappropriate.
The opposition does not oppose this bill. It believes in
and shares a strong vision of a sustainable logging
industry. What the member for Prahran needs to
remember, just as I as the member for Doncaster need
to remember, is that there is a huge demand for timber
in our society, and that demand for timber is a good
thing. Using furniture made out of timber is actually
more appropriate in terms of reducing greenhouse gases
than using metal or plastic furniture. So those citizens
of Melbourne and other parts of Victoria who choose to
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use wood are choosing to use a material that ought to be
produced in sustainable circumstances.
Mr Lupton — We are getting on with the job of
doing that.
Mr PERTON — The member for Prahran comes
straight out with a piece of propaganda. He has this
little list on the back of his seat. ‘Here is what you chant
at this time: “Getting on with job”‘. If they are getting
on with the job, let him answer this question, and let the
minister answer it too.
Australian Bureau of Agriculture and Resource
Economics figures show that Victoria imported 24 000
cubic metres of Asian rainforest sawn timber last year.
That is about 9 per cent of Victoria’s needs — —
Mr Plowman — Three billion dollars.
Mr PERTON — Three billion dollars in terms of
funds, but think of the damage to those forests! There are
children in the gallery, Acting Speaker, who would have
seen the film on logging practices in Indonesia. They
would have seen footage of Asian forests being burnt
down and cleared for the production of timber — so
badly that there were health impacts on Singapore, the
Philippines and countries beyond. If the member for
Prahran thinks we can shut our eyes to this and just say,
‘We are going to shut down these Victorian forests — —
Ms Delahunty — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, while this has been quite a wide-ranging
debate, and while we always like to indulge the
member for Doncaster, the bill is quite specific, and I
do not think it has much to do with the Indonesian
sawlogging industry. It certainly has nothing to do with
the member for Macedon and what occurred in the last
Parliament, so I would ask you to call him back to the
bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
I have been in the chamber for the entire debate, and it
has been quite wide ranging. I am sure the member for
Doncaster is about to tie back into the sustainability
levels of timber production.
Mr PERTON — Thank you, Acting Speaker.
Sustainability of forest usage is about more than
shutting down Victorian forests. It is about more than
pretending that plantations are going to meet our needs
when they are not going to. It is unsustainable for an
advanced society like ours — —
Mr Stensholt — You are supporting what’s not in
the bill.
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Mr PERTON — We have said we don’t oppose the
bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The level of interjection is too high.
Mr PERTON — It has been a wide-ranging debate,
and we have listened to government members with
respect. The reality is that we Victorians live in an
evermore interconnected world, and whether it is about
our responsibilities to the people of Indonesia or to the
little children of this country, we must make sure we
realise that shutting down our timber resource without
having provided plantations means that we are
extracting, as the member for Benambra said, $3 billion
worth of timber, or 24 000 cubic metres, from Asian
forests. You only have to watch the television news to
see the impact that has on other societies and the
corruption it engenders.
What it says to us is that we have to get on with the job
of developing plantations that are genuinely
sustainable. For far too long plantations have involved
tax-effective investments. As the member for Prahran
probably knows better than the rest of us, they can
consume a considerable amount of water and
dramatically alter the water table. Properly planted,
plantations can assist with salinity problems; but as the
member for Gippsland East said, you then have an
additional level of complexity, in that extensive
plantation development on farms changes the social
structure.
You do not need as many workers, so you do not have
as many farming families. Schools shut down, pubs
lose their customers and general stores close. They
cause changes in our society, so it is not just a matter of
giving people subsidies to plant out timber. It is actually
about dealing with these very significant issues. As I
said, the opposition does not oppose this bill, but it will
be keeping tabs on the government’s performance on
this issue, as the government did when in opposition.
I have no doubt that mistakes in forest management will
be made under this government. What we need it is a
level of transparency, a level of honesty so that the
bipartisan commitment to sustainability in Victoria is
such that ultimately we can produce enough timber to
meet the needs of Victorians. That is the commitment
we need to make, and I hope that that is the reality of
the commitment the government is making.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — I welcome the
opportunity to speak on this bill, which goes a long way
towards protecting our native forests and making sure
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that we have a sustainable industry. I have to say I have
listened to some of the contributions from members of
the opposition today and I am absolutely stunned. We
have had the member for Benambra and the member
for Murray Valley bemoaning the closure of small mills
in small towns and bemoaning the fact that there is not
a greater volume of timber available for harvesting.
These mills closed, as we know, because of the total
mismanagement of the forest issue by the Kennett
government over seven years. Seven years of total
mismanagement of the forests — we saw massive
overlogging with massive woodchipping. We saw a
situation where the forests were being logged to the
point of collapse. We had a good, eloquent contribution
by the member for Macedon, who demonstrated that
despite all the expert evidence, despite all the warnings
from the community, despite all the information that
was coming out saying that we were experiencing
massive overlogging, that logging went on. The reason
it went on was that we had a series of incompetent
environmental ministers in the Kennett government
who did nothing to address the problem.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HUDSON — You did not. You hid the
problem. You never did an independent audit of the
forests; you never had a look at it; all you did was go
into denial. You went into denial about the problem,
and it took a Labor government coming in to conduct
an independent audit of the forests to get experts in to
have a look at the problem to see what needed to be
done.
So let us go back to 1994. Here we have a press release
from the then Minister for Natural Resources, Mr Geoff
Coleman, on 26 May 1994, nearly 10 years ago:
Claims by the Wombat Forest Society of overcutting in the
Wombat Forest are without foundation, the Minister for
Natural Resources, Mr Geoff Coleman, said today.
‘The claims are inaccurate and based on a total
misunderstanding of present timber yields and rates of forest
growth’, Mr Coleman said.

So there we have it back in 1994. And I remember
people like Judy Clarke for the Australian National
University, who had done extensive research into what
was happening in our forests and what was available in
terms of the plantation resource as an alternative
harvesting possibility, putting all of that information to
Minister Coleman and indicating to him that there were
alternatives, but still nothing was done.
Let us wind forward a little bit further to June 1999.
The conservation minister, Marie Tehan, attacked the
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credibility of the Otways report that indicated that
logging was doing severe damage to the Otways. She
said:
… and one by the Wombat Forest Society, which analysed
departmental figures to conclude the forest near Daylesford is
being overlogged. She said there would be ‘proper, objective
analysis’ of concerns during the RFA process, to finish by
31 December.

Well what happened to that objective analysis? All it
was was another set of bodgie figures based on poor
science and bodgie analysis that went into the regional
forest agreement. It took the Labor government to come
in and do the groundwork that showed there was
extensive overlogging.
Let us wind forward to 12 August 1999, when we had
one of the most extraordinary situations we have ever
seen in Victoria. The state minister for the environment,
Marie Tehan, attacked the federal forestry and
conservation minister, Wilson Tuckey — that
well-known Green, that well-known protector of our
state forests, that well-known friend of greenies — for
interfering in logging rates in the Wombat State Forest
in central Victoria. The federal government, even at that
point, recognised that there was a massive problem with
overlogging of the Wombat State Forest, and it sent in
auditors to investigate what was going on.
The member for Doncaster is nodding! The federal
government went in to investigate what was going on,
but what did we have Marie Tehan doing? Marie Tehan
was again in a total state of denial about what was
going on. The Age reported:
The move has infuriated the conservation minister, Mrs Marie
Tehan, who insists her department’s calculations are right and
the state does not need ‘inappropriate interference’ from
Mr Tuckey.

So we had the rather bizarre situation in this state where
all of a sudden the Friends of the Wombat Forest were
having to look to Wilson Tuckey to be the person to
protect them from the inaction by the minister, Marie
Tehan. After her failure to go back and do the work, her
failure to conduct an independent audit of what was
going on in our forests, she was complaining about him
getting involved to protect forests.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr HUDSON — We have had continual
unsustainable levels of logging which you have set in
train, which you perpetuated and put into the regional
forest — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Bentleigh will make his remarks
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through the Chair, and the member for Doncaster will
cease interjecting.
Mr Jasper — It was interesting, though!
Mr HUDSON — Yes. The forests in the Midlands
were being massively overlogged at the same time that
the previous government signed new export woodchip
contracts for over 200 000 cubic metres from the
region. They left our timber industry and forests
perilously close to collapse, so this government said,
‘Let us go back and look at the science. Let us get an
expert in to tell us what needs to be done, because
clearly this situation cannot be sustained’.
So after seven years of inaction under the Liberal
government, we commissioned Professor Vanclay to
prepare a report — —
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr HUDSON — Seven years of your government!
What did we find? Professor Vanclay found that in
order to produce a sustainable sawlog industry there
had to be a 31 per cent cut in the volume of timber
licensed each year. Following his finding last year, the
Bracks government immediately made an election
commitment to implement that finding and within
12 months it has implemented a 33 per cent cut in
sustainable logging in our forests, as evidenced by this
bill.
Let us not have any rewriting of history, because this
government has put $80 million into buying back
one-third of our native forest timber licences. The
industry has recognised that this is a necessity. The
expressions of interest were oversubscribed because the
industry knew that logging was unsustainable; it knew
it could not be sustained in the face of the science that
was produced by Professor Vanclay.
This government has moved to put the logging industry
on a sustainable basis. The other important thing it has
done is to make sure that the value of the timber
licences reflect the cost of harvesting. We have not
done what the previous government did, which was to
provide a massive subsidy to the hardwood log industry
by failing to properly cost the value of that natural
resource and failing to put in place licences that would
ensure that the sawlog industry had to pay for that
resource. Consequently we had an industry that was not
very interested in plantation timber because, quite
frankly, if you can get it for next to nothing, why would
you worry?
Having reviewed those licences and increased their
value, we now have a situation where the softwood and
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hardwood plantation industry has got a chance. If we
are going to have a sustainable industry into the future
in this state with forests that are available for recreation
and for the protection of our wildlife and native
animals, as well as an industry that is going to survive
into the 21st century, then we need to see much more
emphasis put on the plantation industry. I commend the
bill to the house.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ABSENCE OF MINISTERS
The SPEAKER — Order! I advise the house that
the Attorney-General will be absent from question time
today. The Minister for Agriculture will answer
questions relating to the Attorney-General and
Workcover portfolios and the Minister for
Manufacturing and Export will answer questions
relating to the industrial relations portfolio.
The Minister for Education and Training will also be
absent today and the Minister for Education Services
will answer questions on her behalf.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Budget: surplus
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to today’s report of
the Auditor-General, which shows that Victoria’s
surplus has plunged from $2.7 billion to $54 million in
just four years, and that the state would be in deficit
without the world’s highest stamp duty and a 46 per
cent increase in speeding fines, and I ask: is this
appalling financial result the real reason why the
government will not build the Scoresby freeway
without tolls?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I welcome the question
from the Leader of the Opposition, and I welcome the
report of the Auditor-General on the finances of the
state. There are a large number of new members in the
house who were probably not around when there was a
threat to the Auditor-General in this state. I am
particularly looking at the member for Mitcham, who
sits in this house largely because of the previous
government’s attack on the Auditor-General of
Victoria. Isn’t it great that he is here because of that as
well!
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In making those preliminary comments, can I indicate
that the then Auditor-General, Ches Baragwanath,
indicated that these sorts of generic reports on the
finances — not specific reports into programmatic
funding — were under threat because of the previous
government’s attempt to neuter the Auditor-General.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, on the
question of relevance, while the Premier is entitled to a
broad introduction, the question was quite specific. It
relates to this Auditor-General’s report and it relates to
the Scoresby freeway.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order. I ask the Premier to return to addressing the
question.
Mr BRACKS — If I can go to the further matters
which are raised by the Leader of the Opposition in
relation to the Auditor-General’s report, I refer to
page 4, the major findings, where the Auditor-General
correctly states.
The financial position of state continues to remain sound with
net assets of $52 billion, an increase of $3.5 billion since the
previous year.

The Auditor-General continues:
The general government sector recorded an operating surplus
of $236 million for 2002–03. This result is above the
government’s target of maintaining a budget surplus of at
least $100 million.

That goes to the very detail of the question which was
asked by the opposition leader. He talked about the
surplus, he talked about revenue and he talked about
expenditure.
I also indicate that the Auditor-General’s
recommendations are in accord with the government’s
expectations and recommendations for the future. In
particular, further into the report the Auditor-General
also says there are emerging pressures which the
government has already indicated and reported on — —
Mr Smith — Have a look at page 3, go on.
Mr BRACKS — Sorry, that is the new member for
Bass!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRACKS — While I say ‘new member’, he
was here when the Auditor-General’s legislation went
through.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to stop
interjecting in that manner. I ask the member for Bass
to stop interjecting, and I ask the Premier to return to
answering the question.
Mr BRACKS — So the emerging pressures and
issues which are reported on by the Auditor-General are
the very same issues which the government has
reported on in the past, and I go to some of those in the
Auditor-General’s report. In the summary on page 5 he
also mentions that funding to the state under the new
commonwealth-state housing agreement is expected to
decline in present value terms from $200 million to
$193 million, a 3.6 per cent decrease. So under the
commonwealth-state housing agreement we could
expect less money coming to the state, and that is
exactly what the state government has indicated in the
past.
When it comes to the Australian health care agreement,
he also indicates that the new Australian health care
agreement will pose budgetary challenges over the life
of the agreement — exactly what the state government
has been saying.
I will go to two other matters which are referred to by
the Auditor-General. One other matter goes to public
transport franchise agreements. He identifies that
effectively because of the mess which was left by the
previous government an increase is required.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. The level of interjection and conversation is
too high.
Mr BRACKS — In relation to the rail franchise
agreement the Auditor-General indicates that almost
$200 million extra is required to cover the effective
failure of those agreements and the contracts which
were secured. He also makes the point, which our
government has made on many occasions, that to run
an effective public transport system we would need
more resources in the future. That is certainly the view
of this government, and it is certainly the view of the
Auditor-General. I remind the house that the previous
franchise agreement aimed for a zero subsidy in the
future of the public transport system — absolute zero!
This is a fool’s paradise which is never going to be
realised.
I will go to the last matter. The Auditor-General also
indicates, as our government has indicated, that the key
pressures which should be taken account of are the
industrial agreements which need to be struck in health
and education in the public sector. That is something
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that our government has also been consistent and strong
on, and we acknowledge that.

side — an importance which has been highlighted by
the recent visit of President Hu to Australia.

Overall I welcome the fact that we have an
Auditor-General. I welcome the fact that he is
independent, and I welcome the fact that he has
indicated the state is in a strong position. I concur with
the Auditor-General that the pressures in the future are
the ones that the government has nominated and that
the government will manage effectively in the interests
of the state of Victoria.

It is worth pointing out to the house that in the last
financial year China, including Hong Kong, was
Victoria’s largest export market and our second largest
trading partner with two-way trade at $7.6 billion per
annum. Over the last six years two-way trade has been
growing at more than $1 billion per annum between
Victoria and China, including Hong Kong. If we
extrapolate that forward it means that within four years
it is likely that China, including Hong Kong, will be
Victoria’s largest trading partner.

Business: Victorian-Chinese links
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — I direct my question to the
Minister for State and Regional Development. Will the
minister inform the house about recent developments in
the sister-state relationship between China’s Jiangsu
Province and Victoria?
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I thank the — —
Mr Smith — Good on you, Boots!
Mr BRUMBY — The Liberal Party renewal! Do
you want to face the cameras?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. There is too much loud interjection. I ask
members to be quiet to allow people to ask their
questions and to allow ministers to answer them.
Mr BRUMBY — I thank the member for Ripon for
his question. I think members are aware — —
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — It is not even Friday for you.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, through
the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY — Speaker, members — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! This behaviour is
unacceptable from the house. I ask members to cease
interjecting and to allow question time to continue or I
shall start removing people without notice under
sessional order 10.
Mr BRUMBY — I was going to say that all
members are aware of the importance of China as a
trading partner, but I suspect it is just members on this

The Chinese tourism market is now worth around
$165 million per annum to the Victorian economy. We
had something like 81 000 Chinese visitors for the year
ending March 2003, and again the growth rates there
have been extraordinary — a 35 per cent increase over
the last 12 months.
All this indicates that much of our future prosperity as a
state depends on our trading links with China. Over
recent years the Premier, a number of ministers and
many MPs from both sides of the house have visited
China. That is why I think our relationship with Jiangsu
Province, our sister state for the last 24 years, is in fact
so strong.
I am pleased to inform the house that this week a
high-level government and business delegation from
Jiangsu Province has been visiting Victoria. It is being
led by Vice-Governor Jiang Dingzhi. The delegation
has come here to participate in the joint Victoria
Jiangsu Joint Economic Committee meeting, which I
chaired yesterday. Members of the delegation are
making many visits across the state and are having a
range of meetings, including one with the Premier later
today.
The joint economic committee meeting is central to
strengthening our economic ties with Jiangsu,
especially in biotechnology, which is the focus of this
year’s meeting. Yesterday I signed a memorandum of
understanding with Vice-Governor Jiang that aims to
foster new biotechnology strategic alliances. Potential
areas of cooperation identified include the global
Chinese medicine industry as well as the development
of vaccines and treatments for SARS — a matter raised
by the Vice-Governor. In that context it is also worth
while that the house notes that Victoria is hosting the
first World Congress on Chinese Medicine, which will
open later this week.
Can I also say that early next month I will be visiting
Jiangsu Province to open our new Nanjing Business
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Office, which I think will play an important role in
fostering investment and trade links between China and
Victoria. It is 31 years since Prime Minister Whitlam
recognised the People’s Republic of China. As I have
said, that relationship has now developed to such an
extent that it is our second-largest trading partner. I can
say from the Bracks government’s point of view that
we are determined to further strengthen that
relationship and expand investment, trade, tourism and
cultural opportunities between Victoria and Jiangsu
Province.

Sheep: live exports
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — My question is to the
Minister for Agriculture. What action will the minister
take to assist in achieving a successful prosecution of
the animal liberation extremists who have deliberately
flouted the laws of this state and put at risk a
multimillion dollar industry?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) —
Yesterday a group of animal liberationists put out a
video. That video showed some of them —
allegedly — feeding meat to sheep at Portland. As a
result of that the Victorian government was contacted
by the federal government and there were conversations
with the chief veterinary officer. As a result of that,
investigations are under way. Sabotage of any type,
including economic sabotage, is not accepted by this
government and is not accepted by the community.
The chief veterinary officer has advised me today that
meat has been located. Meat was placed amongst the
sheep, and further inquiries are under way. The police
are involved, and I understand they are questioning
someone at the present time.

Grain industry: government initiatives
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — My question is also to
the Minister for Agriculture. Will the minister advise
the house of forecasts around the forthcoming grain
harvest in Victoria and the contributions made to it by
the state’s innovation and research activities?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the honourable member for her ongoing interest
in issues in country Victoria. The grains industry is a
productive and highly competitive industry in Victoria.
I can advise that, with present seasonal conditions
continuing, it is hoped that Victoria will have a record
grains harvest. Latest estimates are that there will be a
possible record harvest of over 6 million tonnes. The
record prior to that was in the 2001–02 financial year,
when it was 5.7 million tonnes.
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What we have seen coming out of drought is more area
being planted to crop with a lower number of head of
livestock. However, that is not to say that all areas have
been above average — some parts of the Mallee are
below average — but it is pleasing to see that the
industry has been able to come out of drought in an
overall way.
If we look at wheat and the things that have helped
underpin wheat, we see that breeding in resistance to
diseases like stripe rust has been extremely important
over the years.
Let us look at canola, where we have seen a hugely
successful Department of Primary Industries breeding
program. Look at lentils, which also has a very
successful DPI breeding program. Australia used to
import lentils; it was a net importer, but it is now a net
exporter. The member for Lowan will know of the
success of the lentil company out at Horsham. Let us
look at — —
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr CAMERON — It would not help you, I can tell
you.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, through
the Chair.
Mr CAMERON — Let us look at malting
barley — and the honourable member for Mildura is
paying attention — where we have seen huge
expansion. High-value barley is able to be extracted as
a result of the very successful deregulation of the barley
industry. That is because we have been prepared to
make the hard decisions for the economic benefit of
Victoria. We are building on our record to make a
smarter state. That is what we will continue to do.

Budget: surplus
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Treasurer. I refer to the
Auditor-General’s report tabled today showing that
Victoria’s surplus has plunged from $2.7 billion to
$54 million in just four years. I ask: is the Treasurer so
ashamed of this damning result that he left it to the
junior Minister for Finance to deliver the bad news?
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — You are referring, I
presume, to the Leader of the Legislative Council. Is
that right?
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer, through
the Chair.
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Mr BRUMBY — You will — —
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Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer will not
have conversations across the table; he will address his
answer through the Chair.

The SPEAKER — Order! The level of interjection
is again too high. I ask opposition members to allow the
Treasurer to answer their question.

Mr BRUMBY — This is an instructive question,
because it shows what a lazy opposition we have in this
state. Here we have the Leader of the Opposition
standing up and saying that the Auditor-General has
revealed a surplus for the state of Victoria of
$54 million. Well the result was revealed weeks ago —
weeks ago — by me in this house in the annual
financial report. But you didn’t read it!

Mr BRUMBY — The fact is that on all the key
indicators, and they are analysed by the
Auditor-General in his report — things like
asset-to-liability ratios, debt servicing ratios, net debt
and total financial liabilities — the position of the state
has improved significantly under the Bracks
government.

The SPEAKER — Order! I have spoken to the
Treasurer about addressing comments across the table
and not addressing them through the Chair. I ask the
Treasurer to continue his comments through the Chair,
or I will sit him down.
Mr BRUMBY — I think it is instructive that the
Leader of the Opposition might make a serious error of
that type, but I am sure the member for Box Hill would
not. Had the Leader of the Opposition been properly
briefed, he would not have made such a silly error
coming in here today. The point about these results is
that we promised hundred-million-dollar surpluses. We
have very comfortably achieved them every year we
have been in office — every year we have been in
office.
I want to make another point about the budget results.
One of the things over which governments have no
control is the international financial markets.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members on both
sides of the house to be quiet and allow the Treasurer to
conclude his answer.
Mr BRUMBY — Of course over the years we have
seen huge swings in equity markets. Sometimes those
swings in equity markets have added more to the size of
the surplus as measured under AAS31 and at other
times they have detracted from the surplus under
AAS31.
If the opposition wishes to get a sensible analysis of the
budget position over the years, it could compare that
with the figures which are called government finance
statistics, or it could compare it with the data which has
been provided in this report and which shows the
standardised operating surplus, which provides the
operating position netted out for the financial markets.

I conclude by reiterating the point made by the Premier:
the Auditor-General has confirmed the strong financial
position of Victoria. We are AAA-rated repeatedly by
Moody’s and by Standard and Poor’s. The only threat
to the state’s finances comes from the federal
government, which continues to rip-off ordinary
Victorians, whether it is in higher education funding,
aged care funding, health care funding, or road funding,
where we get just 1 road project in Victoria compared
to 10 in New South Wales and 16 in Queensland. These
are the issues. And of course let us not forget the
appalling mess in the public transport contracts that you
people signed off on, which we have had to fix up and
which have cost the people of Victoria $1 billion.

Docklands: government initiatives
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I direct my
question to the Minister for Major Projects. Will the
minister update the house on the economic benefits
flowing to Victoria from the government’s recent
initiatives at Docklands?
Mr Doyle — How did it go last night?
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Major Projects) —
The meeting went very well, thanks. It was a good
meeting. At least we have the guts to show up and have
some dialogue!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to settle
down, particularly the member for Benambra.
Mr BATCHELOR — I thank the member for Mill
Park for her question. The member cares about her
constituents and understands that the people who live in
Mill Park benefit from construction activity.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — That’s right. You might not
care about jobs, but we do.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1862

ASSEMBLY

The $8 billion Docklands project is one of Australia’s
largest construction projects. At Docklands we are
building a development which in size is the equivalent
again of the central business district (CBD) grid. It is an
enormous project of great importance and will deliver
economic benefits to Victoria. One of the reasons for
that is the decision by the Bracks government to invest
money in the Docklands project.
Earlier in our term we made a very important decision,
which was to invest $38 million to extend Collins Street
over the railway line, linking the existing CBD with its
new sibling down at Docklands. Alone this decision has
attracted more than $2 billion worth of new and
additional investment in the Docklands. New projects
such as the National Bank headquarters and the Kuok
development have been secured because of the Bracks
government’s commitment to infrastructure.
In all, the Docklands development is generating some
3000 construction jobs each year, and investment down
there generates some extra $1 billion for the economy.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The level of
conversation is again too high. I ask members on both
sides of the house to assist the Chair so that question
time can continue without continual interruption.
Mr BATCHELOR — Overall the activity that is
being generated at Docklands is employing in excess of
13 000 people.
Last year we also saw a $1 billion announcement by
ING-Lewis Land of its Waterfront City development.
This is an exciting and spectacular new project. It will
provide retail, residential and commercial space for
Melbourne. It is a development that will link the
Docklands to Melbourne’s west, and it will provide not
only services for the central business district but,
because of the infrastructure connections to Waterfront
City, fantastic connections to a large and expanding
area of Melbourne’s suburbs.
The government has also been investing in public
transport, in roads and in cycling facilities, and this will
provide services for the thousands of new residents and
thousands of workers who are currently there and will
go there in the future — as well as, of course, all those
visitors to the area. Up to $2 billion worth of
development has been completed or is under
construction, and there is a further $7.8 billion in
contracts already signed up. By the time this project is
complete, for every dollar invested by the government
on behalf of Victorians, $80 will be invested by the
private sector.
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This is a huge generator of economic activity, and it is
all because of the way this government has gone about
making sure that the Docklands delivers not just for the
people of the area but for the whole of Victoria.

Mildura Aboriginal Corporation: gazettal
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — My question is directed
to the Minister for Community Services. The Mildura
Aboriginal Corporation has for some time been seeking
gazettal under the Children and Young Persons Act to
allow it to conduct case planning and permanent child
placement within Aboriginal families. Can the minister
advise the house of the likely time frame for this
process of gazettal?
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I acknowledge the strong work of the
member for Mildura in advocating for families and
children in his electorate.
The Mildura Aboriginal Corporation receives around
$1.5 million of funding from the Department of Human
Services (DHS) each year for a range of services for
Aboriginal families and children in Mildura. It has
requested that it be formally gazetted as an Aboriginal
agency under the Children and Young Persons Act.
Under the act that decision is, of course, made by the
secretary of the department, but it is important to note
that gazettal is not required to enable the MAC to carry
out the services it carries out now. It is a largely
symbolic gesture and has no impact on the day-to-day
work it undertakes.
The government recognises the important work that
Aboriginal child-care agencies do with Koori children
right across the state — and it is very important work.
A number of challenges face us all, including the
Aboriginal corporation, to ensure that Aboriginal
children and families get the support they need. In the
case of the MAC, DHS has had some concerns about its
performance in the past, and that has prohibited its
gazettal in the past. However, I understand that DHS is
in regular contact with senior managers of the MAC
and that good progress has been made in addressing
and resolving its various issues. Should that
constructive dialogue continue, I anticipate it will lead
to the gazettal of that organisation.

Benalla: community care centre
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I ask the Minister
for Victorian Communities to outline to the house the
latest Community Support Fund initiative helping build
strong community supports in regional Victoria?
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Mr THWAITES (Minister for Victorian
Communities) — I thank the member for Seymour for
his question and his continued support for regional
Victoria. Recently I explained to the house how the
Community Support Fund is being used to help build
strong communities in towns across country Victoria.
Today I am very pleased to announce another project
for regional Victoria funded through the Community
Support Fund. The government is delivering on its
election commitment to provide $2 million for a new
community care centre in Benalla. The new Benalla
centre will bring together a number of community
health services in one place. It will replace what has
been — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Once again I ask the
house to come to order. The level of conversation is too
high.
Mr THWAITES — The centre will replace what
has been a very cramped and run-down building. It will
provide a new building with a whole range of services.
These will include maternal and child health, speech
pathology, disability support, and community care.
Also it will provide meeting and community space for
the local community. I am very pleased that this is a
partnership proposal. It is a partnership with the Benalla
council and the Benalla hospital. This week the council
announced — —
Mr Smith interjected.
Mr THWAITES — The government supports
recycling on this side of the house, but you take it too
far!
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will address
his comments through the Chair.
Mr THWAITES — The partnership between the
Benalla hospital, the Benalla council and the
Community Support Fund will mean this very
important new facility can be built. This week the
council announced its preferred site for the facility,
which will be in Coster Street on land that is part of the
Benalla health precinct.
The Community Support Fund is funding hundreds of
excellent local projects, like the Benalla community
centre and the Mansfield visitor information and
interpretive centre, which the Minister for Tourism
announced recently. I am very proud that the Bracks
government has invested more in Community Support
Fund projects in rural Victoria in three years than the
Kennett government did in six years. That is because
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the Labor government is committed to developing
regional Victoria and this new Benalla community
centre will help do that.

Royal Children’s Hospital: AKZ Consulting
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Given the Royal Children’s
Hospital debacle involving blatant conflict of interest
and cronyism around the bogus and lucrative AKZ
consultancy, will the Premier do the right thing —
terminate the corrupt AKZ consultancy immediately
and sack Kerrie Cross as the $100 000 advocate for
responsible gambling, the job in which she has done
nothing since being appointed in August.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — In answering the
question from the Leader of the Opposition I can say
that he continues to malign people who are doing an
effective job, and Kerrie Cross is doing an effective job.
There was a clear revelation in today’s media, which
described what the former Liberal government and the
current opposition is on about on this issue. It came
from one of the Liberal sources that we have heard a lot
about. We tend to hear from them and they tend to talk
to the media regularly, and they are talking to the media
now. A Liberal source said, ‘The loathing in the Liberal
Party for Andrejs Zamurs is hard to match. He danced
on our grave’. That says it all. This is about someone
who has worked for all governments for the last
20 years. The Liberal government had good service out
of Andrejs Zamurs and it seems that because he works
for a Labor government now his character is impugned
and maligned.

Mercedes Australian Fashion Week
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — Will the Minister for
Manufacturing and Export advise of the outstanding
success of last week’s Mercedes Australian Fashion
Week in Melbourne and outline how this event is
boosting — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to come
to order. I could not hear the end of the question.
Mr CARLI — Will the minister outline how this
event has boosted the textile, clothing and footwear
industry in Victoria?
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Manufacturing and
Export) — I thank the member for his question.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I understand the house’s
interest, but I ask members to come to order to enable
the minister to answer the question.
Mr HOLDING — I know this will be a source of
enormous interest to all honourable members. I know
the member for Brunswick in particular has a strong
commitment to support not just the fashion industry in
Australia — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to settle
down. There is too much audible interjection.
Mr HOLDING — And particularly the textile,
clothing and footwear (TCF) industry. The member is
right: the Mercedes Australian Fashion Week
autumn-winter collection was held last week — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
resume his seat. It is time for members on my left to
come to order.
Mr HOLDING — The Mercedes Australian
Fashion Week was held last week, and it was a very
successful event for Victoria, building on last year’s
successful event in ensuring that this important part of
the fashion calendar, not just in Australia but
worldwide, continues to grow. We saw an increase in
the number of international buyers; we saw an increase
in the number of designers showcasing their products to
the Victorian and the international community. The
number of exhibitors was up from 90 last year to 149.
We saw an increase in the number of expected sales
from the Mercedes fashion week. Last year’s event
generated something like $15 million in orders for the
industry and this year’s event is expected to return
something in the order — —
Mr McIntosh interjected.
Mr HOLDING — Yes, it is. The member for Kew
asks whether it was made in Australia. It is a Calibre
number, and it is an Australian design.
This year’s fashion week is expected to yield something
like $35 million in sales for the local industry. In
building on last year’s effort it attracted 23 000 visitors
from Victoria, interstate and overseas. It was a terrific
way of showcasing the tremendous design capabilities
that exist in Victoria and also an opportunity to
showcase the textile, clothing and footwear industry.
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The industry employs 27 000 Victorians and generates
over $1 billion of exports for the Victorian economy. It
is an industry that we are very proud of and we are very
pleased to work closely with the industry to make sure
it responds to the federal government’s Productivity
Commission inquiry into the future of industry
arrangements for the TCF industry.
I know this will be of interest to the member for
Mornington. For next year’s autumn-winter collection
we expect tweeds to be in. We know that knits and
ruffles to be in fashion as well as peepholes. I know the
member for Mornington will be particularly interested
in the fashion industry’s expectations for next year.
The Herald Sun reported that the hot stuff for next year
will include the flapper style, so the member for Bass
will be able to — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister has been
talking for some time. I ask him to conclude his answer
and address the question he was asked.
Mr HOLDING — We were able to celebrate a very
successful Mercedes Australian Fashion Week. I want
to congratulate Simon Lock and his team from
Australian Fashion Innovators, who put on a terrific
exhibition once again. We know that next year they will
build on the success of this year’s autumn-winter
collection. We will see sales up, the number of
international buyers up, international media interest up
and the number of overseas and domestic visitors up.
They will build on the tremendous success of this year
and continue to support and grow our textile, clothing
and footwear industry.

FORESTS AND NATIONAL PARKS ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

WRONGS AND OTHER ACTS (LAW OF
NEGLIGENCE) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 19 November; motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer).
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Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — It is
my pleasure to join the debate on the Wrongs and Other
Acts (Law of Negligence) Bill. The Nationals do not
oppose the legislation, but I want to make some
comments in relation to its content. I am assisted in so
doing by material contributed by a number of sources
which has either come to me directly or to which I have
access. It incorporates correspondence of 14 November
from the Australian Medical Association, signed by
Dr Sam Lees in his role as Victorian president of that
august body; a paper prepared by the Honourable Jim
Kennan, SC, who will be known to many in this place;
and another paper presented by Jack Rush, QC,
representing the position of the Common Law Bar
Association here in Victoria on this bill. And on the
basis that we are all a product, to greater or lesser
degrees, of what we have done in previous times, I
draw upon the experience I had in the 15 or 20 years I
was involved in litigation.
I wish to make it clear from the start that the
second-reading speech, inasmuch as it asserts that the
pages and provisions of this bill are to replicate the
common law, is largely wrong. In fact there are
profound changes within the pages of this legislation.
They will be far reaching and will impact very
significantly upon the rights and remedies of those who
have the misfortune to suffer personal injuries as a
result of accidents of particular types — and I will
come to that latter point shortly.
For the second-reading speech to recite that this is
essentially no more than a replication of common law
in statutory form is just patently wrong, as you will see
if you work your way through the bill.
By way of further opening commentary, I recognise
that we have significant and ongoing problems in our
communities in Victoria and around Australia because
of the many issues arising from insurance premiums.
These issues, which are complex, are essentially to do
with the fact that premiums have risen, and are
continuing to rise in some respects, in relation to all
forms of insurance devoted to the provision of
indemnity for personal injury claims. That issue is in
turn having a profound impact — to use that expression
again — upon many aspects of our communities. This
extends of course to volunteers, to community
organisations of all sorts and to the very activities
which make up communities, particularly in a country
environment. Indeed it also extends to the work of the
medical profession. Across all these areas and more
there are many illustrations of how this issue of rising
premiums continues to be a problem.
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This government repeatedly swore blind that it would
not make any changes to the entitlements of people
injured in accidents, until a year or so ago, when it set
out on the course of which this legislation is part.
As I said, we do not oppose this bill, but I want to
highlight the sheer and utter hypocrisy of the
government, which is going further down the course
reflected in this legislation despite promising, hand on
heart to its own constituency leading into the 1999
election and even into the last election, that there would
not be legislation of this sort before the house.
The insurance industry, for its part, is in a difficult
position still, but it must be said that it is improving. It
is in an environment where international performance
in the equities markets has improved significantly, so
the investment portfolios of the industry are now
showing a much better return than they were only a
relatively short time ago. The industry continues to
stabilise after being ravaged by the collapse of HIH
Insurance, the events of 11 September 2001 and various
other such tragic and significant events, and therefore in
that more general sense the planets are realigning by
degrees.
In addition, there has been massive legislative change
across Australia as jurisdictions throughout this nation
have moved to accommodate the sorts of problems we
are having to deal with because of the rising premiums.
Those changes have seen legislation of the nature of the
bill that is now under discussion. The ball is passing to
the insurers to demonstrate a benefit to the public from
the massive incursions which have been made into
people’s rights.
The insurers quite rightly say in some senses that they
still carry the risk of the old regime. I think that is a
pretty fair call on their part. Their basic case is that the
premium pool that sits there now is reflective of a risk
they had to bear prior to these various elements of
legislative change. The time is assuredly coming when
the emphasis must shift across to the insurance
industry, and I think the community at large is looking
for the industry to deliver.
I give but one example of the ongoing discussion about
the difficult issue of premiums applicable to those
involved in the delivery of medical services. The
incurred-but-not-reported potential liabilities as
calculated earlier this year stood, from memory, at
about $450 million, and without having the specifics of
them with me I suspect they would now be of the order
of $200 million. The amount of the exposure that the
profession now faces is very, very substantially less
than it was only some months ago, simply because
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there has been massive change in the legislative
programs of all the states of Australia, which has
therefore reduced the amount of exposure which those
in the profession face. That is not for one moment to
make small the onus and the liability members of the
profession face, and I know there are ongoing
discussions at various levels — federal and state — to
further ease the problem.
The point of this aspect is that the emphasis is passing
across to the insurance industry, and it is incumbent on
the industry to signal its intent as to what is going to
happen over the next 12 months and the next couple of
years and to give some comfort to all of us who are
involved in a legislative process about which it is
intrinsically difficult to be able to say with justification
to the people from whom rights are being taken on a
pretty willy-nilly basis that it has all been worth while,
that it is going to translate into lower premiums having
to be paid and that that in turn will rebalance a lot of
these issues which have been out of balance for so long.
I was engaged in a conversation the other night where
insurance representatives were present. Various other
people were on hand, and we debated in pretty lively
fashion this very point. It is a question of where the
balance lies in all this. Insurers of course receive
premiums on the basis of a calculation of the risk to
which they are exposed. From the perspective of those
of us involved in legislation, there is this constant
problem of the extent to which you prune people’s
rights and take away the capacity to be appropriately
able to access the law to obtain the compensation to
which they are otherwise entitled. It is a question of
balance. Today we have a bill before us that is going to
make significant inroads again.
I say to many who applaud this style of legislation
outright that they ought have regard to that renowned
Chinese proverb: be careful what you wish for. One of
the things about all of us is that we are by nature
optimists. That in turn translates to the view that
accidents always happen to someone else and
misadventure of different forms always occurs
elsewhere. I suppose it is only when individuals are
faced with the reality of having had the misfortune to be
injured in an accident of some sort that they think about
the style of things that this legislation impacts upon. I
say again: be careful what you wish for. This legislation
will pass, I have no doubt, and it will make these further
substantial changes. It is a question of how far we go
down this road in terms of community interest.
One of the other benefits, hopefully, of this bill will be
that we will see a more active participation in the
market of other insurers who are prepared to come back
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in. One of the problems has been, very understandably,
that the insurers have been reluctant to participate in a
market that has been as thin as it has been with as much
exposure as it has had. I would hope that when the
insurance industry continues to assess this style of
legislation it will conclude that it is appropriate for
more of the entities involved in the industry to take an
active part in the insurance that is available to the many
aspects of the community that need it.
This bill adopts further recommendations from the
report by Justice Ipp. It is the third in a series of pieces
of legislation that have gone through this house. In
October 2002 the Wrongs and Other Acts (Public
Liability Insurance Reform) Act came into operation. In
June 2003 the Wrongs and Limitation of Actions Acts
(Insurance Reform) Act came into operation. This bill
is the third of the trio.
This legislation does not apply to the Transport
Accident Act, to the Workcover legislation, to
dust-related claims resulting from conditions arising
from such exposure, or to tobacco-related claims. The
legislation does apply to claims that fall outside those
respective schemes. The net result of that is that
Victoria will now have a two-tiered structure for the
provision of indemnity in personal injury claims. That
is an unsatisfactory state of affairs, one which
compounds the position in some senses because a vital
aspect of what the insurance industry pleads for is
commonality across all jurisdictions in the nation.
Unfortunately we seem to have moved further away
from achieving that result, with each state and territory
making its own legislative amendments in this area.
For my part, as I have done before, I would renew my
plea to those responsible across Australia to get
together, since they are all Labor Party jurisdictions —
not that that should matter in this circumstance — and
get a common approach to these things and create a
legislative program accordingly throughout the nation.
Because until they do, the insurance industry will not
translate the full benefit of this legislation into reduced
premiums.
That two-tiered structure will mean that anyone injured
in a car accident or a work-related accident or anyone
who suffers injury as a result of a dust-related condition
or who has an injury and wants to make a claim related
to tobacco is going to have one set of rights and anyone
outside that category will have a different set of rights.
Anyone who is injured as a result of food poisoning or
product liability or medical negligence or operator error
such as happened with the chairlift incident here in
Victoria only a few months ago will now have their
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claim judged on different criteria from those that apply
in the other instances I have referred to.
The bill will achieve a position whereby there will be a
retrospective application of what happens as a result of
this legislation. That occurs because this bill will apply
immediately after the date of assent. Strictly speaking, I
believe, it should apply prospectively, in the sense that
it would have application to accidents which occur after
the date of assent, but that is not what the government
has chosen to do. Rather, the bill will have immediate
application, and that in turn will have profound effects.
People who have had the opportunity to get the
appropriate advice will have been to see a legal
practitioner and instituted their claim. Their next-door
neighbour, who might have been injured in precisely
the same accident but who has not taken those steps,
will find, when they go to their practitioner after the
date of assent to this legislation, that their claim, based
on precisely the same fact circumstances, is going to be
treated very differently. Many would say that is a very
unsatisfactory state of affairs.
There is going to be a profound change in the way in
which duty of care is viewed in our courts. In this
regard the second-reading speech is absolutely wrong.
To talk about it and palm it off, as the second-reading
speech does, is simply not to do it justice. I quote from
paragraph 34 of the commentary by Jack Rush, QC,
which he provided to me:
As a result of careful and incremental development, the
common law requires a risk to be ‘not far fetched or fanciful’,
to posit a duty of care. The addition of the new requirement
that the risk also be ‘not insignificant’ suffers from three
fundamental defects —

and Mr Rush has outlined what they are. But the
change from the accepted common-law position which
has been endorsed repeatedly by the High Court of this
country to what Justice Ipp has recommended is going
to be very significant. It is pointless for the
second-reading speech to state otherwise. Jim
Kennan, QC, in his assessment of the legislation also
makes reference to this very substantial change. The
bottom line is that it substantially raises the bar, with a
plaintiff having to satisfy a different set of criteria
where an injury happens in the position accommodated
by this bill as opposed to the criteria for a similar injury
suffered in areas that are exempt from the operation of
this legislation.
I must say again, as a general principle, that I do not
think that is a healthy thing. Not insignificantly, if I
may say, the provision is of course protected by one of
the dreaded section 85 provisions that this government
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regarded with such appalling disdain in years gone by.
There is a profound change regarding the issue of
causation, and whereas that is dealt with very
appropriately by the law, the provisions around
section 51 are going to make substantial changes.
We were going to introduce a two-tiered consideration
by the court, involving a notion of factual causation and
a notion of scope of liability. It is going to divide and
introduce a complex definition which must now be
interpreted. Very importantly it is also going to require
a court to make assessments on a basis which is very
pertinent to the subjective consideration by that court of
any given fact circumstance as opposed to the position
that now applies.
At paragraph 44 on page 10 of his material, Mr Rush
observed:
There can be no justification for a court (judge or jury)
making a personal value judgment in determining whether an
inference of causation should be drawn. It is simply not part
of the judicial role. Nor is it conducive to fairness,
consistency or predicability in the judicial process.

He goes on to comment further in a similar vein. I say
again that it is a profound change.
There is further profound change in what is colloquially
known in the law as the volenti defence. This is the
circumstance where a negligent party causes injury to
another individual and that negligent party must
show — as the law now stands — that the injured party
has voluntarily assumed a risk, if that is what the
negligent party wants to say. The historical form of
case — and I emphasise that, strictly speaking, there is
no application of this, because the operation of the
Transport Accident Commission is exempted from the
legislation — has been the person who has drunk too
much, is heading home from a footy function in the car
and hits a tree, and the passenger in the car is severely
injured. As the law now stands, if the insurance
company for the driver wants to show that the
passenger should not be entitled to claim damages, then
the driver has to show that the passenger knew of the
driver’s state of insobriety. The onus rests on the driver
doing that, or more particularly on the driver’s insurer.
Under this profound change to the law there will be a
presumption that the passenger knew at the time that
the person who drove the vehicle was inebriated and
affected by alcohol. There are many examples — they
are replete, in fact — where the notion of reversing this
onus, which this legislation does, is demonstrably
unfair. It is a major change to now force a person who
has been injured to disprove the allegation that they
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were aware of the risk involved in the particular
circumstances under consideration.

going to go by the wayside in this legislation. Again,
that is a profound change.

There is a further profound change in the area of the
negligence of professionals, which is protected by
another section 85 provision. The common law as it
now stands enables a judge and a jury to assess the
evidence, determine a standard of care and assess the
breach of that duty if there is a breach. We are now
going to have introduced into the law the notion of peer
professional opinion. It is a new concept and something
contrary to the law as it presently stands, as has been
determined by the High Court in the case of Rogers v.
Whittaker. It is accepted that this principle does not
have a place in the law within Australia, but what we
are now going to see, through the Ipp recommendations
being accepted, is the common law being overturned.
We will see a situation where this new concept of peer
professional opinion will be introduced. That again is a
profound change.

The next profound change has to do with the liability of
statutory authorities, and again it is protected by a
section 85 provision. It is said to in part relate to the
need to accommodate the decision in Brodie v.
Singleton Shire Council. Time precludes my talking
about that in any detail, but this bill gives a very broad
definition of ‘public authorities’ which goes way
beyond what was ever contemplated in protecting the
interests of local government. All the government had
to do was introduce legislation to deal with the issue of
nonfeasance as against misfeasance, and if it had, that
narrow problem, which this is said to accommodate,
would have been fixed. Rather we have this huge
gamut of legislation, the impact of which I have grave
doubts about.

A further profound change, again protected by a
section 85 provision, has to do with claims for mental
harm. I do not know whether the backbenchers of the
Labor Party have looked at this provision carefully, but
this is an extraordinarily significant change, because the
recommendations in the Ipp report are going to be
codified.
It is interesting that, with the greatest respect to him,
when Justice Ipp was a member of the full court of
Western Australia he put the propositions which are
now reflected in this bill in a judgment which was
subsequently considered by our High Court, which
rejected the proposals contained therein. As the circle
turns in the extraordinary world in which live, Justice
Ipp — again with the greatest respect to him — is now
in a position to bring about this profound change
because the recommendations he made within his
report have been accepted. So we are going to see a
change in the law which the High Court of Australia
specifically rejected as being unfair and unreasonable.
It just goes to demonstrate that there is more than one
way to skin a cat.
The concept being introduced is ‘normal fortitude’,
whatever that should mean. It is patently going to
discriminate, however it is defined, against those who
suffer from disabilities. There is a saving provision of
sorts contained within the legislation, purportedly to
accommodate those who do not enjoy the normality of
physical and mental status. To the contrary, the
longstanding notion of taking a person as you find them
and the proverbial eggshell-skull principle, which have
been part of the law since time immemorial, are now

Finally, we have legislation which on the face of it will
make significant and profound changes to the way in
which the law, for those who have the misfortune to
suffer from personal injuries, is going to operate in this
state. We do not oppose it in the greater scheme of
things, but I will be interested in the minister’s
commentary in relation to it.
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — It gives me
pleasure to rise to speak on this bill, one which is very
important to the Victorian community. Last year the
commonwealth, the states and the territories agreed on
the need for a principle-based examination of all issues
relating to the law of negligence, which led to the
appointment of Justice Ipp and his committee and the
subsequent report. This bill fundamentally adopts many
of the recommendations that were made by Justice Ipp.
The Ipp report formed part of a broader process of
considering all aspects of liability insurance, with much
ongoing work still occurring in areas such as
standardised data collection and the issues surrounding
the long-term care of the catastrophically injured.
The Wrongs and Other Acts (Law of Negligence) Bill
represents the government’s delivery on that
commitment. It complements legislation by the
commonwealth and other states and territories which
either has been announced or is already in place. This
bill provides for certain legal principles relating to the
law of negligence, certain legal principles relating to
mental harm and the clarification of the liability of
public authorities, which has been of particular interest
since the High Court decision in Brodie v. Singleton
Shire Council. It will also amend the current provisions
relating to proportionate liability and medical panel
procedures. It will make amendments to the Victorian
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Managed Insurance Authority Act 1996 to allow for the
provision of temporary insurance to cover
non-government bodies, subject to strict conditions. It
will also make amendments to the Building Act 1993 to
preclude the issuing of builders warranty insurance by
unapproved insurers.
As part of the government’s third stage of delivery the
bill provides certainty to the market and to the
community. Members would remember that months
ago we had what was described as a crisis, and the
government was in the position of needing to introduce
legislation relating to insurance provisions for the
purpose of providing the very certainty which it is now
delivering and for the purpose of providing uniformity
across jurisdictions.
This has been done in consultation with other states and
territories and the commonwealth. It is done in the
context of adopting the report and recommendations of
Justice Ipp, and it is done in order to ensure that there is
a diversity of insurers in the market and to make
provision for other insurers to come back into the
market. It is also done with the intention of providing
security, certainty and assurance to all the parties
involved with the hope and the expectation on the part
of government that it will translate into insurance
companies delivering lesser premiums, which are much
needed by the community.
One needs to remember that there are plenty of
organisations and community groups that could not
survive should insurance companies not act
responsibly, and correctly in the moral sense, given that
these organisations have been their clients for so many
years. There is that expectation, which I need to put on
record.
This legislation strikes a balance between the interests
of injured parties making claims for compensation and
purchasers of insurance cover against liability for such
compensation. This is an important point, because good
legislation caters for the whole of the community. We
recognised that we had a difficult situation on our hands
and that we needed to bring in a whole package of
legislation, and this is the third stage of reforms to
address this issue of insurance in the public liability
market in Victoria. Consequently I am confident that
this will deliver the required incentives for all the
parties to act accordingly, particularly for insurance
companies to deliver lesser premiums and more
competitive premiums.
In October the Insurance Council of Australia called on
the government to bring about the very reforms that are
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now being introduced. A press release from the council
states:
The choice for the Victorian government is clear. This third
tort reform measure is needed to complete the reform package
the government has already set in train. Without a complete
package in place, the earlier reforms will be rendered
effectively useless and the public liability market would be
less attractive for insurers.

It continues:
The third bill also contains measures which are vital to
redirecting the benefits for liability claims towards those who
deserve it, the most seriously injured.
The bill includes procedural arrangements for the general
damages provision which was passed in the second reform
measure earlier this year. This is the key provision for the
reduction of liability claims costs because it will not only
reduce payouts for minor injury, it will also seriously reduce
legal costs. Anecdotal evidence suggests that anticipation of
this measure is already having a positive effect on claims
numbers.

The Insurance Council of Australia called on the
Victorian government to bring about reform to address
the crisis that we were having at the time. I am
confident that this reform will meet the needs of all the
parties. I am confident that the bill strikes the very
balance that is required between the interests of injured
people, as injured claimants, and those of purchasers of
insurance.
However, this bill excludes tobacco claims, dust
diseases, Workcover and Transport Accident
Commission matters. Claims arising from smoking or
other use of tobacco products or dust-related conditions
are excluded from the operation of the provisions of the
bill relating to negligence, mental harm, public
authorities and limits on damages for loss of capacity to
provide care to dependants. Claims under workers
compensation legislation, including those of volunteers
who are compensated as though they were workers —
that is, Country Fire Authority and State Emergency
Service volunteers and so on — and Transport
Accident Commission legislation are similarly
excluded from the provisions relating to negligence and
mental harm. The provisions relating to public
authorities do not affect workers compensation or
transport accident claims. Such claims are already
subject to restrictions in the relevant legislation on the
payment of damages in respect of loss of capacity to
provide care.
We need to confirm that we have acted in accordance
with arrangements arising out of forums held between
the states, the territories and the commonwealth and
that the government has brought about reforms which
are consistent with the recommendations of Justice Ipp.
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We have adopted most of them, and we are comfortable
and confident that these reforms will be welcomed by
all the parties in the community. It strikes the correct
balance and provides the certainty which is much
sought after and required by the Victorian community,
and indeed by community groups, so that they can
continue their activities in the community in the full
knowledge that they will not only be operational but
that they will be able to continue to survive and do it
well.
These reforms must bring about a reduction of
premiums. One strongly expects the insurance
companies to translate the gains that are being brought
about by legislative reform into a reduction of
premiums. These reforms will deliver diversity of
insurance products and insurers in the market.
It should bring other insurers back into the market
because there is now certainty in the light of these
reforms. We have now completed the reforms which
were sought of this government. We brought about
legislation, we acted responsibly and we have delivered
to the whole community. We have governed again for
the whole of the community in taking all the parties’
interests into account.
Debate adjourned on motion of Dr NAPTHINE
(South-West Coast).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

HEALTH LEGISLATION (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 19 November; motion of Ms PIKE
(Minister for Health).

Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) — I take this
opportunity to thank those who have contributed to the
debate on the Health Legislation (Further Amendment)
Bill, particularly the members for Caulfield, Mulgrave
and Lowan. As we know, the bill deals with a number
of changes, making amendments to several acts in the
areas of Chinese medicine, repealing the Pathology
Services Accreditation Act and other minor issues. The
main part of the bill amends the registration system in
Victoria, the duplicated system for pathologists and, of
course, it has been subject to a range of perspectives.
The government brought this particular amendment
into the house following a very extensive review that
was undertaken by an expert panel under the guidance
and leadership of the member for Melton. I want to put
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on the public record my gratitude to the member for
Melton for leading this excellent piece of work and also
my gratitude to those who served on the panel and
worked with the member for Melton. Those people are
experts in this field. They consulted very widely with
the community. They also consulted widely and took
submissions from people in the industry, so I am very
grateful. The extensive work was undertaken by a panel
which comprised Professor Stephen Cordner, the
director of the Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine;
Dr Graham Rouch, who is a well-known associate
professor of public health and the former chief health
officer; Dr Chee-Wah Cheah, a senior economist, and
Ms Kay Currie, the president of the Health Issues
Centre. I also want to thank Dr Gordon Whyte, who
provided the expert technical advice to the review
panel. It was a very diligent piece of work and I want to
thank them.
The panel recommended that for the overwhelming
majority of Victorian pathology services that are
subject to dual accreditation the additional layer of state
regulation provided no additional protection for public
health. Their major concern, as one would expect of
people of that calibre and that experience, was the risk
to public health. They were certainly of the view that
maintaining the dual business licensing regime for the
small number of Victorian pathology services that are
not Medicare accredited, not subject to commonwealth
regulation, is neither practical nor justifiable in terms of
public health. They therefore recommended that the
Victorian act be repealed. They noted that work was
being undertaken at the commonwealth level, following
a major review conducted by Corrs, that recommended
complementary regulation — not the creation of a dual
business licensing system but complementary
regulation. Work is under way for this on a national
basis, and that work will be discussed at the upcoming
health ministers’ conference which I will be attending
on 28 November.
The government has taken all steps to evaluate that
recommendation. We have taken considerable steps to
consult; we have used the wise counsel and advice of
an expert panel and we are confident that the step we
are taking to repeal the act is the right one for this state.
It brings us into line with all other states in Australia
because we are the only state to have regulatory
legislation and a Pathology Services Accreditation
Board, and the history has been that for the few pieces
of work the Pathology Services Accreditation Board
undertook it utilised the National Association of
Testing Authorities, as did the commonwealth.
That has been the rationale for the decision and the
debate has canvassed a wide variety of issues in this
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regard, but we are certainly confident from the
government’s perspective that this is good legislation
and it is in the best interests of the Victorian
community.
The bill makes a range of other amendments to several
acts, fundamentally around bringing the medical
registration acts in line with changes to Victoria’s
privacy regime, but the main part is the repeal of the
Pathology Services Accreditation Act. Once again I
want to thank everyone who has been involved —
people from the Department of Human Services, people
on the board and my colleagues who have contributed
to the debate. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.

The action that was finally taken was through the
application of this piece of legislation. While the
minister does not agree with me, it is important that in
trying to ensure that Victorians have confidence in our
pathology services we maintain the dual system for
those services which receive Medicare rebates, but also,
importantly, for the number of pathology services
which are not covered by Medicare arrangements. I
think we should be offering this dual service in a sense
to ensure that all services have to comply with
commonwealth legislation and state legislation and that
those that are not covered by federal legislation are
covered by state legislation, which should give an
assurance in relation to quality.
To that effect I would like to quote the secretary of the
Medical Scientists Association of Victoria, Rosemary
Kelly, who is reported in the article as making the
following comments:

Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I move:
1.
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Clause 1, page 2, lines 1 and 2, omit “and to repeal the
Pathology Services Accreditation Act 1984”.

The CHAIR — Order! It is my view that this
amendment will test the committee’s view on the
member for Caulfield’s amendments 2 and 3. However,
the member will, of course, still have the opportunity to
vote against clause 14, but not formally move her
amendment 2.
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — The Liberal Party
has chosen to move this amendment because
fundamentally while it is not opposing the bill and the
three other important parts of this bill, it is certainly
opposing this part of the legislation which seeks to
repeal the Pathology Services Accreditation Act.
In my contribution yesterday I went into some detail in
outlining why the opposition really cannot support this
part of the government’s legislation and why it would
seek to amend the legislation to ensure that the
Pathology Services Accreditation Act continues in
Victoria and that the board very much continues its role
in setting quality assurance for pathology services in
this state.
Many would have seen the report in this morning’s
Herald Sun on this whole issue and would also recall
the case last year where a particular pathology service
firm was seen as not to be delivering appropriate
quality assurance in relation to Pap tests for women.

In a bizarre twist, the minister is regulating acupuncture but
deregulating pathology …
Accurate pathology results are the cornerstone of the
diagnosis and treatment of disease.

The articles states:
She said the government was reckless and uncaring, and
would no longer be able to shut down substandard labs.

We agree with those comments. We believe it is most
important that this piece of legislation stay in place and
that the government support the board in continuing its
very important work. It is not an expensive board to
support, and we believe there is little future in the
government trying to disband this important board and
the legislation that underwrites it. We ask the
government to reconsider the situation.
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — I want to take this
opportunity to say a number of things about this matter.
I certainly oppose the amendment that has been moved
by the honourable member. I want to thank the experts
that put together the report, which has obviously been
taken out of context by members of the opposition.
Mr Perton interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! The member for Doncaster!
Mr NARDELLA — I want to thank Dr Chee-Wah
Cheah, Professor Stephen Cordner, Ms Kay Currie, a
consumer representative from the Health Issues Centre,
Dr Graham Rouch, and Associate Professor Gordon
Whyte; along with other terrific people, Milena Canil
and Pauline Ireland, who assisted in this review.
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The opposition has got this wrong. The legislation as
we have it is old legislation. It was put together in the
mid-1980s when there was no regulation, when there
was nothing in place, and when it was used as template
legislation for this type of regulation — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIR — Order! Members should not be
having a debate across the table at the same time as the
member is making his contribution.
Mr NARDELLA — It was used for this type of
regulation throughout Australia; so the legislation is
old. In fact the first review was undertaken by the now
Leader of the Opposition in 1995. I looked at that
review when we did this report.
There is no extra safety in having a pathology review
board. As honourable members know, I am not a
deregulationist by heart. But we scientifically examined
the evidence that was placed before us, we talked to the
providers, we talked to the pathology industry, we
talked to doctors, we had experts, and a consumer
representative on the review panel, and we talked to the
Health Services Commissioner — and you cannot get
much better than that — in understanding the needs for
consumers. After examining all the evidence before us
it was found, and a recommendation came down, that
what we were doing in Victoria was an absolute
duplication of the commonwealth system and that it
was not adding any extra value to our pathology
system. That was very clear in the recommendations we
made. Those recommendations were not made
overnight; they were done in a very scientific way and
in consideration of all the items and issues before us.
The shadow minister said there are no extra costs; there
are extra costs. She does not understand; she has no
idea what the extra costs are. The Hepburn Community
Health Centre talked to us. If you read the report you
would understand that it does screenings, those
screenings give an indication if there are any problems,
and the people are then referred to the experts. But to be
accredited under this legislation was costing those
community health centres, and still costs them, an extra
$2000 a year. I just wish you would have read the
report.
Mrs Shardey — On a point of order, Chair, I
believe I am being misquoted. The costs I was — —
The CHAIR — Order! No, that is not a point of
order.
Mrs Shardey — I ask the member to withdraw his
accusation that I am wrong.
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The CHAIR — Order! It is not the practice of the
chamber to seek withdrawals for what is claimed to be
incorrect statements — only for ones found to be
offensive.
Mr NARDELLA — In regard to General
Diagnostic Laboratories, or GDL, the honourable
member is also wrong. The action was initially taken by
the commonwealth government through the legal
system. It then required the state government to take
some additional action to inform women and to make
sure that what was being done here was reinforcing
what the federal government was doing. The action
taken by the commonwealth government is enough to
protect consumers in Victoria, and I support the
legislation before the chamber.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I rise to speak on
this because I have a particular interest in pathology
services. I acknowledge that this is a question of
balance and perhaps of opinion, but my particular
interest in pathology services is because my wife had
open-heart surgery in May this year and she is now a
very regular attender, as with all other open-heart
surgery patients, for pathology tests. In fact she has to
attend and get a blood test every three weeks or so.
As a result both she and I have a particular interest. We
are very concerned, as I am sure everybody would be
concerned, to guarantee that there is some credibility in
pathology services in this state. Those pathology
services in Victoria have had a high degree of
credibility over the years, and one would hope that
would continue.
I listened with great interest to what the member for
Melton said, because he chaired the committee whose
recommendations resulted in this particular section of
the act being brought before the house. I noted that he
said the committee came down on the side of what it
believed was the expert opinion given to it — and that
is reasonable and fair. However, the member for
Melton would, as a fair man, understand and
acknowledge that there is also a balance of opinion that
is very much the other way, and it is the reason this
debate is now occurring. In fact, the reason the
opposition has taken the stance it has in saying that this
deregulation of pathology services should not occur is
that it believes the opinions that were not supported by
the member for Melton and his committee are in fact
opinions that should have been supported.
The bodies that have stated their blanket opposition to
this deregulation, or abolition, are not inconsiderable.
They include the Australasian Association of Clinical
Biochemists, Network Pathology, the Austin and
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Repatriation Medical Centre, the Victorian Health Care
Association, the Medical Scientists Association of
Victoria and the Peter McCallum Cancer Institute. As I
said, these are not inconsiderable, particularly in the
case of the Peter McCallum Cancer Institute and the
Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre. I suggest they
are bodies that are held in high regard by people
throughout the state, and I am advised that they are
diametrically opposed to this abolition. As the member
for Caulfield said, the Medical Scientists Association of
Victoria is reported in today’s Herald Sun as saying
that it is clearly opposed to the legislation because it
claims that the lack of regulation will entice
substandard laboratories into Victoria.
Surely the member for Melton and the parliamentary
secretary, who appears to be girding his loins to get up
and speak on this amendment, would acknowledge that
that is not an option that anyone would want to see
occur in Victoria. We need to ensure the strong
credibility of our pathology services throughout this
state. We do not need to be sending messages out to the
people who depend for their very lives on pathology
services that there will be any reduction in that
credibility. Therefore we have to be very careful before
we deregulate or abolish a watchdog body that has so
far proved itself to be very good at the job it does.
Finally, there is a reliance on duplication between the
commonwealth and the state. My understanding is that
the commonwealth review has recommended that other
states follow Victoria’s lead. Therefore, it would seem
that relying on the commonwealth somehow or other
having some obligation in this area as a reason for
Victoria releasing its obligations in regard to the
overseeing of pathology services does not stand up,
because if the commonwealth review has, as I
understand it, recommended that other states follow
Victoria’s model, we would be setting out to deregulate
a service when the other states are going to have
regulation.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — Notwithstanding
my incapacity to gird my loins on this occasion, I am
pleased to follow the member for Mornington. It is not
often that I follow the advice of the member for
Doncaster, but in this case I will.
I will pick up on a couple of comments made by the
member for Mornington in terms of the pathology
services his wife uses on a regular basis. As he
mentioned a moment ago, those pathology services
clearly need to be seen as quite different to the
pathology services provided by the 19 bodies which are
not covered by the Health Insurance Commission (HIC)
and which get their accreditation from the National
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Association of Testing Authorities (NATA) by virtue of
the Pathology Accreditation Services Board (PASB) —
that is, our board.
The member for Caulfield put forward the view that the
dual business licensing system should remain in place
not simply for those 19 but for all the pathology labs in
this state. That seems to me an amazing point to put,
and it is actually a step further than the point the
member for Caulfield put in her speech during the
second-reading debate on Tuesday.
But to take that up, we have heard comments made and
quotes given as part of what those opposite have put
forward as overwhelming support for the retention of
the dual business licensing system as it relates to those
19 providers that effectively gain their NATA
accreditation through our state process, as well as the
other 90-odd per cent of the industry that gains its
NATA accreditation pursuant to their Medicare status.
Let us look at what a range of other eminent bodies
have said. I made reference to these on Wednesday, but
I will go back to them because obviously members
opposite have not bothered to read Daily Hansard.
Australian Pathology Practices stated:
… we do find it anomalous that Victoria is the only state that
has its own pathology services accreditation board. With
respect to medical testing underwritten by Medicare —

that is, the 90 per cent —
and safeguarded by commonwealth legislation including
NATA. The PASB appears to be superfluous.

On from that, the Royal Australasian College of
General Practitioners, again a body we could have
some confidence in:
… strongly oppose the continued involvement of the PASBV
with respect to tests which are Medicare rebatable.

The member for Caulfield is not arguing that. She is
arguing that the Medicare-rebatable work, the work
done by those pathology labs, should have to be
licensed pursuant to the state business licensing system
and the HIC system. The member for Caulfield is not
even attempting to argue that the 19 she might see as
slipping through the net ought to be looked after; she
wants to keep 100 per cent of a ‘cumbersome and
unnecessary system’, to quote Australian Pathology
Practices. That makes no sense at all.
It is important that I note, in opposing the amendments
moved by the member for Caulfield, that this is not a
position she has put in any consistent way. Last week
the member seemed to be coming down on the side of
getting rid of the dual business licensing system, but
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this week these amendments have been moved. She has
been all over the place on this and totally inconsistent.
Mrs Shardey — What are you talking about?
Mr ANDREWS — If you want me to go into the
detail of your questions at briefings, that is fine, but you
have been totally inconsistent on this issue, trying to
take every position on every issue. That is a
commentary on the member for Caulfield.
This is a sensible set of arrangements to move this
important industry forward, an industry to which the
member for Mornington has made personal reference
and an industry that needs to maintain and uphold the
highest possible standards. That is why, in terms of the
19 providers that get their accreditation from NATA
through our state board, the Minister for Health is
raising as a matter of urgency at the health ministers
council tomorrow week in Sydney the issue of targeted
regulations, to the extent that there is not a sufficient
regulatory regime in place for those 19 laboratories.
That is a prudent and smart thing to do in terms of
making sure there is absolute community confidence in
the system. I oppose the amendments and commend the
bill to the house.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — I oppose the
amendments moved by the member for Caulfield. It is
clear this act duplicates the commonwealth regulatory
regime. It is also very clear that there are only a very
small number of services that are actually covered by
this current act. Just because we are going to repeal the
Pathology Services Accreditation Act does not mean
the 19 services currently covered by that act will dump
their National Association of Testing Authorities
(NATA) accreditation. In fact to the contrary, they will
keep their national accreditation.
No other state in Australia has this accreditation regime.
We have to ask ourselves why Victoria needs this
regime. No other state has faced any problems as a
result of not having a similar act. The expert panel
found there were no additional risks or concerns in
other states as a result of not having this regime. Nor do
we see any other state scrambling to reintroduce this
regime. We do not find as a result of the GDL case
states saying, ‘There are gaps in our regulatory regime,
therefore we must move to reinstitute the regime. We
must reintroduce a pathology services accreditation
act’. The reason they are not doing that is that they
know the commonwealth regime is more than adequate
to deal with these situations.
The issue of GDL has been raised by a number of
speakers. The problem of Pap smear testing was
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identified by the commonwealth. It took the initial
action to withdraw Medicare rebates for Pap smear
testing by GDL. It was GDL which appealed the
commonwealth decision, and the commonwealth
obtained a suppression order in relation to that. That is
what happened. The story started appearing in the
media, and a number of Pap smear laboratories were
saying, ‘It is not us’. Finally GDL outed itself in the
media. Where was the Pathology Services
Accreditation Board in relation to that? It was nowhere.
It was not acting as a board because there was adequate
commonwealth action that was being taken — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! The member for Doncaster!
Mr HUDSON — We need nationally consistent
standards that apply to practitioners and consumers.
The opposition knows that. The opposition is trying to
make some cheap points. I presume you are writing to
all your state colleagues — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! The member for Bentleigh,
addressing the Chair. I ask the member for Doncaster to
restrain himself.
Mr HUDSON — The work done by the expert
medical panel is good work done under the
chairmanship of the member for Melton. Medical
practitioners are not beating down the door of this
Parliament asking it to keep this act in place. Quite the
reverse — a range of experts represented on the panel
have made it very clear — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! I have now asked the
member for Doncaster on three occasions to restrain
himself. The member can take this as a caution.
Mr HUDSON — Quite the contrary, a whole range
of practitioners on the medical panel recognised this act
was not necessary and recommended its repeal. I
support that repeal and oppose the amendment.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I have listened with
a great deal of interest to the debate, because this is an
important service not just for women but for a lot of
people. It covers seven different disciplines including
research laboratories, sports medicine clinics and the
like. I am interested to know about the 19 bodies that
are not covered by the Health Insurance Commission. I
note the minister said in her second-reading speech that
the government will be looking for more targeted
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reforms. When will these targeted reforms happen,
because these 19 bodies are not covered by the Health
Insurance Commission, so how will we control them in
the interim? I want to hear the answer to that.

Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr

Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) — I am happy to
inform the member for Lowan that the commonwealth
has been working with states through the Australian
Health Ministers Advisory Council to ensure that
sufficient protection does exist in all states for services
not covered by the commonwealth regime — the
non-Medicare services. It is a matter I will raise again,
and it will be further discussed on 28 November at the
council meeting.

Amendment negatived.

The CHAIR — Order! The member for Caulfield
has moved an amendment to clause 1. The question I
will put is that the words proposed to be omitted stand
part of the clause. Those supporting the member for
Caulfield’s amendment should vote no.

Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Wells, Mr

Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

The CHAIR — Order! The time having reached
4 o’clock, the remainder of the bill will be put as one
question.
Clauses 1 to 15 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

Committee divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
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Ayes, 62

Second reading

Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Mr
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
Marshall, Ms
Maughan, Mr
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Powell, Mrs
Robinson, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 17
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr

Debate resumed from 19 November; motion of
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture).

The SPEAKER — Order! The question is that this
bill be now read a second time and the circulated
government amendments be agreed to.
House divided on question:

Ayes, 56
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
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Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr

Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 24
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr

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

Question agreed to.
Read second time.

Circulated amendments
Circulated government amendments 1 to 3 as follows
agreed to:
1.

Clause 2, line 14, after “sections 5,” insert “29(3), 30,”.

2.

Clause 2, after line 26 insert —
“(6) Sections 29(3) and 30 come into operation on
31 December 2004.”.

3.

D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr

“(ta) section 119A (knowingly make false or
misleading statements in relation to priority
species).”.’.

Noes, 24

House divided on motion:

Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

FORESTS AND NATIONAL PARKS ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Ayes, 56
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr

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

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Third reading
The SPEAKER — Order! I am of the opinion that
the third reading of the bill is required to be passed by
an absolute majority.

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

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

Clause 8, lines 10 to 17, omit sub-clause (1) and
insert —
‘(1) After item 7(t) in Schedule 1 to the Confiscation
Act 1997 insert —
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Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

WRONGS AND OTHER ACTS (LAW OF
NEGLIGENCE) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer).
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Parliament has been asked to positively ratify changes
to statutory planning schemes.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PLANNING: URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — I
move:
That pursuant to section 46AH of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, the following 13 amendments to
modify the urban growth boundary be ratified:
Nillumbik planning scheme — No. C27
Frankston planning scheme — No. C29
Yarra Ranges planning scheme — No. C36
Kingston planning scheme — No. C38
Knox planning scheme — No. C41
Melton planning scheme — No. C41
Hume planning scheme — No. C48
Greater Dandenong planning scheme — No. C53
Cardinia planning scheme — No. C55
Mornington Peninsula planning scheme — No. C57
Wyndham planning scheme — No. C62
Whittlesea planning scheme — No. C63
Casey planning scheme — No. C70.

This is an historic first for Victoria. Both houses of
Parliament are being asked to ratify 13 planning
scheme amendments around the edge of Melbourne to
settle the urban growth boundary (UGB). These
amendments respond to detailed public submissions on
the urban growth boundary made over the last
12 months.
It is a fact that the Parliament already approves strategy
plans like the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong
Ranges Regional Strategy Plan and the Melbourne
Airport Environs Strategy Plan. Members will be aware
of the disallowance provisions of the Planning and
Environment Act in relation to planning scheme
amendments generally, but this is the first time that

In 2000 the Bracks government embarked on an
ambitious task of inviting the community to give us its
views on the way we should manage population growth
in this city over the next 30 years. The overwhelming
message from the community was to stop urban sprawl
and to protect our sensitive green wedges. The result of
those consultations was Melbourne 2030, launched by
the Premier as an all-governments strategy in October
2002. It is about simply managing the opportunities and
challenges of population growth which will occur in
this city and in this state whether Melbourne 2030
exists or not. It is about managing that in a partnership
and strategic way so that we protect what we love about
this city while enjoying the opportunities and the
challenges. It is about protecting the environment that
we love but ensuring that we have the land we need.
The reaction to these amendments, when they were
tabled in this place and concurrently in the upper house,
has been extremely supportive. Indeed that support
mirrors the support from all stakeholders for the nine
key principles of Melbourne 2030 when the
government launched it 12 months ago. Let me refer to
some examples of the support the government has
received publicly for this package of amendments to
complete the green wedge protection package and to
settle the urban growth boundary outside the growth
areas.
The Green Wedges Coalition is an important,
considered and enthusiastic group of Melburnians and
Victorians determined to ensure that there is positive
protection for our sensitive green wedges.
The Green Wedges Coalition congratulates the Bracks
government and the planning minister … This historic
legislation is a great achievement …

The statement from the Green Wedges Coalition of
18 November 2003 goes on:
The government has honoured its election pledge to protect
the green wedges and to limit suburban sprawl …
…
We welcome this huge and historic step in the struggle to
protect Melbourne’s green wedges.

Let me give an example of support from the other end
of the spectrum, from the Oliver Hume Real Estate
Group. This is Australia’s leading residential project
marketer, which has in excess of 50 residential projects
on offer throughout Melbourne, so you would expect it
to have a different perspective on land supply and
demand. The Oliver Hume Real Estate Group’s
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statement comes from the managing director,
Mr Michael Duster, who said:
… it was rewarding to see details of a settled UGB after much
consultation and involvement as a key player.
…
Mr Duster commended the Labor government for
implementing what he believed had evolved to become a
logical and well-planned land management strategy for
Melbourne’s outer growth corridors.
…
Mr Duster congratulated the minister and her department for
making the tough decisions since the strategy’s inception and
for implementing what he believed to be a well-planned,
sustainable growth plan for Melbourne’s future.

There is the issue of housing for this extra population,
so I would like to share with the house the comments
from the Housing Industry Association of Australia and
its Victorian executive director, Mr John Gaffney:
The state’s peak housing industry body, HIA, has welcomed
the Victorian government’s guarantee today that it will
guarantee a 15-year, ongoing supply of land within the five
designated growth corridors inside Melbourne’s urban growth
boundary.
…
Today’s commitment by Planning Minister Delahunty gives a
level of certainty which will be welcomed by the housing and
urban development industries as it provides a definite
framework for business, product and community planning
and should serve to settle some issues related to housing
affordability …

That is just a sample of the range of support not only
for Melbourne 2030 but in particular for these detailed
planning amendments.
What these amendments do is to finalise the green
wedges package which the government promised to
deliver on its election. We introduced the interim urban
growth boundary in October last year when we
launched Melbourne 2030, and we said then that we
would invite submissions from Victorian organisations
large and small or individuals on that boundary line and
whether it was in an appropriate location or whether
there were changes we would probably consider.
We legislated to protect the green wedges — the only
state, the only city to make that tough decision.
Mr Perton interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — Oh, how extraordinary! I
don’t think we should share your ignorance with the
house. That is an astonishing statement.
The SPEAKER — Order!
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Ms DELAHUNTY — Speaker, I won’t be diverted
by it.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister will put her
question to the Chair and not refer to other members as
‘you’.
Ms DELAHUNTY — We introduced historic and
unique legislation to protect the green wedges. We also
introduced core planning provisions to outline the
appropriate uses in the sensitive areas. Now we have
introduced two new zones to protect our green wedges
and have prohibited small-lot excisions. We will also
work with councils to ensure that we have
individualised action or management plans for each of
our 12 green wedges. That really does provide a
comprehensive, finalised package of protection for this
sensitive land, which is sensitive for environmental and
economic reasons. All of the 12 green wedges are very
different, but in all of them we have a sensitive
economic infrastructure, such as Melbourne Airport —
a curfew-free airport — and our water catchment areas.
Areas which have become suitably managed are
attractive for low-level, appropriate tourism. With this
package of amendments we are completing the green
wedge promise and delivering on one of the nine key
directions, which is a more compact city.
How will we manage the growth that we will be both
enjoying and challenged by? If the projections are right
we will see up to an extra million people wanting to
live in the metropolitan area in the next 30 years. We
have seen the population growth of the past 10 years,
expedited particularly in the last 5 years. If these
projections are right, we want to make sure that we can
manage the opportunities for both jobs and diverse
residential opportunities while protecting in a
sustainable way what we love about our city. We will
not constrain the supply of land, but we will target
appropriate and managed growth into those five
designated key growth areas which were named when
we launched Melbourne 2030 12 months ago.
Outward growth will be channelled into one of the five
designated growth areas and it will be particularly
targeted or managed around public and private
transport. The five areas are Casey–Cardinia, Hume,
Melton–Caroline Springs, Whittlesea and Wyndham.
This means greater certainty about where development
will occur and, importantly, it will manage the
sequencing of that land so that we at all levels of
government — and we hope the federal government
will break the silence on sustainable cities and will
engage with both local and state governments to
manage in an appropriate way the growth of our
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cities — will be able to deliver infrastructure and
services as required.
By international standards Melbourne is a large city in
geographic terms. We have an average of 14.9 persons
per hectare. In contrast, honourable members should
consider cities which compare with Melbourne in terms
of population, size and living standards. Montreal has
33.8 persons per hectare. Toronto, again a comparable
city, has 41.5 persons per hectare. Melbourne has 14.9.
So we have a very large geographical spread.
With Melbourne 2030 we committed to better
management of metropolitan growth. We said we
would establish an urban growth boundary to prevent
ad hoc sprawl. Regarding the interim urban growth
boundary, I would like to go to the process that
produced these planning scheme amendments. The
interim urban growth boundary drawn up and accepted
in October 2002 was generally based on existing
planning zonings around the metropolitan area.
Seventeen local government areas were affected by it.
We called for submissions on Melbourne 2030. We
received 555 submissions on the urban growth
boundary affecting 503 parcels of land. We made it
clear that we would be examining changes to the urban
growth boundary under three headings. We certainly
invited any indication of anomalies, transitions or errors
in the original UGB to be rectified. We also were
interested in submissions around the five designated
growth areas. The third area was in response to a
number of councils that requested the government to
draw an urban growth boundary around the tiny
townships, those precious little hamlets in the green
wedges, which are unique in character and style. We
responded by doing just that.
What was the assessment criteria and how did we make
decisions? It was quite definite. Any changes had to be
consistent with Melbourne 2030 and the principles
therein. They had to be consistent with the state
planning policy framework and maintain the integrity
of any non-urban areas affected by the change.
So there were four categories of decisions that we
made. Those submissions that were consistent with the
principles of Melbourne 2030 were approved. Those
that were inconsistent were not approved. There was a
third area of submissions referred or deferred to the
work of Smart Growth committees. There was another
small category of submissions that required no change
because the land in question was already inside the
urban growth boundary.
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Consistent with Melbourne 2030 we approved
29 per cent of the parcels of land affected by the
submissions, while 40 per cent were not approved
because they were inconsistent with Melbourne 2030
and 31 per cent were referred to the work of Smart
Growth committees. Of the total parcels approved
40 per cent were error, anomaly or transition,
23 per cent were the green wedge townships as I have
just described, 26 per cent were transitional stages
consistent with state or local strategic planning policy
and 11 per cent required no change.
I would like to draw the house’s attention to two areas
of strategic change. It is important in commenting on
the finalisation of the green wedge package that these
changes — if they are ratified by both houses of
Parliament — will affect less than 0.4 per cent of the
green wedge. So 99.6 per cent of the green wedge is
unaffected by these proposed planning changes.
There are two areas of strategic change which I would
like to spend a little of the house’s time exploring. One
is in the south-east region, where there is a high
percentage of industry. Over 40 per cent of Victoria’s
total manufacturing is based around the Dandenong
South area, which is important to Victoria’s
manufacturing, logistics and warehouse industries. We
want to ensure two things: firstly, that we maintain
Victoria’s competitive advantage in this area; and
secondly, that we guarantee and meet our commitment
to a 15-year ongoing supply.
The urban development program — and I thank the
various organisations that participated so
wholeheartedly in every facet of the Melbourne 2030
plan — in each area provides for councils, government
departments, government infrastructure agencies,
developers and the housing industry presenting,
sharing, testing and agreeing on the land supply and
demand data, and then publishing that. As a result of
that first year’s work, we saw we were well below the
government’s target in the Dandenong South area. So
we have proposed another 1100 hectares in the
Dandenong and Pakenham area to more than meet the
15-year supply.
Similarly, but for a different reason, I draw the attention
of the house to the Hume area, which is one of the five
designated growth areas. Again this urban development
program revealed that we could not meet our
commitment to a 15-year ongoing supply in Hume and
that that area was in danger of becoming uncompetitive.
So to meet our commitment we have provided some
500 hectares plus 200 hectares of industrial land to
ensure that we meet the 15-year ongoing supply
commitment.
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Further work around that will be done by the Smart
Growth committees which have been set up.
Independent chairs have been advertised for, and we
have had a huge reaction to that process. I thank the
people who have been involved, particularly our
government members. Our caucus members have been
very engaged and interested in this work over the last
12 months.
In summary, the proposed changes before the house
provide a sustainable balance for Melbourne’s
long-term future. The government is committed to
managing outward growth in a sustainable way. We are
also committed to protecting Melbourne’s sensitive
green wedges, and we have the runs on the board. We
have introduced these extra measures to guide urban
development and protect the lungs of Melbourne.
Melbourne 2030 provides certainty and clarity. We
heard that from the Housing Industry Association,
which has always been very supportive of the other side
of the house but which is very supportive of the process
that has been conducted by this government. I was
delighted to hear the executive director of the HIA —
when we were together launching a Green Smart
display village in one of our growth areas —
committing publicly to pursuing a Green Smart urban
display village in each of the five growth centres. It was
a very public gesture of support for Melbourne 2030,
and I am delighted to see such an influential
organisation so publicly backing this process and this
vision.
When we look at these planning amendments we see
there is also a question about the number of
municipalities affected. Seventeen municipalities are
affected by the urban growth boundary, and there are
changes to 13 individual planning schemes. This has
come out of a very detailed consultation process. Not
only did we invite submissions — and we received
550 big submissions — —
Mr Honeywood — Are they on the web site?
Ms DELAHUNTY — Yes, they are on the web
site, and they have been on the web site for quite some
time. I am amazed that the member for Warrandyte,
who claims to have such an interest in the green
wedges, could not even put in a submission on the
urban growth boundary. He did not even bother to
represent the interests of his community. I am
astonished that the Liberal Party could not — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I take offence at the minister’s comment and
ask you to ask her to withdraw.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The custom of the house is that if a member takes
offence at a remark, the Chair asks for it to be
withdrawn.
Ms DELAHUNTY — If the member is offended by
the truth, then I certainly withdraw.
Mr Honeywood — On a further point of order,
Acting Speaker, I take offence at the minister saying
that she had been speaking the truth about me. If she is
not going to withdraw unequivocally, I call on you to
get the Speaker.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr Honeywood — You have not withdrawn. It
must be an unconditional withdrawal, Mary; you
should learn the rules!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Through the Chair! I ask the minister to get up and say,
‘I withdraw’.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I am happy to withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
thank the minister for her cooperation.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I am happy to help you,
Acting Speaker.
It is a matter of fact that not one member of the Liberal
Party bothered to put in a submission on
Melbourne 2030. There was not one line, one word,
one page or one statement from the Liberal Party on
anything to do with Melbourne 2030, yet we have
stakeholder after stakeholder, starting with the Property
Council of Australia, the HIA and the Urban
Development Institute of Australia, asking for
bipartisan support for a 30-year strategy to give
certainty and consistency so that both residents and
investors have some clarity about what is expected in
the future. I think that is extremely disappointing.
Yet we have seen from our councils hundreds of
detailed submissions on every corner of the Melbourne
2030 canvas. We have seen individuals’ handwritten
submissions, passionate about their city; but from the
Liberal Party? Not one word — silent! And they come
into this house today bleating about the fact that they
know nothing about Melbourne 2030. Have they been
asleep for the last 12 months? Has the member for
Hawthorn been paddling underwater in the Hawthorn
pool for the last 12 months? It really is a shame,
because I think Victorians deserve better from their
opposition.
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A very inspired leader of the Liberal Party, Sir Rupert
Hamer, was a man with a view about clarity and
certainty in planning. Even the former planning
minister of a previous Liberal government, Alan Hunt,
has written in the Age this year calling for bipartisan
support for a long-term strategy; and still what do we
hear from the other side? Silence!
However, we have provided $5.6 million plus
$10.5 million in our Transit City programs directly to
councils as we work in a wonderful partnership to
implement the management of Melbourne 2030. It is a
vision that has a tick from no less than the Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Development. You do
not tell the OECD what to say. You certainly have the
courage to have a look at Melbourne 2030, and when
you see the result no wonder the Liberal Party is
embarrassed — a big tick for Melbourne 2030’s
emphasis on the triple bottom line, our equal attention
to environmental significance in our planning decisions,
the social significance of our planning decisions and
indeed the economic advantage from the decisions that
we will make.
This is an historic occasion for this Parliament — the
first time we have asked both houses of Parliament to
ratify planning schemes. I believe the process that has
been gone through, as can be seen from the public
responses, has been a process that all stakeholders have
signed up to and have publicly commended.
In closing, it is important to say that these are individual
planning scheme amendments. They have been
discussed, evaluated and tested over 12 months, but
they are also related to what we call the big picture. We
are talking about an extra million people, but it is not
just the raw figures that we are talking about. We are
talking about responding in a planning sense to the
social changes that are going on in our community. So
it is not just the raw data of the numbers of people who
want to call Melbourne home; it is responding to the
social changes in our community. Already information
and research based on the 2001 census has shown that
half the number of households in this city are single or
dual-person occupancy. With an ageing population,
with a more mobile population, with smaller families,
we are finding there is an increasing demand for diverse
styles of housing which include housing for those who
will live alone or in double occupancy.
I would like to commend the department, which has
worked so very hard on the detail of this. The head of
the Melbourne 2030 unit in the Department of
Sustainability and Environment has just gone on
maternity leave, and I want to say to Cathy that her
work is saluted in this Parliament, as is the work of all
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the staff in the Department of Sustainability and
Environment. I would also like to thank all the
stakeholders I have mentioned, some of whom have
been involved in these discussions.
The high-level implementation group includes those
stakeholders I have mentioned but also groups like
Save Our Suburbs, the Victorian Council of Social
Service and Vicroads; an enormous number of
organisations have been represented around the table. It
is a novel idea for the Liberals to have a conversation
about planning, to respect the views of others and to
share them. This has been an excellent process, and if
the amendments are ratified by both houses of
Parliament I think we can say that they will protect the
environment for Victorians and give them confidence
that the environment we love and the land we need is
protected for the future.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — We are doing
something here for the first time. We are debating a
motion to ratify amendments to 13 planning schemes as
one motion, and we are doing it under new provisions
of the Planning and Environment Act, part 3AA,
sections 46AA to 46AM. These amendments move the
recently introduced urban growth boundary (UGB), and
we are determining here the extent of the land labelled
green wedge land. I acknowledge that it is not a zone, it
is just a label, and by default we are defining urban
metropolitan land. We are doing it as one motion,
which in itself is a first. As such we are setting a
precedent for the future conduct of these debates, and
we are setting a precedent for the probity of the conduct
of the executive in regard to these planning matters.
That makes this debate a very important one.
Before proceeding I want to comment on the Liberal
Party’s position on green wedges.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — Our position has been clearly
stated. Green wedges are a Liberal legacy, and we
intend to honour that legacy. The garden state should
stay the garden state. I do not want to revisit the whole
green wedge debate at this stage; obviously we do not
have time. I simply say we support the concept of green
wedges, we support the concept of orderly development
and in particular we support the concept of the
community having a common understanding of that
development and the processes which underpin it. On
top of that we support the property rights of those with
properties.
But the support for the processes from the community
which underpin these concepts is vital, and
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transparency is part of that support. We support that
process being as transparent as possible. The processes
will not have community support, the outcomes will not
have community support, unless the process is
transparent. In that regard the government got it wrong.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — The process has not been
transparent.
Mr Nardella — Rubbish!
Mr BAILLIEU — The government simply got it
wrong. The process has been improper. We cannot
support that process. We believe the government has
been wrong in its transparency in its deliberative phase
and we believe it is wrong in its parliamentary phase,
which we are now embarking on. We cannot support
that process on either account. We will not stand idly
by and allow that process to be endorsed as a precedent,
and we will oppose that process.
Therefore I move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof the words ‘this house refuses to
consider the ratification of the 13 amendments to modify the
urban growth boundary tabled in the house on 18 November
2003 until all such amendments have been placed on public
exhibition for a minimum period of four weeks and all
affected communities have been notified of the proposed
changes and provided with an opportunity to comment’.

That amendment seeks to defer ratification of these
planning schemes until they have been placed on public
exhibition, not an unreasonable concept in itself, and
the community can have an opportunity to comment. If
the government chooses to vote down that amendment,
then sadly we will not have any choice but to oppose
the motion.
At this stage I would like the house to close its eyes and
imagine a Liberal government proposing 150 planning
scheme amendments eroding Melbourne’s green
wedges and trying to ram them through Parliament in
just a few days without any public exhibition. No-one
would say boo, and the ALP opposition would say to
the world, ‘That’s a great idea.’! No government in its
right mind would dream of doing anything of the sort,
but that is what is happening here. These are being
rammed through in a process which is totally
non-transparent.
The work that has gone into the green wedge is itself
largely based on the work of RMIT and Professor
Michael Buxton, who I believe is here in the gallery
today. I noted with interest an Age article on an RMIT
report recently done by Professor Buxton entitled
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Maintaining Melbourne’s Green Wedges. That article
noted that since 1996 around 4000 hectares of green
wedge land had been removed or alienated for various
uses, some of it having been converted into residential
developments. Some 2000 hectares of that was
alienated under the previous government, and already I
believe around 1700 hectares has been alienated under
the Bracks government. What we have here is the
prospect of a further 2000 hectares being alienated.
The reality is that in opposition the current government
made political mileage out of the changes that were
made by the previous government. But the reality is
that the Bracks government has already alienated more
green wedge land than was alienated under the Kennett
government. The minister has made much play of the
fact that 99.6 per cent of the green wedge land is still
intact. That figure arises because of the expansion of
the green wedge concept to the metropolitan
perimeters, which has occurred under this government.
The percentage figure is really irrelevant. The absolute
figure is the one of significance.
The opposition was advised on Monday evening of
these amendments. We were told, not consulted, about
an 8.30 briefing on Tuesday morning. We were also
told that the debate would be concurrent in the upper
house. That is a highly unusual practice and sets a
precedent. The public has had less time than we have
had to become familiar with these amendments — in
fact, less than 48 hours.
In summary, the urban growth boundary was
introduced into planning schemes in October last year,
as the minister said, as part of Melbourne 2030. Some
1500 submissions were received in February on that
document. But we were told only on Tuesday that
555 of those were on the subject of the UGB location.
Apparently some 735 changes were proposed to that
location, and now we have 150 changes affecting some
503 parcels of land. Thirteen councils are affected,
13 planning schemes are to be amended, and more than
96 planning scheme maps have to be amended. This is
not only a new ratification process but the most
extensive content ever contemplated by a ratification
process, which again makes this acutely important
because of the precedent it sets.
I want to talk firstly about the deliberative process
which has led to these changes. It has substantially been
secret, and that I believe is a very sad thing. Every step
of the way with Melbourne 2030 the government has
taken the sneaky option, deliberately trying to politicise
the process.
Honourable members interjecting.

PLANNING: URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS
Thursday, 20 November 2003

ASSEMBLY

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Hawthorn, without
assistance from the government benches.
Mr BAILLIEU — The release of the 2030
document was delayed for some 18 months to avoid
scrutiny before the election. The UGB was introduced
as a so-called interim measure, but in fact it was a final
and enforceable UGB from day one. The government
dumped the consultation phase promised in
Melbourne 2030 — or promised in the metropolitan
strategy lead-up — and the UGB document was issued
as a final document with a ministerial direction
requiring compliance. Eventually it was released just a
few weeks before what turned out to be the election.
The green wedge bill was introduced as an urgent bill
in October of last year in what the government knew
was the last week of the previous Parliament, only to
allow it to lapse and to allow 40 other bills to outrank it
in the early part of the new year. That the green wedge
bill has lapsed — it was not brought on again early in
the autumn session — clearly establishes that it was not
the urgent bill it was claimed to be.
The core planning provisions were released on a
Sunday in June this year, the same Sunday that the
minister went overseas. They watered down the
provisions that were promised in the material put out
before the election. They were released through a media
release being posted not on the media web site but on
the department web site. The media release was not
circulated. That was because those provisions watered
down the government’s promise.
The irony is that the minister promised that the core
planning provisions would not be released until ‘an
analysis of submissions is complete’. And only then,
she said on 1 May this year, would ‘the core planning
provisions … be finalised and introduced’. Quite the
contrary occurred. The sneaky option was taken: ‘Let’s
release the watering down quietly, and let’s shoot off
overseas’.
An implementation reference group, or an IRG, as I
shall call it, was established last December, but it was
months before appointments were made. Only three or
four meetings were held, and as I understand it those
meetings lasted only 2 or 3 hours. The IRG, which
included, as the minister said, the HIA, the SOS, the
PIA, the MAV, VCOSS, Vicroads and other groups,
comprised some 20-odd members. The IRG members
themselves were sworn to confidentiality agreements,
and that led to the situation where they could not
discuss it with members of their own organisations.

1883

Ms Delahunty — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I call on the member to clarify some
misinformation. The point of order is on inaccuracy. I
think it is important — —
An Honourable Member — Why don’t you make
a point of order?
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask members to desist from interjection. I want to hear
the point of order raised by the minister.
Ms Delahunty — The point of order is around
accuracy in this place. The statement was incorrect, and
I ask the member for Hawthorn to withdraw. I took
offence at that inaccuracy, and I ask the member to
withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
On the first point that the minister raised, she can refute
that inaccuracy in her summing up in the debate.
However, on the comment she has taken offence to, I
ask the member for Hawthorn to get up and say, ‘I
withdraw’.
Mr BAILLIEU — I withdraw, whatever that
means. The IRG members were sworn to
confidentiality agreements. That was confirmed with
me by a number of the members of that committee at a
meeting of chief executive officers of municipal
organisations which I attended. The members could not
discuss the processes or the material they had seen. The
IRG was taken for granted. The IRG members were not
shown the submissions; instead they were told they
could go and look at the submissions themselves.
The submissions were not released publicly — and they
never have been, despite the minister’s claim to the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and her
claim just a few minutes ago in this house that they are
available on the web site. They are not available on the
web site; they never have been. All that has been
available on the web site is a list of some of those who
made submissions.
Mr Honeywood (to Ms Delahunty) — You are a
liar. You lied to me a moment ago!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Warrandyte.
Mr Honeywood — You are a liar!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Mr Honeywood — You lied to me!

PLANNING: URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS
1884

ASSEMBLY

Mr BAILLIEU — The only publicly available — —
Ms Delahunty — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the member for Warrandyte has made a
scurrilous allegation. I ask him to withdraw and to
relax.
Mr Honeywood — On the point of order, the
minister lied to me — and you heard her lie to me,
Acting Speaker. She said these submissions were all
available on the web site, and we have just heard that
they have never been available on the web site and that
all that is there is a list of 500 of those who made
submissions. The truth is there. She is a well-known liar
in this place, and I refuse to withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask the member to sit down. This is not raising a matter
on a point of order but expanding on the same
allegation. I will make a ruling on the point of order.
My ruling is that it was done by way of interjection,
therefore it is not part of the debate and part of what the
member for Hawthorn was saying. Therefore there is
no point of order.
Ms Delahunty — On a further point of order,
Acting Speaker, the member for Warrandyte for the
second time made a second allegation. It is deeply
offensive. This member is a recidivist. I ask him to
withdraw. Let’s lower the temperature and simply
withdraw. That is a very offensive allegation. I wish it
to be deleted from Hansard. The only way that can be
done is for the member to be courteous, to calm down
and to withdraw that allegation.
Mr Honeywood — I withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Warrandyte has
withdrawn.
Mr BAILLIEU — The only submissions available
on the web site are from councils and organisations that
have put their submissions on their web sites. There are
some 20 or 30 of those, but they have not been made
available by the government; they have been made
available by those groups on their own account. The
question is: who made the other 1500 UGB
submissions and what is the content of those
submissions?
The government claimed during a briefing to us this
week that it could not release them because the Privacy
Act prevents the release of submissions. However, the
invitation to submit specifically asks for submitters to
indicate if their submissions were not to be made

Thursday, 20 November 2003

public. The invitations to submit included the
following:
In order to ensure the integrity of the consultation process,
you are asked to provide your name and address with your
submission. Unfortunately we will not be able to accept
submissions which do not include this information. However,
all personal identifying information could be removed after it
is received if that is your request. If this is the case, or there
are any other parts of your submission that you wish treated
confidentially, please make this clear in your submission.

That was on the request for submissions.
I asked at the briefing if the legal advice indicated that
the Privacy Act prevented these submissions being
released, and I was told, ‘Well, we did not actually get
that advice in writing’. In addition, the reality is there
has been no public review of those submissions and the
IRG has only been given summaries of those
submissions.
We called for a public review and release of all the
submissions from the start, a not unreasonable request.
Indeed that is the standard arrangement for all planning
scheme amendments and all appearances before a panel
or submissions.
The sad component of this is that nothing has occurred.
I will quote a couple of comments made in the public
hearings of the parliamentary Outer Suburban Interface
Services and Development Committee. Professor Nick
Low was asked whether there should be a public
release of those submissions and said:
I would love to see what other submissions were made.
Certainly I would welcome it.

Trevor Budge, president of the Planning Institute of
Australia, said:
I would be quite supportive. It is the same with all
submissions. Submissions that are made to planning scheme
amendments are all public documents, submissions that are
made on planning permits are public documents, and it should
be part of the transparent process with Melbourne 2030, for
which there were 1500 submissions. They should be made
public.

The sad thing is they have not been. That is not to say
that those submissions contained anything untoward,
but why should the public not have the access to those
submissions that it would have in any other planning
arrangement?
The details of these amendments are still not posted on
the planning scheme amendments online web site. Only
a very narrow summary of the amendments is currently
on the Melbourne 2030 web site. There has been no
prior contact with original submitters who have made
submissions on 2030 regarding these amendments.
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They have simply been told in the last day or two, ‘We
will get back to you in the next week’.
This morning I was told of many calls being made to
ask how submissions were going, the callers simply
being told, ‘We have not looked at them. They are still
being considered. We will let you know’. But nothing
has occurred for those submitters. It is a slap in the face
to those who have spent many hours making what the
minister herself described as beautiful, considered,
rigorous submissions, mostly thicker than the Bible, at
the Save Our Suburbs meeting last Saturday.
Land-holders with affected land have never been
notified or consulted, and the Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council recognised the need for a transparent
process. In its submission it says:
Additional exhibition of transitional, anomalous and other
special cases including the application of the UGB to other
areas within the green wedge with individual notice to
affected landowners and occupiers.

That is what the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council
called for; a not unreasonable request.
There is reason to be concerned that the deliberative
process with regard to the preparation of these
amendments has not been transparent. That is not to say
that the deliberations were themselves wrong, but what
is wrong is that they have not been transparent. That is
a fundamental point in planning scheme matters,
because without transparency untoward things happen,
and if this is the precedent we are setting it is most
unfortunate.
The parliamentary process and procedure for
amendment here has also been wrong. Under
section 46AH of the Planning and Environment Act
amendments requiring changes to the UGB must be
ratified by both houses within 10 sittings days of being
laid on the table. That process is different from the
usual process of revocation or disallowance of planning
scheme amendments. Motions to ratify are under the
control of the government. They can be brought on
early, minimising consultation and scrutiny, and that is
what is occurring here.
Motions for disallowance remain at the option of the
opposition and can be delayed for up to six weeks, as
10 working days of the Parliament passes. That sort of
period can expire if that is what the opposition desires.
Ratification processes were introduced by the previous
government for amendments to the Upper Yarra Valley
and Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan and
then for the Melbourne Airport Environs Strategy Plan
changes.
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These amendments were introduced as a single motion,
and I invite Victorians to look at Hansard and read the
debate we had yesterday on whether there should be
1 motion or 13 motions because 13 planning schemes
are being amended. This has been introduced as a
single motion seeking to ratify planning scheme
amendments for all 13 affected councils. We have
never done anything like that before. We argued that
separate motions should have been introduced, and we
even raised the problem when the green wedge bill was
debated both last year and in the autumn sitting.
The clerks, acting on the advice of parliamentary
counsel, claimed one motion was necessary, and we
respect the ruling of the Speaker yesterday that one
motion was adequate. However, in the ruling the
Speaker referred to the Interpretation of Legislation
Act. I believe the Interpretation of Legislation Act
would actually interpret that there ought to be separate
motions.
It may not have a material effect on this occasion, but
the reality is that we are setting a precedent, and the
concern is that this precedent sets up a situation where
from now on we are at risk of establishing a process.
The minister might describe this UGB as settled, and
that is the way it is marketed — final or settled, we
have had the works — but the reality is that the very
provisions provide for the UGB to be not settled. What
we are at risk of doing here is establishing a process.
Will it be once a year that we see a flood of planning
scheme amendments brought to the house through a
single motion, or will it be every two years, shortly
after the now two-year election cycle we have in
Victoria with fixed state and municipal elections?
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — Two-year election cycles,
Minister, municipal and state. There is a risk to that. We
are setting an unfortunate precedent here.
If this motion stands, then there is no limit to the
number of planning scheme amendments that can be
wrapped up into one motion, and that is potentially
most unfortunate. We respect the Speaker’s decision,
but we disagree with it and will be seeking to pursue
whatever we can in that regard.
The minister’s letter simply says that she believes a
single motion is appropriate. That says an awful lot.
The reality is that it is within the province of the
government to introduce separate motions, but it choose
the easy single motion. In any event it is not the
expectation generated by a government that trumpeted
this process as the protection of Parliament. The public
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does not expect it will all be wrapped up in one motion
when these changes occur. Members of the public do
not believe, from the expectation the government has
generated, that this will happen on a global basis at the
beck and call of the government after being rammed
through the house with 48 hours notice and without any
public exhibition or consultation.
This defeats entirely the purpose and expectation of the
ratification process, which was to maximise scrutiny.
We are having instead the minimisation of scrutiny.
The combination of ratification, the single motion, the
concurrence of the debate going on in the lower and
upper houses and the early consideration of this issue
has meant that scrutiny is minimised.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — If you stop interrupting, perhaps
we can get on with it. The government has rushed and
compressed the debate. It has orchestrated a concurrent
debate. The exercise is to minimise scrutiny — the
direct opposite of what was promised in the green
wedge debate and before the election. You have to ask
yourself why. If this was legislation it would have been
adjourned, but it is not being adjourned. It may have
even been adjourned until next week, but no, at the first
chance to ram it through this house, it is being rammed
through. If this were meant for public scrutiny and
public involvement, it would have been exhibited.
There has been a long debate already over the question
of the adjournment. As was argued this morning when
the minister sought to postpone this matter until this
evening, when there is minimum scrutiny, the house
will not be sitting in two weeks.
Mr Nardella — That is right.
Mr BAILLIEU — Well, bring the house back. This
matter could have been introduced a week ago, but
what is happening here is that the public is not
involved. The minister has offered more time, and I am
happy to take some extra time on this debate. It is not a
question of how much time I have to debate this, it is a
matter of how much time the public gets to scrutinise
this matter.
In the short debate this morning on the adjournment of
this matter the Treasurer said that a delay would lead to
speculation regarding land. That is nonsense. The lines
are drawn. The speculators have already done a job, and
they have done it in the middle of a non-transparent
process. Every step along the way the government has
hidden from the consequences of interest groups,
particularly green groups, discovering what is really
going on, because changes are going on here which
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have not been discovered by a lot of green groups. In
short, the government is seeking to substantially erode
the green wedges of Melbourne without a public and
transparent process. The opposition believes that is
unacceptable and will not cop it.
The intriguing question is why is this happening. Why
is it being done in this way? It is very curious. The
unanswered questions are: what is the rush? Why the
hurry? It is this secrecy and this rush with government
action on other projects including Royal Park, Jolimont,
Kew Cottages and Burnley Gardens. Why would the
government do that? There is no need to rush this
through, because nothing is urgent. The only people
who are missing out are the public. We still have Smart
Growth committees appointed and most chairs not
appointed. The extent of the influence is still to be
determined.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — The minister just told the house
that they were still to be appointed.
The process is legally arguable. The process is
undermining democracy in the planning system, and
that is unfortunate and sets an inappropriate precedent.
It reinforces the shambles in the planning system and
the management of the planning system.
There are a range of issues concerning these
amendments, and I take it that the government will
offer me an extension of time to speak as it has
promised. The expansion of the urban growth boundary
or the shrinking of green wedge land is a key issue. The
new UGB isolates certain townships. A number of the
proposals have been rejected, but the opposition is not
able to discuss those because it does not know the
submissions that have been included.
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) (By
leave) — I have found the debate so riveting, and so
much information is flowing, that I will give leave for
the member to continue for an extra 15 minutes.
Extension of 15 minutes granted on motion of
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning).

Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — The exclusion of
urban subdivisions from urban areas is another curiosity
about these amendments. The UGB is an instrument of
planning, or a tool, as the government says, and is not a
zoning. I appreciate that, but it is arguably marginally
different from a zoned boundary. The government
argues that in most cases it aligns with a zoned
boundary; however, it does fall in some cases across
zoned areas.
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Its fundamental purpose is to serve as a signal. Outside
the UGB it says: do not touch; hands off! Equally,
inside the line the signal is: this is the place for
development or, in reality, go for it! Melburnians need
to take into account both signals, not just one. Those in
the towns that now have a UGB around them need to
understand this change, that there are two sides to the
line. The designation of green wedge land is a label
between the UGB and the outer metro perimeter. One
side of the UGB is green wedge land and the other is
urban.
Changes to the Planning and Environment Act provide
an additional protection of parliamentary ratification to
all green wedge land. This protection is extended to the
towns and villages in green wedge land such as
Warburton, Yarra Glen, Baxter, Somerville and Tyabb.
These towns also enjoyed the possible ratification
protection afforded by the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan provisions.
Certainly towns such as Warburton and Yarra Glen did.
On the Mornington Peninsula towns such as Red Hill
simply have the ratification afforded by the new green
wedge legislation.
I raise particularly the question of what occurs around
towns that now have a UGB. The amendments and the
revised planning maps that we have seen show the
assignment of a UGB around towns. In the Upper Yarra
Valley region and Yarra Ranges shire those towns
which have a UGB around them will still have the
protection of the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong
Ranges Regional Strategy Plan ratification process. The
reality is, say on the Mornington Peninsula, that those
towns which now have a UGB around them have had
removed from their planning a ratification process.
There has been a downgrading of the protection offered
by the parliamentary process. There is a UGB around
them, but on the inside of the line — —
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — The minister is suggesting that I
am making this up. I am not sure the minister realises
that this is the fact. The towns on the Mornington
Peninsula will no longer have the ratification protection
afforded to them under the green wedge legislation.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — I do not think the green wedge
sites will occur in urban areas. The other thing I note is
that 154 matters were deferred by the government. The
minister has referred to the urban growth boundary as
being settled and final. That has been the spin, and
certainly it has been the first line of most of the
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newspaper articles on this that have appeared this week.
But the reality is that nothing can be further than the
truth: 154 matters have been deferred, pending
assessment by the Smart Growth committees and the
growth area reviews. So the UGB is not settled at all,
but we are getting a lot of spin.
The reality is that the UGB is a signal sender, but by no
means anything else. There are two sides to it, and
those communities that have now had the ratification
process removed from their planning schemes need to
understand that. Those communities may be entirely
happy with that process; they may not wish to be in a
ratification process, but the reality is that they do not
know, because that information is not on the public
record. That is why this material should be exhibited.
The UGB has had an impact on value — there is no
doubt about that. Affordability issues have been raised
already with the UGB as it stands. Overnight, with the
production of these maps, a lot of land-holders have
done very well out of the new UGB proposals. In
addition these proposals have an impact on farmers, and
it is my understanding that the Victorian Farmers
Federation has not even been made aware of these
amendments. There has been no study or audit of the
impact financially or on the infrastructure associated
with those farmers in particular.
As I said, the previous system we had in this state
involved amendments, expert panels in public hearings
and a transparent public process. All submissions were
made public, and decisions were made against that
background. Now we have the secret consideration of
the UGB with secret Smart Growth committees and a
secret society. It is now a nod and a wink; it is the sort
of situation we are seeing at the children’s hospital in
terms of mates. This is a recipe for inappropriate and
improper behaviour.
I have mentioned changes in the Yarra Ranges in
relation to C36 — the creation of 14 rural or green
townships — and that is substantially as submitted to
the department, but those townships, as I said, do not
know they will retain their protection. But there are a
couple of examples that raise questions that warrant
answers from the government — for instance, at
Warburton. We can see that the golf course has been
left out of the urban area — that is fine, I do not have a
problem with that — but the adjacent Surrey Road
estate, which is a developed area which I know well,
has not been included in the new UGB, and you have to
ask why. I am in no position to establish why that
would be left out of the UGB area. In addition I refer to
the Launching Place area where the Carter and Tathilla
estates, which are both subdivided areas, have been left
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out of the UGB as it applies there. That raises the
simple question, ‘Why would subdivided areas be left
out of the UGB area?’.
On the Mornington Peninsula, again requests by the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council have been largely
met, but not exhibited as recommended and asked for
by the shire. The impacts are not being considered.
Even the Minister for Planning has acknowledged that
she does not understand that the ratification process has
now dropped out for those townships that have a UGB
around them — that is, Flinders, Hastings, Red Hill,
Balnarring, Tyabb, Somerville. That needs to be
considered by those townships.
In Greater Dandenong, under planning scheme
amendment C53, some 1000-odd hectares are being
alienated, substantially into industrial areas. That is the
south-eastern growth corridor. Concern has been
expressed about the process that has gone on there.
Interestingly, a large part of the land that has been
included in the UGB is prone to flooding — official
Melbourne Water reports show that some of it has been
ponded up to 3 metres deep, which narrows the
availability of land inside the UGB in that area to a
much smaller component. The ownership and influence
that has been brought to bear in those areas have
certainly been questioned at a local level, and serious
concerns have been raised about that. We have not had
a transparent process which allows the community to
make a judgment as to whether influence was placed on
the Minister for Planning or whether local members
made promises in that regard. Certainly those matters
have been raised locally.
There is potential for conflict. In the Wyndham area the
Werribee growth area plan has partially been ignored
by these processes. The logic there warrants
questioning. With a public exhibition it might be the
case that the people of Werribee, who are not yet aware
of this amendment, would have something to say about
it.
Equally in the Hume area, where some 700-plus
hectares are being alienated for industrial and
residential purposes, there are uncertainties for
landowners. I am acutely aware of some of the
commercial pressures that were placed on the
government to make those changes, but members of the
general public are not aware of them because they are
not party to the submissions that were made, and that is
an inappropriate activity.
In regard to the Frankston planning scheme
amendment, we read on page 3 of Wednesday’s Age
about the Potts Road quarry site and the state-rated
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vegetation that would be lost as a consequence of the
government’s position. The interesting thing about that
is that just two weeks ago the minister met with
Mr Viney, a member for Chelsea in another place, and,
as I understand it, the members for Cranbourne and
Frankston. They told the proponents at the meeting that
if they could get the council — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — The minister was there too.
They told the proponents that if they could get the
council to re-endorse their support for this proposal —
to try to meet an arrangement whereby the state-rated
vegetation would not be lost — the minister would
approve it. The council went ahead and did that! Then
the minister turned around and said, ‘I’m sorry, I’ve
changed my mind’. I guess that is the whim of the
minister. There are a number of other confusing
changes down there which need explanation.
There are large subdivisions in the Melton area that
have not been included in the urban growth boundary,
and we can only speculate on why that would be. In
Nillumbik and the Yarra Ranges there are a number of
examples where reserves have been included and in
some places excluded from the township UGB.
There is an interesting one as well on the Mornington
Peninsula in the Bittern area called Lorna’s Triangle. It
is a reserve, but it currently carries a subdivision. The
interesting thing is that it has been included in the
township UGB. One has to wonder, given that it is
already a reserve and happens to carry a subdivision,
why it would be included in the UGB area. It remains
for the council to make a decision to have the land
transferred and subdivided. It could have been left in
the green wedge land and been subject to the
ratification process. But it has been removed from the
ratification process, and that warrants scrutiny from the
public, particularly from the local community.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BAILLIEU — It is interesting. The minister
and the government are clearly excited — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The member’s time has expired. Before calling the
member for Shepparton, the Chair would like to make a
statement to members.
It is the end of the week and nearly the end of the
sittings. However, in the cut and thrust of debate
members have to be less sensitive and precious,
because if they are not it will stifle all debate in the
house.
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This morning the member for Warrandyte took offence
at an interjection by the Minister for Transport, who
withdrew the interjection unequivocally and on a
voluntary basis. During this debate I have had three
requests for the withdrawal of words that have been
found offensive, and the members involved have shown
a reluctance to withdraw them unequivocally. The
standing orders say that if a member finds words said
about them offensive, those words are to be withdrawn
unequivocally when requested by the Chair.

received any notification that this motion was coming
before the house. My office was — —

Further, members need to understand the rules of
debate and the recording of proceedings by Hansard.
Experienced members use points of order to get matters
recorded in Hansard, because unless they are raised in
points of order interjections are normally not recorded.

The minister moved that pursuant to section 46AH of
the Planning and Environment Act 1987
13 amendments to modify the urban growth boundary
be ratified. The minister also talked about the process,
how appropriate it had been and how well it had gone
to date.

Mrs POWELL — The first I heard about this on
behalf of the National Party was very late on Monday
night, so it was not Friday. My office then had to phone
the minister’s office to seek a briefing urgently because
I had thought that the amendments were going to be
tabled on the Tuesday and that we would be debating
them on the Tuesday. Then I was told that it would not
be Tuesday, but I was given a briefing at 11 o’clock on
the Tuesday morning and I thank Rebecca Falkingham
from the minister’s office who offered me a briefing at
such short notice. The briefing with Alistair Kellock
from the minister’s department was substantial and
went for an hour. I was shown the 13 amendments and
I think there were about 94 maps, which I was not able
to take away with me, but I was able to take away the
presentation, which had obviously been given to
everyone else as well.

The process of bringing these amendments to the house
has been appalling. The National Party was not given
appropriate notice of this motion. I only found out two
days ago that the house would be debating this motion.
I was advised by the member for Rodney, who as the
National Party Whip is involved in negotiating the
business of the house, that at a meeting on Monday
evening an adviser from the Premier’s office told him
that the National Party had been informed. I told him
that I certainly had not been informed.

We received the folder of amendments late on Tuesday.
It is quite substantial and I was told that the National
Party could only have one. I have since found that there
were some extra copies in the Papers Office so I got
another folder for the member in the upper house who
is going to be speaking on this bill probably at this time.
Today I was able to give him a folder of those
13 amendments and 94 maps, so I hope he has been
able to wade his way through it. We have only had two
days to consider it, as I said earlier.

The next day, as I said in a debate earlier this morning,
I phoned the office of the shadow Minister for
Planning, who said that the opposition had had an email
late on Monday advising of a briefing that was to be
held the next day at 8.30 a.m. It did not ask whether this
was convenient or acceptable, it just said there would
be a briefing at 8.30 a.m. on the Tuesday — and I
understand the shadow minister was able to be there.

In May 2003 the Planning and Environment
(Metropolitan Green Wedge Protection) Bill was
introduced in this Parliament. The purpose was what
we are doing today:

Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am speaking on
the motion moved by the Minister for Planning as the
National Party spokesperson on planning. I advise the
house that the National Party will be supporting the
amendment moved by the member for Hawthorn.

I phoned my office to see whether I had received an
email from the Minister for Planning and was told no, I
had not. I was told that the parliamentary email system
was down on Monday and that that could have been the
reason, but there still should have been either a fax
follow-up or a phone follow-up to see whether I had

Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mrs POWELL — I disagree with the Minister for
Planning. I was not told on Friday. The first I heard
about it was on Monday, so I will correct the Minister
for Planning. The first I heard about this — —
Ms Delahunty interjected.

(b) to require ratification by Parliament of certain
amendments to planning schemes applying to green
wedge land in certain metropolitan fringe areas.

The Minister for Planning said that this was a historic
occasion and it certainly is. This is the first lot of
amendments under those new provisions of the former
bill. I hope this is not the way the minister intends to
bring these amendments into the house in future,
because it is not the best way to do it. We should have
the amendments one at a time so we can have a look at
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them and consider them and see whether they are
appropriate to be ratified.
AS I said, we were given no notice. We were unable to
look at those maps in any great detail. You cannot look
at 94 maps and cross-reference them with the Melway
or whatever else you are cross-referencing with; you
cannot speak to the councils about whether they support
the amendments, although I understand from the
briefing that many of the councils themselves asked for
those boundary alignments. We also were unable to
consult with any of the stakeholders to ask them
whether they were supportive of the amendments that
have come before the house.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mrs POWELL — We have been expected to
rubber-stamp these amendments. Although the minister
says this is not so, we are being asked to rubber-stamp
them because I have not been able to find enough detail
in the information I have been given here today.
In October 2002 the legislation to introduce an interim
urban growth boundary came into this house. That was
to go into the planning schemes for 17 municipalities.
The National Party did not oppose that legislation. It
spoke for that legislation and members were told that
there would be consultation. This motion makes those
boundary changes to 13 of those municipalities and
there are 4 that do not have boundary changes at this
time. The government has said that it consulted the
public and councils over the last 12 months since the
interim growth boundary was announced. We have to
take that on face value and I hope that is the case,
because we have not been able to ask.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mrs POWELL — In two days I have not been able
to do that, to ask 13 councils. I have had a number of
complaints from people living in the green wedge area
who are certainly not happy with the consultation. One
is Mr Jim Webster who is concerned not just for
himself, but also on behalf of others affected; and a
Mr John Hay whom I spoke about in the debate last
year and raised his concerns. Another person who has
been speaking to me over the last three months is
Mrs Gila Shnapp; she is concerned for herself and also
on behalf of others in the Shire of Nillumbik about
amendment C27 that is going through Parliament
today. She has certainly lobbied other members of
Parliament about her belief that her property should be
in the urban growth boundary. I presented a petition this
year on her behalf and I also presented a petition this
morning in my name, praying that the house does not
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ratify amendment C27 to the Nillumbik planning
scheme, which seeks to modify the urban growth
boundary, until the impact on the stakeholders of 175–
199 and 201–219 Ironbark Road, Diamond Creek, and
217–233 Pioneer Road, Yarrambat, is fully investigated
and they can be equitably included within the new
UGB borders. The petition bears the signatures of the
three people involved.
I also sent letters to the Minister for Planning and the
Premier when this was brought to my attention, asking
them to investigate some of Mrs Shnapp’s concerns.
She told me some very vital records had been lost when
she paid her urban district farm rates and she had some
grave concerns about the loss of some major documents
from both local and state government. I will read from
Mrs Shnapp’s letter to me, dated 17 November 2003:
This letter is of materially impacted stakeholders of 175–199
Ironbark Rd and 201–219 Ironbark Rd, Diamond Creek and
217–233 Pioneer Rd, Yarrambat, whom draw to your
attention that our land has been inappropriately and
inequitably omitted from the interim Melbourne 2030 Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB).
We understand that in 1975 the Governor in Council included
our properties in the Plenty Yarrambat Urban District and
Waterworks Trust (gazetted on 7/10/75) and our land had
been legislated urban growth for roughly 25 years, and not
green wedge.
The new Nillumbik Planning Scheme (June 2000) was
supposed to translate the zoning of our properties into the
closest fit. For over 25 years our land held an urban status,
which we believe should have been translated into
residential 1 zoning.
As such, our land would have been included in the new UGB.
However, due to what appears to be major planning
anomalies, irregularities or ‘bureaucratic bungling’ our land
was back-zoned into a rural status.
…
We have continually pleaded for the assistance of the
government of the state of Victoria and its instrumentalities in
correcting very serious planning and infrastructure inequities,
anomalies and what we believe are errors.
The original statutory planning maps and associated texts and
records concerning critical periods in the history of our land
have not been located by local and state government
departments. We request the deferral of the finalisation of the
Melbourne 2030 UGB and the inclusion of our land in the
UGB.

I know the Minister for Planning’s department is aware
of this issue, and I urge the Minister for Planning to
consult with these people whose properties and lives
are going to be affected.
There are 33 approved townships in the green wedge
area. The concern for the National Party is the rural
private land that is being used for farming around those
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areas. Whenever urban development encroaches on
farming land, there are specific issues to deal with. It is
important that farmers carrying out appropriate and
legitimate farming practices are allowed to continue
those normal farming practices. The right to farm
concerns a number of issues. Issues of urban
encroachment include theft — theft of farm machinery
and vehicles — because people on the land do not
always lock their sheds or homes. I have heard from a
number of people that border on those townships that
they have some strong concerns about people being in
those developments who are not farming people.
There are complaints from the non-farming community
about noise, such as animals calving, the noise of
pumps or tractors, noises in the middle of the night.
Also there are smells associated with appropriate
farming practices — the smells of pollutants, chemicals
and animals. And there is dust from the ploughing of
paddocks and the dust on some roads. These are
concerns that many farmers have when urban areas
encroach on farm areas, even though we have green
wedge areas.
Another issue raised had to do with the open space,
which you might call green wedge areas, not being
managed well enough. Some of those areas are
degraded, so concerns include things like weed
infestation — public land weeds coming onto private
land. Farmers say it will diminish their farming
properties. These sorts of things need to be looked at
and brought into legislation. Another concern is vermin
and rabbits, as well as stray cats and stray dogs coming
onto farmers’ land. These are the right-to-farm issues
that we have been dealing with over many years, and
they are matters that farmers worry about when there is
urban encroachment.
The question of rates has also been raised with me
recently — farmers’ rates being increased because of
the proximity to urban areas. I know the Victorian
Farmers Federation has had not much consultation. I
spoke to Cathy Tischler, the land management policy
adviser, on the Tuesday following the tabling of the
amendments. She had not had much information about
this. I told her I wanted some information and the
VFF’s comments about the two new zones for green
wedge areas — the new green wedge zone and the
overall conservation zone — as well as importantly the
changes to core planning provisions which will prevent
inappropriate small-lot excisions.
A letter I received on 19 November from Paul Weller,
the president of the VFF, says:
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The VFF representative on the Melbourne 2030 reference
group, Ms Therese Schreurs, has been briefed on the changes
introduced today —

which was yesterday.
The VFF has not yet been invited more widely to participate
in a briefing regarding these amendments.
The VFF is concerned about the lack of consultation and
discussion regarding key decisions that will affect our
members and agricultural industries.

On the amendments to the urban growth boundary:
The VFF has not been provided with information regarding
the detail of the amendments to the urban growth
boundary …
…
Government must now consider how it is going to manage
the rural/urban interface created by definition of the UGB and
address how it will support land-holders who are not in
designated growth areas to maintain productive incomes from
the land for at least the next 15 years.
Clearly agriculture is being used as a ‘tool’ to protect open
space for the future development needs of Melbourne.
Government must ensure that farmers are able to farm their
land commercially and without undue interference.
Government urgently needs to address right-to-farm matters
and establish action planning committees as part of the
Melbourne 2030 package.

On the action planning committees for green wedges:
The draft implementation plan for green wedges includes
provision for the establishment of action planning committees
to examine investment priorities, address land management
issues such as vegetation protection and weed and vermin
control and measures to facilitate continued agricultural
production within the green wedge areas.
It is vital that farmers constitute the majority representation on
action planning committees for the management of green
wedges, as it is farmland that will primarily be considered.

It goes on to talk about a number of things, but I do not
have enough time to speak on that at the moment,
except to say that on excisions the letter states:
A blanket ban on small-lot excisions is not supported by the
VFF.

In many cases the land has already been subdivided into
small allotments well below the minimum required for
viable agricultural enterprise. So there are a number of
issues the VFF has concerns about.
We have heard a number of members talking about the
submissions that have come in to the Minister for
Planning’s department. As we have all said, we do not
know whether or not there has been a lot of support; we
have not been advised. The minister said it was on the
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webpage, but I understand that what was there was a
list of the submissions. I am not sure whether the list
said the submissions were supported or opposed or
whatever else, but I will be checking that out. Thank
you, Minister.
Some 555 submissions on the UGB were received;
there were 735 requests to change the UGB; and
503 parcels of land are affected. Of the
555 submissions, 145 were approved because they were
consistent with Melbourne 2030; 204 were not
approved because they were inconsistent with
Melbourne 2030; and I understand that 154 will be
deferred pending growth area reviews. I believe they
will also be referred to the Smart Growth committees in
those five growth areas.
I know that some of those committees have been
appointed — maybe the chairs have been appointed. I
understand there are terms of reference, and I have a
copy of the terms of reference for those Smart Growth
committees. I know an independent chair will be
appointed — in the making at the moment. Hopefully
there will be a lot of stakeholders on those committees
as well as department heads and a number of others
who may have some benefit from it. I hope the VFF is
also going to be represented on those committees. I
think it is important that all the stakeholders that have
some input on the land that is there, whether it is urban
land, commercial land, industrial land or farming land,
have representation on what will probably be very
important committees.
At the briefings I asked if the changes to the boundaries
were actually rezoning by stealth and was told, ‘No, the
land has been identified as appropriate to be inside the
urban growth boundaries, but they will still have to go
back through the proper planning process’. I hope that
is the case and the community will have an opportunity
to appeal. Some members of the community will take
up the opportunity of going through that appeal process
and, hopefully, when the appeal is heard there may be
some other alterations to the boundaries, if that is what
is needed.
The National Party is not able to have confidence that
these amendments should be ratified. It therefore
supports the motion of the member for Hawthorn to put
these amendments on public exhibition to allow
communities the opportunity to comment.
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — As a member
representing the significant green wedge of the
Dandenong Ranges and Yarra Valley I am pleased to
support this historic motion of the Minister for Planning
in which Parliament is required to deliberate on
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planning scheme amendments to the urban growth
boundary.
As we have heard many times, Melbourne 2030
outlines that Melbourne will grow by 1 million people
and some 600 000 homes. So we have a choice of
going down two paths; continuing with ad hoc
development or going down the path of managed
development, where urban growth occurs where it is
most appropriate. Melbourne 2030, the green wedge
legislation and the urban growth boundary are tools to
manage that development, and the boundary clearly
shows where non-urban values will be protected. It will
protect land of environmental significance, valuable
agricultural land and land that is vital for our economic
security such as flight paths.
Submissions on Melbourne 2030 were encouraged,
particularly on the urban growth boundary, and changes
had to be consistent with Melbourne 2030. We had an
amazing 550 submissions, which is a terrific response
and an indication of public interest in the green wedge
policy and the urban growth boundary — interesting
consultation that seems to have passed the Liberal Party
by.
I acknowledge the hard work of the implementation
reference group. The member for Hawthorn claims that
the reference group signed confidentiality agreements.
Let me be quite clear: the implementation reference
group signed an agreement to its terms of reference. It
is important to note that the members of the reference
group were encouraged to spread the message about
Melbourne 2030. Liberal Party members are making
wrong and scurrilous accusations; they clearly have no
idea about Melbourne 2030 and are insulting the key
organisations and individuals involved.
In response to the submissions the government
accepted a number of changes, and those changes to the
urban growth boundary are before us today. The
changes requested by the Shire of Yarra Ranges
revolved around placing the urban growth boundary
around its 14 townships to ensure that development will
continue to occur in those towns as normal within their
own urban limits.
It is also important to note that we are only talking
about a 0.4 per cent change to our green wedges —
99.6 per cent of green wedges remain unchanged. The
green wedge legislation and the confirmation of the
urban growth boundary ensures that the land, lifestyle
and economic drivers that we value today will remain
for ourselves, our children and our children’s children.
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There are two important steps to follow. Firstly, two
zones will be introduced into green wedge areas — the
green wedge zone and the rural conservation zone —
which will apply in rural zones within our green
wedges. They will be introduced into council planning
schemes next year. Secondly, there is a prohibition on
small-lot excisions in green wedges through our core
planning provisions. This will prevent inappropriate
small-lot excisions, which is basically urban
development by stealth. In terms of the Dandenong
Ranges, this is an absolutely vital issue that we have
dealt with.
Melbourne 2030, the green wedge legislation and the
urban growth boundaries are all about certainty and
planning: certainty for residents who live in green
wedges that the environment will be protected;
certainty for farmers that agricultural land will not be
lost; and certainty for developers that appropriate
development will occur in our growth corridors and
within urban growth boundaries. It is interesting to note
that Melbourne is unique in that it has a guaranteed
supply of land for 15 years. There will also be certainty
for local government and local communities that are at
the coalface of planning.
As we have seen today and previously, Liberal Party
members clearly struggle with green wedges and urban
growth boundaries because they do not like certainty in
planning. They prefer muddy waters when it comes to
planning; they prefer uncertainty. They liked the system
that we had previously where developers came to
planning ministers behind closed doors and at the strike
of the minister’s pen development was approved
despite often massive objections from local residents
and councils. The Liberal Party enjoyed that power and
used it relentlessly. It does not like having this debate in
Parliament. It struggles because it knows that the
community supports green wedges and urban growth
boundaries. This is bold, innovative and historic policy.
I congratulate the minister and commend the motion to
the house.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — This issue is
far too important to pick up on the conclusion of the
member for Monbulk a moment ago. It is far too
important to be left to the whim of one individual —
any minister for planning — when it comes to the
protection of green wedge land for future generations.
We are only custodians of this land; we are not here to
carve it up, subdivide it or sell it off.
Having said that, from the only minister in the history
of this Parliament to have read a second-reading speech
twice and not realised it, and from the only minister in
the history of this Parliament to read from two stapled
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pages, be filmed doing so and then state she only had
one page, we have the, ‘Trust me on this people of
Victoria’ line. Just look at the process of the ratification
of urban growth boundary planning scheme
amendments before the house today, because the
minister claimed to me only a moment ago that all
550 submissions are on the web site. That was a lie
because there is only a list of submissions on the web
site. There is no detail of those submissions.
For the minister to try and perpetuate a fraud on the
people of Victoria in this Parliament and say that
merely by pressing a webpage button they can gain
access to the pros and cons of why it is that she has
approved the excisions of green wedge land is a further
piece of evidence of why this government’s claims to
transparency and openness are a total sham.
The minister tells us we can read 550 submissions
chapter and verse on the webpage, but all we can get is
a list of how many there are, with no details attached.
The minister then says, ‘Trust me when I come in here
and say that I have unilaterally approved 150 changes
to the urban growth boundary’.
Minister, certainly you have tried to cover yourself by
ensuring that additions have been made to the green
wedge land. Certainly you have tried to satisfy some of
the concerns of the very vigilant groups such as the
Green Wedge Coalition, which have suffered a great
deal from a lack of information in trying to be vigilant
on behalf of the people of Victoria. But what we do not
know and what the people of Victoria do not know is
the very thing that the member for Monbulk referred to
a moment ago: how many shonky deals have you done;
how many of these 150 submitters got into your office
and promised you the world in return for a little
excision here and a little subdivision there?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member will make his remarks
through the Chair.
Mr HONEYWOOD — That is why, on behalf of
the people of Victoria, the opposition has moved an
amendment that only asks for a four-week adjournment
period — hardly a great length of time — so everybody
in Victoria can see for themselves what is involved, not
just certain groups or certain friends of the Labor Party
who get privileged access to this minister behind closed
doors. We want the people of Victoria to have the right
to look at the pros and cons that have been put forward
in those 550 submissions and to then weigh up for
themselves whether a particular area of land across the
road from their home, their business or their recreation
park is going to be blighted by the stroke of a pen by
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this minister in approving these 150 changes. We want
those people to make an assessment for themselves,
because despite what the minister would have us
believe, the public of Victoria is genuinely in the dark
when it comes to the true implications of each and
every one of these 150 changes that she is foisting on
the Victorian community.
Of course, the minister has been clever enough in
certain green wedge areas around Melbourne not to
tinker too much. For example, in the Warrandyte green
wedge in the city of Manningham no changes have
been made because she knows the community there is
totally vigilant and totally against any change
whatsoever. I come to this debate with clean hands,
because the minister has chosen to make no changes to
the Warrandyte green wedge; but on behalf of people in
every other green wedge area the opposition has the
right to question what these 150 unilateral changes are.
The minister has form, because in September 2002, in
amendment C12 to the Epping North Land, as it is
described in the municipality of Whittlesea, this
minister excised 300 hectares for 8000 housing lots! It
would be very interesting to go through the Victorian
Electoral Commission records to see what went on with
some of the interesting excisions that the minister made
before she even brought some of these important green
wedge changes to Parliament!
The government also has form on this when it comes to
the Keysborough concept in the municipality of Greater
Dandenong. In that case 27 hectares — 1100 housing
lots — were taken out in August 2001 in
amendment C2. Again no reasons were given and no
rationale was provided. Again it failed the public
interest test. When this minister says, ‘Trust me’, we
know she has form in this Parliament, and we know she
is the least trustworthy of the Bracks government
ministers, based on that form. At the end of the day we
know she is good on rhetoric when it comes to
explaining that she is pro the environment, but when it
comes to the actual delivery she ensures she silences
critics by adding a bit here and there to the green wedge
land. It is the devil in the detail that the people of
Victoria have the right to hear about.
When the minister came forward with the original
green wedge proposals there were any number of weird
and wonderful propositions, even for my green wedge
in Warrandyte. We had proposals to reduce the
minimum lot size so that the green wedge would not
operate in terms of truly non-urban land. We had any
number of proposals to change the current limitations
on the usage of that green wedge land, and if it had not
been for genuine community organisations such as the
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Green Wedge Coalition, which got together and put
together a campaign that was heard by the media and
taken on board by the opposition in various electorates,
then this government would probably not have made
the radical changes it has.
The minister must not come in here and try to claim
that she is purer than the driven snow on this issue,
because when it came to the opposition trying to argue
for the normal amount of time that this Parliament
provides to consider legislation, at almost this time last
year she went out to every green wedge group and
claimed that the Liberal Party was opposing the green
wedges. That was an absolute lie.
What we are doing is trying again. The Hamer Liberal
government having created the green wedges in the first
place, we are trying to ensure again that the people of
Victoria get to examine these proposals on their merits
to ensure they know what is going on, rather than
following this minister’s rhetoric of ‘Trust me’.
Again this minister did not provide an appropriate
briefing to the opposition — and she never does. To be
provided with a briefing on a major area of change
affecting 13 municipalities at 8.30 on the morning of
the weekday on which we had a party meeting to
decide this shows the total contempt this minister has
for true consultation. Had she given us a few days
notice or a week, as any other minister in this
government would try to do, we might have appreciated
the bipartisanship. But to foist this on us on a Tuesday
morning of the week in which it is to be debated in this
house shows once again that she has more to hide than
she has to be transparent on.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — I am delighted to join
the debate in support of the Minister for Planning’s
proposed 13 amendments to modify the urban growth
boundary, and I oppose the nonsense amendment
proposed by opposition.
These amendments arise from the government’s
election commitment to protect our pristine green
wedges. The first step was to establish an interim
growth boundary some 13 months ago, in October
2002. As promised, in autumn this year the government
introduced and the Parliament passed the historic green
wedge legislation. I applaud the placement of the urban
growth boundary overall, and in particular in my
electorate. In Nillumbik this has delivered certainty to
all local residents. The draft boundary of October 2002
has been almost completely confirmed, with some tiny
exceptions in Diamond Creek.
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I also welcome the introduction of township boundaries
for Hurstbridge, Panton Hill and St Andrews. In
Whittlesea I welcome the additional protection afforded
to the Plenty River conservation area at Mernda, the
sensible land parcel swaps in Epping North and the
various minor map error modifications.
I also welcome the referral of some matters to the
Smart Growth committee soon to be appointed for the
Whittlesea growth corridor. I support the changes
which will in fact enshrine the right to farm of farmers
in the green wedge, and close to urban areas, and I have
talked to those in my local Victorian Farmers
Federation over time and they know I support the right
to farm.
We have not simply talked about the green wedge; we
have listened to the community and we have acted.
Unlike Liberal Party members, who think they can rest
on their laurels with a policy initiated by their
predecessors 31 years ago, we look forward 30 years.
We are not looking backwards, we are moving on. The
member for Warrandyte says he is a green wedge
supporter, but what did he do in the seven dark years of
the Kennett government? Did he support legislation?
No, he did not. He just talked about it.
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, my record on this issue is well known over
15 years. I resent those comments and I ask the member
to — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr Honeywood — I request the member to
withdraw her attempt to vilify me. The words she used
vilified me. I take offence, as the minister did before.
Under the orders of this house I request that you have
her withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Warrandyte has
requested the honourable member for Yan Yean to
withdraw. I ask the honourable member for Yan Yean
to withdraw.
Ms GREEN — I withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! Before the honourable member for Yan Yean
continues, I remind honourable members that to have a
robust debate, the cut and thrust of this house and other
houses of Parliament under the Westminster system
require that there be some leeway with the debate.
Otherwise, as former Deputy Speaker McGrath has
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ruled in the past, the debate will become extremely
stifled. That is of concern.
Mr Honeywood — On a further point of order,
Acting Speaker, last night the Speaker ruled totally
differently to your ruling. The Speaker did not uphold
Deputy Speaker McGrath’s ruling. In fact she upheld
former Speaker Andrianopoulos’s requirements for a
very narrow interpretation of the situation when it
comes to withdrawal. I request that you consult with the
Speaker to ensure consistency in rulings.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! There is no point of order. It is a consistent
ruling. I did in fact rule in favour of the honourable
member for Warrandyte. All I pointed out to the house
is that if we are to have robust debate in this house,
honourable members really need to understand the
effects that points of order and requests for withdrawal
will have on debate in the future.
Ms GREEN — In the seven dark years of the
Kennett government we did not have the introduction
of green wedge legislation — we did not have it. What
we had were developers who had the whip hand. We
saw Jeff Kennett sack the Nillumbik Shire Council in
order to get a pro-development council, which he ran
into an election, but he did not get it. I did not hear the
honourable member for Warrandyte supporting the
green wedge in Nillumbik then when that council was
trying to carve it up. He did not.
The member for Hawthorn tried to tell this house that
today he needed more time. He represents the same
Liberal Party which has consistently attacked the
government for taking too long over the Melbourne
2030 strategy. We do not resile from consulting with
the community about Melbourne 2030. It cannot have it
both ways. It cannot say that it took too long and that
now it needs more time. I question the motives of why
it would say that.
The member for Shepparton, who generally does her
homework and makes a good contribution, has sadly
and blithely followed the Liberal Party’s cry for more
time. Curiously this morning she claimed that, among
other things, the National Party had not been informed
about Smart Growth committees. They are part of
Melbourne 2030. They are part of the strategy. They
have been out there for a long time. They have been
advertised in daily newspapers, and all committees bar
one have been appointed. I noticed that she did not
mention it again in her contribution this afternoon, so I
think she has realised that the National Party had been
informed of that. The whole community has been.
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The member for Shepparton also mentioned Gila
Shnapp and her family who are land-holders in my
electorate. As the member knows full well, the issues
raised by Mrs Shnapp date back to 1975 during a
Liberal Party administration and are completely
unrelated to the matters before this house of the urban
growth boundary. I support that parcel of land not being
inside the urban growth boundary. It is a long way from
the boundary and it does not fit within the strategic
direction of Melbourne 2030. It is a long way from any
other township and it would be inappropriate for it to be
included.
The member also mentioned John Hay. We all know
his lack of regard for the green wedge and planning
rules. He pretends they do not exist. The appalling
display exhibited by the opposition today reinforces
what the Victorian community knows — that they have
no plans, no policies, no ideas. They stand for nothing
but oppose everything.
The interim urban growth boundary was introduced
13 months ago and has been widely available to be
viewed over that time. Some 550 submissions were
received, but there was no submission from the Liberal
Party. The variation from the draft UGB has been
altered by only 0.4 per cent. It is not very much to check
out. The rest of it has been there. We have all known
about it; the community has known about it. If Liberal
Party members have not taken the time to read it, bad
luck for them; they should represent the Victorian
community better. I again want to thank — —
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Ms GREEN — Acting Speaker, the member for
Warrandyte has accused me of not speaking the truth,
and I ask him to withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Yan Yean has
asked the honourable member for Warrandyte to
withdraw. I ask the honourable member for Warrandyte
to withdraw.
Mr Honeywood — I withdraw.
Ms GREEN — I would like to again acknowledge,
like I did earlier this year during the green wedge
debate, the wonderful work of the Nillumbik green
wedge pioneers, Kahn Franke and Robert Marshall.
They have worked for 30 years to see this outcome, and
I am proud to be part of a government that has
delivered it. Their tireless work has delivered an
outcome. I commend these amendments to the house.
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Mr COOPER (Mornington) — The first thing I
want to put on record is that I and my colleagues in the
Liberal Party support the protection of green wedge
land. There is no argument about this. People who get
up and with florid rhetoric say that we do not support
green wedge land are simply not telling the truth. The
member who has just sat down has obviously been in
some kind of a time warp to have said that the Liberal
Party has done nothing. She obviously does not know
anything about the Yarra Valley and the protection that
was put in place there by the Kennett government. It
has led to this action by this government to extend the
protection of green wedge land; it was started in the
Yarra Valley and has extended to the rest of the greater
Melbourne metropolitan area.
What we are talking about here are amendments that
have been received in response to public submissions.
Those amendments that have been received and that we
are now dealing with have not been put on exhibition
for public comment. That is the point that we are
making in this debate. I do not think there is anything
too hard for members on the other side to understand
about that.
The process is flawed. It is a flawed process because
the community has not had an opportunity to look at the
amendments that we are now dealing with. Once again
we have an example of this government not following
proper process. That is what this is all about. We have
had many exhibitions of that during this sitting alone,
instances of this government ignoring proper process.
Here is a perfect example of not following proper
process — by keeping the community out of the loop
on these amendments.
I want to give some examples which will centre around
my electorate and the Mornington Peninsula, because I
think they will explain what I am talking about. The
minister has said by way of interjection that the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council put forward most
of the suggestions for amendments to the Mornington
Peninsula planning scheme. That is right. From that she
deduces that on the Mornington Peninsula everything is
lovely and everything is okay. But the reality is that
what she failed to tell the house and what successive
government speakers will no doubt fail to tell the house
is that the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, in
putting those matters forward, also said that they should
be publicly exhibited so the community could look at
them and make some comment.
That is the key point of what we are on about here
tonight. We are not on about saying that these are right
or wrong or anything else, because we do not know.
But we would like the community to have some input.
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I come back to the point that Labor made when it ran
for election in 1999 and again last year, when the
Premier specifically said, ‘We want to make the
community part of the legislative process. We want
them to be involved. We want them to comment’. Here
is a chance to do that on something pretty important,
because it involves changes to the designation of green
wedge land, with areas coming in or areas going out,
that could be significant to local communities. Here is a
chance for the government to honour the Premier’s
word and make the community part of the process.
But what has the government done? It has brought
these changes in at the last minute with, as we heard
from the honourable members for Shepparton and
Hawthorn, insufficient notice. In fact we were informed
about what was going on only this week. Then the
debate was pushed forward, and three days later it is
supposed to go through all hunky-dory, and everyone is
supposed to clap their hands and say, ‘Hasn’t the
government done a good job!’.
We do not know if the government has done a good
job, and the community does not know. We want time
and the community deserves time to look at this. What
is the great rush? We do not know, but it makes us
suspicious.
In putting forward the proposed changes to the
Mornington Peninsula planning scheme the minister
seems to have little awareness of the fact that removing
villages on the Mornington Peninsula from the green
wedge designation will leave them open to intensive
development. In fact it will actually bring them into the
intensive development envelope. The people who live
in villages such as Somers, Red Hill, Somerville,
Tyabb, Balnarring, Flinders, Shoreham and Baxter
would like to know about that, as would the general
community.
I go back to October 2002, when the Premier
announced what he called the fabulous Melbourne 2030
plan. In short, 2030 provides for 18 000 additional
households on the Mornington Peninsula. That is a
25 per cent increase in the existing number of
households. At that time the Premier refused to rule out
high-rise being part of that intensive residential
development. We know 18 000 additional households
are proposed under 2030, and at that time those
additional households were going to be stuffed into
three areas on the peninsula — at Mornington, Rosebud
and Hastings. In places like Mornington in particular
people were asking, ‘Where will you put our share of
these additional households?’. And as I said, high-rise
development was one of the options clearly on the
agenda for Mornington under 2030.
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Under the proposed amendments the minister has
brought into the house today those 18 000 households
will be dissipated over the villages I just mentioned, so
they will bear some of the additional brunt. The
question that needs to be asked by the people who live
in those places is, ‘Do we have room for them? And if
we do not have room for them, where will they go?
Will they be high-rise? Will they be intensive?’.
Intensive residential development in a place like
Flinders would have people writhing in the streets.
They certainly would not want that to occur, and it
would be the same in places like Somers, Red Hill,
Balnarring, Shoreham and Baxter.
In a recent survey I did in my electorate the thing that
registered the highest was a repugnance for and
rejection of intensive residential development. My
community clearly does not want it. It believes so far as
the Mornington Peninsula is concerned that the ‘House
full’ sign should go up.
Back in the days of a previous Labor government I can
recall talking to a former planning minister, the
Honourable Andrew McCutcheon, saying to him that a
‘House full’ sign needed to be put up in the south-east
because otherwise there would be houses running from
the central business district down to Warragul or
further. His response to me was, ‘You can’t do that. If
people want to live down there, you should allow the
land to be made available’. Thank God we have some
more modern thinking these days on both sides of the
house about the need to preserve land and green
wedges in particular.
So far as that attitude is concerned, on the Mornington
Peninsula people are saying, ‘We have had enough’.
The thought that there should be 18 000 additional
households stuffed into that area on the Mornington
Peninsula raises the hackles of the people down there.
They are asking the very realistic question, ‘Where will
you put them?’, and nobody is coming up with the
answer. We do know that the three places this
government had in mind back in 2002 have now been
expanded to include the coastal villages I mentioned.
This is a subject that needs further detailed
consideration. It certainly is a subject that needs
consultation with the affected communities. Nobody in
this house can stand up and honestly say that any
community has been consulted and allowed to have an
input into the proposals we have here today, because
they have not. Neither the Liberal Party nor the
National Party has had any consultation, nor have our
communities. My community is saying loud and
clear — as is the Mornington Peninsula Shire
Council — ‘We want a chance to see this on exhibition
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and make comment’. There is nothing wrong with that,
and I am staggered that the government does not
support such an approach.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — I can honestly stand up
and say that people have been consulted. There were
meetings all around metropolitan and country areas to
talk about this sort of thing. I thought the Liberal Party
had been asleep at the wheel for 5 minutes, but it has
obviously been asleep at the wheel for a year, because
we flagged back in October 2002 that in one year we
would be bringing these amendments in.
The purpose of today is to ratify amendments to
13 different planning schemes around the edge of
Melbourne to put in place the urban growth boundary
(UGB). We constantly hear the argument that the
Liberal Party has not had enough time. The member for
Hawthorn was given an extension of time and still did
not get to the point. The opposition used this argument
when amendments to the Melbourne Airport Environs
Strategy Plan came in. Even though the airport strategy
committee had been meeting under the Kennett
government, it still did not have enough time to
consider it.
I am going to concentrate on Hume, but it would be
remiss of me not to refute some of the outrageous
arguments that have been put here. One is that we have
committees that are somehow meeting in secret, as
alleged by the member for Hawthorn. Our secret
committee actually has a chair, Dr Robyn Stewart, and I
congratulate her on that appointment. The other secret
committee in the City of Wyndham has already met.
How secret is that? They are already meeting and
people know about them, yet the member for Hawthorn
says they are secret. They are only secret because the
Liberal Party is again asleep at the wheel.
The opposition complained about being notified about
an 8.30 a.m. meeting. I am often here at 7.00 o’clock in
the morning. Apparently we are interfering with the
Liberal Party tea and toast club by meeting at 8.30 in
the morning.
Another thing I must refute is the member for
Warrandyte’s allegation that there was some sort of
conspiracy between the Victorian Electoral
Commission and the City of Whittlesea over 8000
blocks of land. That is an absolute nonsense. I only
have a short time available to me, and I know many
other members want to speak on this historic motion of
which we are proud. If former Liberal Premier Sir
Rupert Hamer were in the chamber or the gallery today
he would be ashamed of the Liberal Party.

Thursday, 20 November 2003

Extensive consultation took place about the urban
growth boundary (UGB). The boundaries are not a
brick wall and can be altered, but I do not see any
alterations coming for a long time. The minister
listened to the representations on land in the City of
Hume and some of the growth boundaries have been
extended. That makes commonsense because the City
of Hume will run out of land. There would be one
development left in the area, but now there will be
competition, which will help to keep prices of land and
houses at a reasonable level.
I want to talk about one of the small towns that is in the
urban growth boundary, the town of Bulla in my
electorate. It is a beautiful town, but members may
remember it for another reason. This lovely, historic
town of Bulla was where the Kennett government
closed the school without consultation with the
community. It ripped the guts out of the community and
for the other side to now say it wants to consult with
these people is hypocrisy at its worst.
This is an historic measure, and it shows again the
difference between those on this side of the house and
the small portion on the other side. The government is
doing the visionary things. It has put in place the
strategy plan for the Melbourne Airport and is now
putting in place a plan for the whole of Melbourne.
Today this house debated the Forests and National
Parks Acts (Amendment) Bill, which sets out a vision
for the whole of the state.
As was said earlier, this government is not looking back
30 years, but is looking forward 30 years. These
policies were tested at the last election. They have
broad community support. That is what the Liberal
Party does not like about these policies because they are
visionary and will see this state remain the great state of
Victoria. Fortunately they will keep the Liberal Party
out of government. The opposition is so divided that it
does not even know whether it is supporting or
opposing this measure. The member for Hawthorn put
the map on the table and that is all he did. He just
pranced around and looked at the map as if it were a
tablecloth. This is a fantastic measure. I support it and
the City of Hume supports it. The council has been
listened to by the minister and we now have extra
industrial and residential land, with a 15-year supply of
land. I support the measure and wish it a speedy
passage.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — Green wedges are a
wonderful idea. It is never better illustrated when you
drive down through the Mornington Peninsula along
the Moorooduc Road and you see the march of urban
development of East Mornington coming over the hill

PLANNING: URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS
Thursday, 20 November 2003

ASSEMBLY

1899

and heading towards the green open spaces. We know
there is a line drawn in the sand and that development
will not go any further. It is a strong illustration of this
issue. It is the reason why I moved down to the
Mornington Peninsula, for the green open spaces. That
is why people holiday there as well as live there. It is
something people want to protect and value and it is
very important that we keep it. If development is
allowed to go on we would have open development.
Right around the state land near the water or coast is
valuable, because people like to have a sea change and
to live by the sea, but if we are not careful we will have
total open development.

I have a lot of townships in my electorate that are
affected by this ratification that we are debating
tonight — Red Hill, Flinders, Rosebud, Red Hill South,
Portsea, Shoreham, Tootgarook, McCrae, Safety Beach
and Dromana. Over the border in Hastings there is
Somers and Balnarring. There are some small changes,
but people have no idea what they are. The shire might
have submitted them as things they want to happen and
are happy with them, but the thousands of people who
live across the small villages and towns have no idea
what it is about. They need a few weeks, and the local
media want it in their papers so the community can talk
about what this means.

Green wedges sit very comfortably with me and with
other members of the Liberal Party. However, we are
not arguing against green wedges; we are arguing about
the process that is occurring tonight. That is what our
beef is about. We had the introduction to the
amendments at 8.30 a.m. on Tuesday, and even though
I am in Parliament House having breakfast at that time I
am often working well before then. The member for
Yuroke thought we did not work before then.

I have picked out a couple of examples to highlight
some small changes, but questions need to be asked. On
the corner of old Cape Schanck Road and Jetty Road,
Rosebud, there is a line of house blocks and one has
been pulled out and included in the urban growth
boundary. Why is that? There may be a simple
explanation. In map 21 on page 6 of the planning
scheme an interesting line is drawn right at the end of
the Mornington Peninsula National Park, with the strip
that runs along the back beach at Portsea. In the middle
of it, even though the national park runs across the
border into what used to be defence land, there is a
magical line. I have no idea why it is there, and it does
not add up. People are entitled to ask. Point Nepean is a
sensitive area, and people have questions they want to
ask.

Mr Thompson — We don’t work Trades Hall hours
either.
Mr DIXON — The member for Sandringham is
right, we do not work Trades Hall hours. When I went
into the parliamentary library and saw the size of the
document and the huge map on the table I realised that
you could not say that 8.30 a.m. is plenty of time. I
have one of the documents, the Mornington Peninsula
shire amendments, and it has many pages to it. The
people who went along to the briefing could not even
take the material away with them. I do not know if they
have photographic memories or if that was expected. It
is an unreasonable expectation to think that a briefing at
8.30 a.m. on Tuesday on a document of this size is
sufficient.
The other argument we seem to be having tonight is
about consultation. There are two levels of consultation.
No-one is arguing that there was no consultation in the
first place because there was. People knew what was
going on and there is no argument about it. What we
are saying is that since this came out on Tuesday
morning there has been no opportunity for consultation
on it, even though it affects many people and there is a
lot of detail to digest. I know the Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council made submissions and is happy with
what has occurred with these amendments, but it also
says that because of the detail it would like to have it
exhibited. There is no opportunity for this measure to
be exhibited in the Mornington Peninsula.

In Tootgarook, which is quite close to my home, there
is an area that has already been subdivided, but now, all
of a sudden, a corner block, made up of about 20 to
25 housing blocks, is now included in the green wedge.
A lot of people live in that area — it is a built-up
area — and they would have some questions to ask. It
may be legitimate, but those people should be entitled
to ask those questions.
In Safety Beach there is an area along the Mornington
Peninsula Freeway, near the new marina development,
that has been added to the green wedge. Why is that
there? Finally, on maps 27 and 28 there is a subdivided
area around Dorothea Court, Dromana, and in the
middle of it, surrounded by urban development, is a
green wedge. Why is that there? Is it a park and why is
it being done? These are basic innocent questions, but
we need an answer to them. When I looked at the map
on the table I questioned the way the map depicted
Point Nepean.
There is an area that has been taken out of Point
Nepean that I presume is meant to be defence land,
because it is shown in white. But all the boundaries are
in the wrong place. The defence land that still belongs
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to the commonwealth government runs from Ocean
Beach right through to Port Phillip Bay, and there is an
excision right down the middle where the road runs. It
is not shown that way on that map. Even if you say,
‘Perhaps we are looking at the commonwealth
announcement of the extra 200 hectares that are going
back to the state government, the 20 hectares that are
going to the local council and the area that is going to
be retained and leased out by the federal government’,
the map does not fit in with that either. So there are
some great inaccuracies in that map.
Judging from the level of debate that is going on and
the angst in that area, it is inappropriate for a totally
inaccurate map like that to be presented to and forced
through this place in three days with no discussion —
and no four-week adjournment. We need that four
weeks, because the people of the Mornington Peninsula
need to study the map and understand why that is
happening in Point Nepean.
Getting away completely from my earlier arguments
and some of the other arguments we have heard today,
my final point is about the explanatory report which
goes with what we are discussing today and ties in with
the various policy aspects of Melbourne 2030. The key
aspect of Melbourne 2030 that relates to the
amendments we are discussing tonight is policy 2.2,
entitled ‘Concentrate urban expansion into growth areas
that are served by high-capacity public transport’.
When I look at the urban villages and towns in my
electorate that are going to be taken out of the green
wedge and allowed to develop to their borders, I can
see that the very last thing they have is high-capacity
public transport. So that policy aspect of Melbourne
2030 has been very loosely applied to this amendment.
All the policies of Melbourne 2030 that relate to this
amendment need to be looked at a bit more closely.
We do not have time for that, because this will be put
through in half an hour or so — —
Mr Perton — More like 5 minutes.
Mr DIXON — Or 5 minutes. There is absolutely no
opportunity to look at this or any of the other basic
aspects that I think the people in my coastal villages
and townships deserve to look at. I am very
disappointed with the process. I am not disappointed
with green wedges, which everyone agrees with. It is
the process that we are rushing through this week that
concerns me.
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — I rise to speak in
support of this historic motion to ratify amendments to
13 planning schemes. Specifically in relation to C29,
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which applies to Frankston, C57, which applies to the
Mornington Peninsula and C70, which applies to
Casey, I want to talk about two specific issues
regarding the consultation process. It was quite
inclusive, and I commend all those involved in the very
broad process of consultation with councils,
communities and interest groups on both sides.
I do not want to go into great detail at this stage, but I
will finish my short contribution with the words of a
long-deceased woman by the name of Lorna Bennett.
She was a councillor of the old Hastings council and a
pioneer of the concepts and principles behind
sustainable development. I think it is important to quote
one comment she left with me: it is a great legacy, and I
have always worked by it. She said:
… one person may own the land, but the people own the
planning on it.

The process we have gone through with Melbourne
2030 in relation to the urban growth boundaries has
been one of community ownership through the
submissions, the discussions, the public meetings and
hardworking Labor MPs getting out there and talking
with their communities. As such I commend the
ratification of these amendments of the 13 planning
schemes to the house.
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — I
would like to commend all those members from both
sides of the house who have spoken on this very
important and historic motion. In particular I thank
those members who took the time to look at the detail,
to look at the issues and to speak so convincingly. I
understand that those who did not have the opportunity
to speak will find other forums in which to talk about
the urban growth boundary. There is clearly
overwhelming support for this motion in the house.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 51
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
Gillett, Ms

Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
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Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
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Perera, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Mulder, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION AND
TRANSPORT ACCIDENT ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL

Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered next day.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Postponement
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That remaining business be postponed.

Ayes, 51
Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 20
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Mulder, Mr

Motion agreed to.

Council’s amendments
Noes, 20

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
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
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Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — I desire to
move the following amendment:
That all the words after ‘remaining’ be omitted with the view
to inserting in place thereof ‘government business, orders of
the day, and general business, notices of motion, nos 1 to 133
inclusive, be postponed until after general business notice of
motion no. 134’.

This motion is a very important motion that deserves
the attention of the house. Ministers from this chamber
will be driving home in their ministerial cars, but
people who are disabled will not be able to engage in
commuting because of changes to the multipurpose taxi
scheme.
A former member in the other chamber, Licia
Kokocinski, the executive director of Action on
Disability within Ethnic Communities, a member who
served in this Parliament wisely and well, pointed out
the importance of this matter to people in multicultural
communities — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member must refer
to the procedural motion — that is, that government
business be postponed. Therefore, the member in
responding — —
Mr THOMPSON — I am introducing
arguments — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member to
address his comments to that. This is not an opportunity
to discuss the content of motions that may be on the
notice paper.
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Mr THOMPSON — Speaker, as I was saying, it is
a very important matter before the house because this
particular issue is having — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THOMPSON — Speaker, on the question of
time, it is a very important issue — —
The SPEAKER — Order! No, it is not a question of
time. The question is that the government business
program be postponed. The member has moved an
amendment to that. He needs to explain to the house
why his amendment should be dealt with and why the
notice of motion listed as no. 134 should take
precedence over that.
Mr THOMPSON — It is fundamentally the
importance of the issue to the community. If this matter
is not debated or considered very carefully, there will
be a significant impact on the wider community. If it is
deferred until a later point in time, there are very
important issues that deserve the attention of this house
rather than the government ministers driving home in
their ministerial cars while disabled people — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Sandringham, on the amendment.
An honourable member interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member may speak
on the motion that the government business program be
postponed. The motion does not relate to the subject
matter in motion 134. The member for Sandringham,
on the amendment. He can refer to the — —
Mr THOMPSON — Speaker, I wish to give the
reason that it is important. I was about to draw on some
community content on this issue which emphasises the
importance of the matter being debated and considered
in the chamber. I think it is legitimate to advance
arguments as to why it is important and draw upon
some key comments from people who have outlined its
importance.
In particular, as I was saying earlier, Licia Kokocinski,
a former member of this Parliament and the executive
director of Action on Disability within Ethnic
Communities, has outlined the significance of this
matter to people in the local community. She went on to
state that this organisation — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Sandringham! I have already explained to the member
for Sandringham that the motion refers to the
postponement of remaining business. The member for
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Sandringham cannot enter into debate about the subject
matter of motion 134. He needs to address his
comments to why it is important that this matter should
take precedence over the government business
program. It is therefore quite a narrow debate, and the
member for Sandringham cannot read into the debate
discussion about what the issues are in relation to that
motion. He must talk about why he believes the motion
should take precedence over the government business
program. He cannot discuss the content of the motion.
Mr THOMPSON — Speaker, this matter stands at
no. 134 on the notice paper.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to allow
the member for Sandringham to be heard.
Mr THOMPSON — It is a matter of critical
importance to the community. If it is not brought on by
way of debate as a matter of some urgency, it will be
unlikely to be considered in this Parliament before
Christmas. It is a critical matter that impacts on a wide
group of people in the community, and I think it is
important that the house focus its attention upon it in
order for people in the community — —
Mr Hulls — It’s embarrassing.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Attorney-General!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. The member for Sandringham, to continue.
Mr THOMPSON — Speaker, the member for
Niddrie does not dignify the debate by referring to my
remarks as being embarrassing, because it is a very
important matter for those people, who no longer have
the chance to take a taxi to their local doctor or
podiatrist because of the radical government cutbacks
to this program.
Mr Lupton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
member is going back into the substance of the issue
rather than dealing with the matter of procedure. It is a
procedural issue only, and there is no way it can be
done in that fashion.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have all evening, so if
members want us to sit here all evening while I call for
order, that is fine by me. In the meantime the member
for South-West Coast will be called, and I ask members
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on my right to allow him to continue to speak on the
point of order.
Dr Napthine — On the point of order, Speaker, the
Attorney-General, when he was in opposition, used this
procedure on a number of occasions to seek to move an
item onto the general business notice paper. If you look
at the record in Hansard over that time you will note
that the Speaker and Acting Speakers of the time — —
Mr Hulls — I was a bit more clever than the
member for Sandringham!
Dr Napthine — No. If people read Hansard they
will see that is an absolute mistruth. He absolutely
failed that test. If members read the Hansard record of
those debates, particularly for the years 1996–99, they
will note that the Speaker and Acting Speakers of the
time ruled that in this debate there is allowed to be a
canvassing of why the issue sought to be debated is so
important that it should be given time for debate here
and now rather than have the house adjourn.
The motion before the house is that the house do now
adjourn, and there has been an amendment that it do not
adjourn but move to general business, notices of
motion, item 134, on the notice paper. Therefore it is
imperative that the person presenting the argument for
that amendment be allowed to canvass why it is so
important that that motion be debated rather than the
motion that the house do now adjourn. That is the point
being made, and that is why you, Speaker, must rule
against the point of order raised by the member for
Prahran.
Mr Batchelor — On the point of order, Speaker, we
have just heard a contribution from the member for
South-West Coast, who misremembers events and
misreports. He has a hunger for nostalgic response here
tonight, and I am afraid the former Leader of the
Opposition has failed dismally. We are not speaking
about the adjournment of the house, we are speaking
about a motion that I moved — that remaining business
be postponed — to which the member for Sandringham
has sought to move an amendment. That is what we are
debating.
Hence the point of order is relevant to that which is
before you. You have ruled, Speaker, that it is not
appropriate for the member for Sandringham to debate
the substance of the motion that he would like to debate
if his amendment is successful. If it is we will move on
to general business, notices of motion, item 134. But
that is not the substance of the debate that is before you,
just as we are not debating the adjournment of the
house.
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Speaker, you are absolutely correct in requiring
members to address the matter that is before the house
when they are making their contribution. It would be
inappropriate for me when I make my subsequent
contribution to talk about how Collingwood lost the
grand final. It is the same logic that the member for
Sandringham is applying in seeking to abuse the
processes of the house. I suggest to you, Speaker, that
you uphold your previous rulings, as they were the
correct ones.
Mr Perton — On the point of order, Speaker, the
Leader of the House has argued against his proposition,
because the motion he has moved is that further
business be postponed — that is, that all business be
postponed and that the house have nothing else to do.
The next procedural item once that motion is passed is
the adjournment debate, to which members are called to
contribute.
The effect of the amendment by the member for
Sandringham is to say, ‘All right, although you are
saying that everything else should be postponed, this
side of the house prefers to say that there is an issue that
is important to the community that needs to be
debated’. So the member is entitled to do two things:
one is to argue that the house should continue dealing
with business — which is the substance of the
amendment opposing the motion moved by the Leader
of the House; the other is that the issue raised in
motion 134 is of such importance that it needs to be
dealt with. In doing that, he has to be able to canvass
the terms of that motion, but you, Speaker, are right in
saying that he may not enter into the substance of the
debate.
I do not believe this can be so narrow. I believe the
member for South-West Coast is right in recalling the
Attorney-General and the Leader of the House in
opposition being allowed by previous Speakers and
Deputy Speakers to use this type of motion to canvass
the merits of the motion they were seeking to have
debated rather then having all items on the notice paper
postponed.
Mr Hulls — On the point of order, Speaker, oh what
a tangled web they weave! As you will recall, time and
time again when were opposition — those dirty, dark
days in opposition — we tried to pull this stunt, and we
were told how narrow the debate had to be. Time and
time again when I was sitting on that side of the house
at 7 o’clock on a Thursday trying to get former Premier
Jeff Kennett annoyed because he had a dinner date to
go to and we wanted to keep them here, I was told that
it had to be a very narrow debate.
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I vividly remember the honourable member for
Doncaster standing up and saying, ‘How outrageous it
is that the honourable member for Niddrie should be
debating in such a broad fashion when this is a very
narrow debate’. Three feet — 3 feet! — can change a
person’s attitude. I can say now — hindsight is a
wonderful thing! — that it was nothing but a stunt
when we were in opposition. So let’s not kid ourselves.
This is absolute nonsense.
The member for Sandringham seems to be trying to get
a press release out about an issue, but the fact is it went
out a week ago. That is how slow he is! He put out a
press release a week ago and then he stands up today.
No wonder he is over there! The fact is that this is a
stunt. It is a narrow debate. The fact of the matter is that
we were not successful when we were opposition, and
this mob will not be successful on this motion tonight.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order by the member for Prahran. Previous Speakers,
and Acting Speakers, if you wish, have ruled quite
clearly that this debate is very narrow. It relates to why
the motion should be put ahead of the government
business program. The member may mention the name
of the motion — that is acceptable — but he can under
no circumstances debate it or introduce other material.
In any event, the member for Sandringham’s time has
expired.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
have to oppose the amendment moved by the member
for Sandringham, because it is an attack on the Leader
of the Opposition. The Leader of the Opposition is not
here and cannot join in the debate. This is part of the
leadership struggles that are taking place, and it is very
untimely that this has happened. It is extremely — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Leader of the House is introducing extraneous matters.
I ask you to bring him back to the narrow debate.
The SPEAKER — Order! Unfortunately I was
having a conversation with the Clerk at the time, so I
did not actually hear it. However, I assume that the
honourable member for Doncaster is correct. I ask the
Leader of the House to come back to the amendment.
Mr BATCHELOR — Notwithstanding the direct
attack on the leader, it shows that this opposition is full
of hypocrisy and cant. This motion is no. 134 on the
general business list out of 135. It can hardly be seen as
a priority by the opposition. It is no. 134! It is the
penultimate choice.
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It can hardly be seen as important or in need of more
urgent attention than many of the motions that his
colleagues, and indeed National Party members, have
moved. If you turn to the notice paper, you can see that
there are a whole host of other motions in the names of
members of the Liberal Party frontbench. The member
for Sandringham is trying to use this as a manoeuvre to
move down to the front bench, and it is absolutely
untimely — —
Mr Hulls — He can’t get back any further!
Mr BATCHELOR — Yes, he can! This
amendment is nothing to do with the substance that he
seeks to debate in motion 134, but is really a charade to
misuse and abuse parliamentary procedures for his own
personal aggrandisement and for — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Leader of the House has made a totally inappropriate
statement. The member for Sandringham is entitled to
move this amendment, and to suggest that to act in
accordance with the rules of the house is an abuse of
the processes of this house is inappropriate language
and an attack on your ruling. I ask you to prevent him
from doing so.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. I did not understand the Leader of the House
to be saying that the member could not move his
amendment. I think he was suggesting the very reasons
why he may move it. I do not think there was any
attempt to prevent the member for Sandringham from
moving his amendment.
Mr BATCHELOR — I do not believe it is
appropriate to support this amendment. It should not be
supported by the government, the National Party or the
Independents, and when a division is called it will not
be supported by many members of the Liberal Party.
We will see whether the Leader of the Opposition is
prepared to come in and support the amendment moved
by the member for Sandringham. That will be the real
test of whether this is a timely amendment or purely
and simply a stunt, as was suggested by the
Attorney-General in his point of order. It is nothing
more nor less than a political stunt. It is an attempt to
frustrate the workings of the house, to cause
inconvenience and to cause trouble for the staff because
they have been compliant with us and given up their
meal break. This is the first time during this sitting that
the opposition has tried to make it difficult, not only for
the running of the Parliament but for the loyal staff who
support its operations. The member for Sandringham
stands condemned.
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Mr COOPER (Mornington) — Speaker, I was
pleased to note in your remarks that you have plenty of
time here tonight and that you are prepared to stay, and
the Leader of the House has said that he has plenty of
time as well, and that is a good thing. I am sure that the
Leader of the House would be joined by a lot of people
on the backbench of the Labor Party in saying that they
have plenty of time as well. So there is no problem
about time.
The Leader of the House then went on to say that even
though we have all got plenty of time, we should not be
using that time to the best advantage of the people of
Victoria, and particularly one vulnerable section of the
people of Victoria. The member for Sandringham is
saying with his amendment that this is a matter of great
importance, and that is why it should be brought
forward. It is spurious of the Leader of the House to say
that his motion is no. 134 on the notice paper and
should therefore be regarded as a low priority item.
The issue contained in motion 134 has only erupted in
recent times following a decision made by the Minister
for Transport regarding the multipurpose taxi program.
Therefore it is a matter of great moment and
importance, and, as has been pointed out by the
member for Sandringham, at the end of next week the
house will adjourn, probably until March of next year.
In the meantime the impact of the changes to the
multipurpose taxi program referred to in motion 134
will have been put in place by the government. That is
why it is important to debate the motion tonight and to
take this opportunity. On the admission of the Leader of
the House, we are here and there is plenty of time
available.
The Leader of the House also went on to say that
clearly there are others matters of great importance, and
I would support him in that. Of the 135 notices of
motion on the notice paper, there are two that I would
be happy to see debated tonight — and I am prepared to
stay here to debate them. I regard motions 7 and 40 in
my name as being very important, and I would be very
pleased to see those debates brought on. But if I were
being fair — and I always try to be fair — —
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr COOPER — The member for Burwood may
well laugh, but I do try to be fair and even handed, and
if I am going to be even handed in this matter I would
say that my motions 7 and 40 would fall behind
motion 134 in the name of the honourable member for
Sandringham on the question of importance, not only to
this house but also to the general community of this
state, and in particular to a vulnerable section of this
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community that is going to be dramatically affected by
changes which have been proposed by the Minister for
Transport and which will be put into place early next
year.
It is unfair and untrue for both the Attorney-General
and the Leader of the House to stand up here tonight
and say that in moving this motion the member for
Sandringham is putting on a cheap stunt. That
denigrates the people affected by the changes to the
multipurpose taxi program and says that they do not
really count. They do count, and I know, Speaker, that
you would say that they count very much in this
community. They deserve the right to be heard and to
have their case put, and this amendment enables that
case to be put; that is what it is all about. It is not a
stunt. It is an important issue that deserves the attention
of this house.
We will have this opportunity only tonight to debate
this issue or alternatively to try to get the government to
see reason and to bring the matter on for debate on
either Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday of next week.
This is the first opportunity we have taken. There may
be other opportunities we will take, but it is an
important issue for vulnerable people in this
community, and I object to it being referred to as a
stunt.
I strongly support the amendment moved by the
honourable member for Sandringham, and I believe the
house should debate this issue tonight and therefore
send some message of justice to the vulnerable section
of our community.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
must say how reminiscent this all is. There is one
fundamental difference between people on this side of
the house and people on the other side of the house, and
that is that we on this side of the house want to deal
with matters of substance in an orderly and proper way.
Certainly we understand there are enormous tensions
on the other side at the moment when people are going
around trying to stitch up deals with each other, but I
have to say how grubby is it for the member for
Sandringham to come in here and air the dirty washing
of the Liberal Party. He chose one motion willy-nilly,
yet have a look at the notice paper! Have a look at the
motions listed as nos 20, 36, 37, 38, 81, 120, 124, 128
and 131. He has tried to jump over all of those. In
whose name are all of those motions?
An Honourable Member — Whose?
Mr CAMERON — The honourable member for
South-West Coast! This is what this is about. This is a
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Liberal Party battle par excellence, and we are to be
subjected to this.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
return to the question, which is that the amendment be
agreed to. I fear that he has strayed a significant
distance from that.
Mr CAMERON — I apologise if I strayed just a
little, and I will move back to the central issue, which is
that we are going through nothing but a charade. The
Attorney-General and the Leader of the House referred
to what used to occur between 1996 and 1999 when
this sometimes arose, but we learnt our lesson; we
learnt the parliamentary rules the hard way! The shame
of it is that the member for Sandringham was here
during the same years. You would think we would have
learnt the same procedure at the same time.
We want to see orderly debate. This government
debates things that were never debated during the seven
dark years of the Kennett government — not at all. We
have gone about our business in an open and sensible
way, so people can debate matters rationally. But here
we have the honourable member for Sandringham
wanting to go about business willy-nilly, jumping
around all sorts of topics and matters of public policy
when the only thing they are concerned about over
there is their internal battles.
Speaker, what we want to do is get home. When
honourable members come to vote I will say to them,
‘Cast aside this nonsense. Cast aside your battle. We
are interested in your battle, but we want to read about
it tomorrow or the next day. We are not interested in it
now, because we want to get on the road and we want
to get home’.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I have to enter this debate
because this idea of a plot is absolutely ridiculous. If
any one person in this place has pushed this issue
forward it has been the member for South-West Coast,
who has been out there pushing around regional
Victoria with this legislation. It is a huge issue, and it is
very important to many members of this place.
To further subvert the minister’s plot theory, the
motions go from 1 to 135 in the order in which they
came up. It is not in order of importance. We would be
here all day if we sat around working that out. They
come up in numerical order as events happen. The
minister has only recently announced this horrible huge
cut in multipurpose taxi services. That is why the
motion is no. 134 on the list; it has nothing to do with
its importance. We want to deal with it and debate it
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now. I have two motions that are very important to
me — 10 and 119.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DIXON — The only people who have gone
home are the Independents, because they do not care!
I have two motions listed — 10 and 119 — and I think
they are very important, but I represent a huge group of
people who I think more than any other group in this
state will be affected by this change.
The SPEAKER — Order! The time limit for the
procedural motion has now expired, and I will put the
amendment. The house will divide on the question that
the words proposed to be omitted stand part of the
question. I request members to take their allocated seats
in the house. I remind those who support the
honourable member’s amendment that they should vote
no.
Mr Batchelor (Speaking covered) — On a point of
order, Speaker — —
The SPEAKER — Order! It had better be a serious
one.
Mr Batchelor — Yes, it is. We have new rules for
conducting divisions. You have asked members to take
their seats, and the member for Doncaster is out of his
seat. He is in the Liberal Party’s leadership seat at the
moment. It is not appropriate for the member to assume
it, because there are plenty of other people who want to
get in there as well.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order. The member for Doncaster is the shadow
minister at the table.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 48
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Gillett, Ms

Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
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Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
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Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 18
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Mulder, Mr

Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to and remaining business postponed.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Police: budget
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I would like to raise a
matter with the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. But before I do, on behalf of the Liberal Party
I would like to wish him all the best for his big event
this weekend. I wish him many years of happiness.
However, I would like him to address a serious matter
regarding the Victorian police force. I ask him to
restore funding to Victoria Police and to put an end to
the ridiculous budget cuts which are going on at the
moment and which will directly affect crime fighting in
the state. The police annual report that was tabled some
weeks ago shows that Victoria Police had overspent its
2002–03 budget by $28 million. We on this side have
very serious doubts about the figure of $28 million; we
believe it is closer to $68 million. But I have written to
the Auditor-General to clarify this matter.
The impact this is having on crime fighting is of great
concern to many in the community, as it comes at a
time when we have a record number of victims of
crimes against the person. The last lot of crime
statistics, which were produced on 25 August, show
that there were 30 810 victims of crimes against the
person. We have never had a number so high since
records have been tabulated. We obviously need every
available police officer fighting crime.
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What is concerning are the constant reports coming out
of the police force about how it has had to make cuts.
Some of these reports include, for example, the crimes
department having to prioritise the jobs it has to
investigate. That means that some of the violent crimes
that have taken place in the community are not being
investigated or are being shelved because there are not
the resources to investigate them.
Then we have the other issue of police numbers. The
annual report shows there was a net increase of only
41 in the last financial year. The police academy will be
empty in April, May and June next financial year, so
we suspect that the net increase over the last two years
will be between 80 and 90. That means that the budget
crisis within the Victorian police force is affecting and
will affect the number of police going through the
academy.
We have also had the ridiculous situation of the
helicopter which spots the growing of drugs across
Victoria being grounded due to funding cuts. The police
are also having to make some very stupid cuts, which
means not having enough pens and enough copies of
Melway, cheaper dog food, no upgrades to computers
and not being able to move computer terminals from
one office to another. There is also the issue of the
police force having to go out to borrow cars.
We believe this is totally inappropriate. We call on the
minister to take immediate action to deliver on his
election promise to make sure that Victorian police are
adequately and properly resourced.

Drivers: behaviour
Mr LIM (Clayton) — The matter I raise is for the
attention of the Minister for Transport. I request the
minister to investigate driving behaviour on Victoria’s
roads, with a view to encouraging more courteous and
thoughtful behaviour by motorists.
Visitors from overseas and even from interstate
frequently remark to me that driver discipline on our
multilane arterial roads and freeways is poor. These
visitors are appalled that people drive at any speed in
any lane on Victorian roads, overtake on the inside or
outside according to whim, and constantly switch lanes
to try to obtain an advantage over their fellow
motorists. The overall impression they are left with is
one of an extreme lack of courtesy on our roads. Yet
none of this behaviour is illegal. It is not against the law
for slow-moving trucks to monopolise the outermost
lane, nor is it against the law for faster moving vehicles
to overtake on the inside lane.
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I believe that a change in the law is long overdue to
bring us into line with overseas countries. For example,
in Europe and in most states of the United States of
America it is against the law to overtake on the inside,
and outer lanes must be used only for overtaking.
Vehicles must keep to the inside lanes unless these are
occupied by slower moving traffic, and heavy goods
vehicles are generally banned from the outermost lane
altogether.
These simple differences in the law, along with a
greater display of driver courtesy, makes driving so
much more pleasurable in Europe and in the United
States than here at home. Drivers do not constantly
change lanes, and it is possible to move over to the
inside lane to exit from a freeway without the risk of
being struck from behind by a fast-moving vehicle that
has chosen to overtake on the inside.
To compound matters, the dominant culture on
Victorian roads is one of competition. People cut in in
front of each other and push into queues in a way that
they would never dream of doing if they were on foot.
Young drivers are particularly noticeable in this display
of discourtesy. But how else can we expect them to
behave when they see no other way of driving? We
need to do something in order to replace this rude
behaviour with a culture based on good manners.
Perhaps an advertising campaign to encourage drivers
to give way to others is called for.
I believe that such a review of motoring behaviour,
including a change in the overtaking laws and an
emphasis on good manners, would be welcomed by
motorists as bringing a sense of order to our roads, and
it would also reduce the incidence of traffic accidents. I
call on the minister to take this into consideration and to
take action accordingly.

Schools: Swan Hill
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I want to draw to the
attention of the Minister for Education and Training my
grave concern about the half-finished school projects in
the Swan Hill electorate. It appears that whenever
schools reach stage 2 of their master plan government
funding mysteriously runs out. I offer several examples
as proof of the lack of the government’s commitment to
finishing projects in my electorate.
As long ago as March 1999 a master plan for the
rebuilding of the Wedderburn College was presented,
proposing the redevelopment of the college in two
stages at a cost of $1.6 million. It was a huge and
important project for the community of Wedderburn,
which took a leap of faith and amalgamated its primary
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and secondary schools into a P–12 school after
considerable anxiety and discussion within the
community. The Wedderburn community believed the
government would deliver on its share of the
commitment.
Stage 1 was begun in late 2000 and was completed in
late 2001. Prep to grade 4 students started school in
2002 in the new premises. It all went well and good.
Stage 2 was to be commenced in a timely manner
following the completion of stage 1. It is now an urgent
issue and needs to be built to complete the P–12
process.
In March this year the manager, facilities and school
provisioning, for the region told the school council that
the upgrade was a priority but that no dates were
available. My subsequent letter to the Minister for
Education and Training evoked a response which
waffled on about statewide priorities, greatest total area
deficiencies, individual space deficiencies, health and
safety issues, and then got to the heart of the matter. It
appears the drought, the fires, some school fires and
statewide infrastructure commitments had prevented
the government from following through on these
projects. This sounds to me very much like the sorts of
excuses kids would use for not doing their homework.
What the minister is really telling the people of
Wedderburn is that the government has run out of
money.
The school council of the Murtoa College is in the same
dilemma with stage 2 of its project. It wants to know its
time lines and the reasons for the delays. No surprises
for suggesting that if I write to the minister again, the
same mantra of responses will be given: drought,
bushfires, school fires et cetera. It is time for the
government to finish the projects it has started. I urge
the minister to act now on the funding commitments for
partially completed school upgrades in the Swan Hill
electorate.

Spanish and Latin American Welfare Centre:
funding
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — I raise a matter
with the Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural
Affairs. I refer to a matter which was raised by the
member for Warrandyte earlier in the week in which he
indicated that the government and I, as the member for
Derrimut, had made a range of promises to the Spanish
and Latin American welfare group called CELAS. I put
on the record that the member for Warrandyte was
wrong on every count and on every claim he made in
this Parliament earlier this week.
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The action I seek from the minister is that he set the
record straight, provide a report to the Spanish welfare
and Latin American organisation, and also write to the
foundation for Spanish-speaking senior citizens in
Victoria in order to clarify the misunderstanding which
the member for Warrandyte referred to.
The member for Warrandyte claimed earlier in the
week that the government and I had promised a certain
amount of money for the purpose of building
community housing — an ethnic-specific project of
independent units for the Spanish-speaking community
in Victoria. The fact of the matter is that that project has
already been delivered. The member for Warrandyte
has not done his homework properly. He could well
have asked me, or anyone in the community, and he
would have found that the money has already been
delivered by the Labor government, as promised and
that blocks of land have already been purchased by
community housing and in conjunction with the
municipality of Brimbank.
The member for Warrandyte in my judgment misled
the house because he indicated I had made a promise
and that the government had made a promise which we
had not delivered on. He is wrong. The Labor
government has proudly delivered to the
Spanish-speaking community, for the first time
building independent units for the community. I put it
on record that this was a submission which we had
presented to previous governments, including the
Kennett government, and which they had not delivered
on — but the Labor government has delivered. It was a
promise that was made by the Treasurer when he was
Leader of the Labor Party. It has subsequently been
delivered by the Bracks government and the Minister
for Health. I am proud of that, and I put that on the
record.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.

Whitehorse Road, Deepdene: Anniversary
Trail crossing
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I wish to raise with the
Minister for Transport the urgent need for a signalised
pedestrian crossing on Whitehorse Road, Deepdene, at
its intersection with the Anniversary Trail. The action I
seek from the minister is to immediately initiate this
project in the interests of community safety.
Whitehorse Road is a major arterial road and carries a
significant amount of traffic — thousands of
vehicles — every day, including the route 109 tram that
runs from Box Hill to Port Melbourne.
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Many people use the Anniversary Trail for walking,
jogging and cycling. While there are signalised
pedestrian crossings in the area, they are not within
practical walking distance of the Anniversary Trail. A
local council survey has demonstrated that the vast
majority of people are just not prepared to undertake
the walk.
On either side of Whitehorse Road near the
Anniversary Trail there are two primary schools:
Deepdene Primary School and Our Lady of Good
Counsel. About 900 pupils attend the two primary
schools. A significant number of parents and students
use the Anniversary Trail to walk to and from school.
Deepdene Primary School and Our Lady of Good
Counsel share a variety of facilities and programs that
means students have to walk a very long way to cross
Whitehorse Road. I note that Our Lady of Good
Counsel is one of the very few primary schools in
Melbourne that is located on a major arterial road that is
not serviced by some form of pedestrian crossing. The
danger to parents, teachers and pupils in crossing
Whitehorse Road would seem to be inconsistent with
and make a mockery of this government’s alleged
commitment to school traffic zones.
The school communities support the crossing, as does
the broader community. Many have written to and
approached the minister about this matter. Bicycle
Victoria supports the project, as does the City of
Boroondara, which last year committed some $30 000
towards the total cost of the signalised crossing. Again
this commitment was made recently at a forum in
which the honourable member for Burwood and I were
in attendance.
I support the crossing, as do my parliamentary
colleagues the Honourables David Davis and Richard
Dalla Riva, members for East Yarra Province in the
other place. I raised this matter with the minister by
letter in July 2001 and again in July 2003. I have raised
it in this place in another forum. Even Vicroads
acknowledges the safety matters and agrees that the
installation of the signalised crossing is necessary. The
decision is the minister’s. It now falls to the minister,
and nobody else. There is nobody else to blame. The
minister must do the simple thing, the right thing, the
appropriate thing, and immediately initiate this urgently
needed crossing.

Pako Festa
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise an issue for
action by the Minister assisting the Premier on
Multicultural Affairs. As the minister and the Premier
are well aware, and as are you, Deputy Speaker, a
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major multicultural celebration in Geelong each year is
the Pako Festa based around Pakington Street, which
incidentally is where my electorate office is located. As
with many community-based festivals, funding is
always a vital resource in ensuring the success of the
festival. Therefore I ask the minister to consider the
provision of adequate funding to assist in the running of
the 2004 Pako Festa.
The 2004 Pako Festa will be run on one day —
Saturday, 21 February 2004. In recent years it would be
fair to say that the Pako Festa has grown to such an
extent that even with the good management of the
Geelong Ethnic Communities Council, the festa has
become too unwieldy and is an operational nightmare
swallowing literally hundreds of thousands of dollars.
In recognising this the Geelong Ethnic Communities
Council, in consultation with the City of Greater
Geelong and the state government — and I must say I
was pleased to be involved — agreed that the festa
should be wound back to its original form, which was a
one-day festival based on a Saturday. This will allow
the Geelong Ethnic Communities Council, as the festa
manager, to ensure a quality multicultural festival is run
with the centrepiece being the traditional street parade
down Pakington Street.
To ensure the financial success of the festa, there is a
major requirement for numerous parties to be
contributing to it, not just the state government. Those
parties include the City of Greater Geelong, the traders
of Pakington Street, the wider business sector in
Geelong and the Ethnic Communities Council of
Victoria.
It must be recognised that the Bracks government has
always been a major supporter of the Pako Festa. The
funding from sources such as the Community Support
Fund and the Victorian Multicultural Commission has
ensured that the state government has played its part
with Pako festas since 1999. As I said, it is important
that the government continue to support the Pako Festa,
and I look forward to the minister’s action.

Bulleen and Templestowe community house:
funding
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Community Services. I ask
her to investigate the financial needs of the Bulleen and
Templestowe community house, known as BATCH,
located in my electorate.
I ask the minister to provide additional funding under
the neighbourhood house coordination program to
ensure that BATCH continues its good work in the
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community. BATCH provides programs that are
relevant to the needs of local residents. It provides
lifelong learning for local residents, contributing to their
social, economic and cultural development. According
to its mission statement it:
… encourages friendship, learning and support through
participation in a variety of activities in a nurturing
environment for a socially diverse community of all ages …
Bulleen and Templestowe community house … is run by a
community-based committee of management, made up of
people who live and work within the surrounding suburbs.
We are a good place for learning, fun and friendship. We are
open to new ideas and directions and a great place to
learn/develop new skills.

BATCH needs extra funds to continue its good work. I
recently received a letter from BATCH advising me
that it requires extra funds and asking me for assistance.
It states:
This erosion of effective funding threatens the widely valued
neighbourhood house community-based management
model …
The neighbourhood house and learning centre sector is at the
forefront of building strong functioning communities and has
been for over 30 years. As widely recognised … we are the
ideal … service to spearhead the work of community capacity
building in Victoria.
…
No other service has a capacity or flexibility to respond so
effectively to the needs of their communities …
Ignoring the very real funding problems of this sector is to
undermine a major foundation stone of the state government’s
important work in community capacity building across
Victoria.
At current levels of funding the annual cost to the Department
of Human Services is $2.12 per person who uses a
neighbourhood house or learning centre. The neighbourhood
house and learning centre sector requires a 21.5 per cent per
annum increase under the neighbourhood house coordination
program base funding to ensure the capacity of organisations
to continue to operate under a community-based model.

I ask the minister to come to the electorate and visit
BATCH, investigate the funding needs and provide the
additional funds that it urgently requires to ensure that
the good work it is currently doing with many
volunteers, hard workers and dedicated staff continues.
The needs in Bulleen are enormous, and it is very
important that BATCH survives for many years to
come. I ask the minister to provide the extra money to
ensure its survival.

Whittlesea: South Morang playground
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I ask the
Minister for Environment to investigate allowing a
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small section of land managed by Parks Victoria and
abutting Bushmans Way, South Morang, to be used for
the establishment of a neighbourhood children’s
playground by the City of Whittlesea.
In 2002 I conducted a doorknock of South Morang
residents of the Highview, River Park and Fairview
housing estates to gauge residents comments and views
on the general amenity of their neighbourhood. The
common issue they raised with me was a desire to have
a neighbourhood playground in the area. I then pursued
the issue with the City of Whittlesea.
At the time, through my discussions with the City of
Whittlesea, it became clear no council-managed public
land was available in the area on which a playground
could be erected for use by local children and their
families. I understood that, when the subdivision for the
three housing estates occurred — under the watch of
appointed commissioners — unfortunately no adequate
public space was set aside for a local playground.
There is a children’s playground at Hawkstowe Park,
but it is neither local nor currently accessible to young
families wishing to walk to it. In fact the nearest
council-managed public space large enough for a
playground is located across Plenty Road. Anyone who
is familiar with that area would know that crossing
Plenty Road at or near the point of entry to the three
housing estates, with kids in tow to visit the
playground, is not to be recommended. The traffic is
heavy and fast and the road does not have designated
pedestrian crossing points.
I congratulate the residents who have rolled up their
sleeves on this issue. Earlier this year they presented a
petition to Cr Lara Carli calling for the council to fund
the establishment of the playground. I have had several
discussions with Cr Lara Carli, who is very keen to
pursue the establishment of the playground through the
council, and I acknowledge her personal commitment
to and assistance on this issue.
I have also written to Parks Victoria, and I understand
that discussions are occurring with the council on a
range of issues to do with the management of land and
waterways abutting Plenty Road, including the use of
space for a neighbourhood playground. These South
Morang residents deserve a local playground that they
can walk to and spend time with their families, friends
and neighbours. The Plenty Gorge parkland, on which
the playground could be located, is a naturally beautiful
part of the electorate. A playground located there will
have the added bonus of improving the livability of the
area for the community. I look forward to the minister’s
reply on this matter.
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Bushfires: fuel reduction
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — The matter I raise for
the Minister for Environment relates to preparedness
for the 2003–04 bushfire season and in particular fuel
reduction measures in the Otway region of
south-western Victoria.
On 3 July this year, together with the shadow minister
for environment, the member for Benambra, I attended
a meeting in Lorne at the request of local residents to
discuss concerns at the apparent lack of fuel reduction
burning. In addition to members of the local
community, representatives from the Country Fire
Authority and officers from the Department of
Sustainability and Environment attended the meeting,
although in an informal capacity.
At the conclusion of this meeting undertakings were
given that a copy of the fire prevention plan for the
Otway region would be provided to the residents when
completed. It is now mid-November and the people of
Lorne are still waiting. I understand the plan is still in
draft form and has not been completed or even gone
through the required consultation stage.
Further, the window for any fuel reduction burning in
the Lorne area is closing rapidly, if it has not already
closed. Indeed advice provided to me indicates that no
fuel reduction burning will be done in the Lorne area
until autumn next year, and only slashing will be done.
We have already had one burn-off situation go out of
control in the last week, demonstrating that extreme
care needs to be taken as the Otway region has begun
drying out earlier than normal, despite the recent wet
conditions. Both Department of Sustainability and
Environment and Country Fire Authority personnel
agree that a worse than average fire season is expected.
With no formal fire plan yet in place for the Otways, it
is little wonder that the people of Lorne and the
surrounding area are anxious.
With increasing emphasis being put on bushfire
readiness through advertising on public radio and other
media outlets, surely it is paramount for the plan for one
of the most fire-prone areas in Victoria to be available
to the residents and all interested parties. I therefore call
on the minister to immediately intervene to get this plan
out to the public and to assure the people of Lorne that
everything that can be done will be done to allay their
concerns that a potential Ash Wednesday situation is
again looming.
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Students: travel concessions
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I wish to raise with the
Minister for Transport a matter concerning the
statewide tertiary student concession card. I ask the
minister to take action to ensure that more detailed
information is provided regarding the government’s
commitment to reduce the cost of this card.
As members will recall, in its 1999 policy document the
Labor Party committed $2.2 million a year to provide a
partnership with private transport operators with the
intention of bringing the cost of the tertiary student
concession card into line with the secondary school
card. It was recognised that the cost of purchasing a
tertiary student secondary card was too high and did not
encourage students to use public transport.
Shortly after 1999 I had a number of representations
from constituents, mainly parents of students
commencing tertiary study. I gave those constituents
information about the commitment to the $2.2 million.
While I accept that they would have liked to see the
cost of the concession card reduced further, the
constituents who raised this with me previously
acknowledge the reduction in the cost from what they
expected to pay in 2001, which was some $126.20, to
the $75 which the government was able to provide
within the $2.2 million commitment. Of course I also
outlined to them that in order to implement the
reduction we needed to negotiate that with the private
transport operators. Obviously with the public transport
system being privatised it was necessary to ensure that
compensation was paid to the private transport
operators.
As I have indicated, this was a 1999 commitment and
was implemented in the life of the previous Parliament.
However, I am aware that we continue to support a
reduction in the cost of this card to ensure that tertiary
students have access to a cheaper concession card,
which I might add not only allows them to travel to and
from their place of study but also on all modes of public
transport at all times.
I was recently contacted again about the 1999
commitment. I again wrote to the minister, and I
forwarded the reply. It seems, however, that there is
still further explanation required as to both what we
have done and what we continue to do to provide
support to reduce the cost of the tertiary student
concession card. It is particularly important to provide
this information in light of the recent withdrawal —
probably not so recent now — of National Express as a
major provider of public transport services in
Melbourne. Certainly in light of that this government
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needs to provide further funding to ensure that public
transport services continue. Therefore I ask the minister
to take action to ensure that detailed information is
supplied in regard to tertiary student concession cards.

Responses
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
member for Clayton raised with me the issue of the
driving behaviour that was brought to his attention,
largely by overseas visitors to Victoria. He asked that
people drive in a thoughtful way and have their driving
patterns and behaviour governed by good manners. He
asked me to see how we could bring about laws that
would support these sorts of changes, particularly
regarding overtaking on the left, and provide more
educational programs for responsible and courteous
driving. I will ask Vicroads to have a look at this and
see what is possible.
The Drive Right program, which is being administered
by the Transport Accident Commission, is working and
is a success, encouraging correct driver behaviour by
way of offering prizes as a reward. This is its second
incarnation and it is proving to be successful. We will
see if it can be extended to cover this type of behaviour.
I am also aware that from time to time the police have
conducted localised campaigns that acknowledge good
behaviour and use the support of local and other
businesses to provide prizes, if you like, or rewards,
that the police can hand out to people they have
observed driving in a courteous and thoughtful way. I
will get some reports to see whether that type of
initiative can be extended.
In the highways and freeways in the Victorian road
network it is illegal to sit out on the right-hand lane —
that was an initiative that this government brought in
through the introduction of the Australian Road Laws
some considerable time ago. The impression I got from
the member for Clayton was that he was looking at how
we could achieve behavioural change. My observation
is that that is best achieved through a combination of
the correct laws, correct enforcement and correct
education programs. We will see how the road safety
agencies can respond to his request.
The member for Kew raised with me the need for a
signalised pedestrian crossing on Whitehorse Road,
Deepdene, opposite the Anniversary Trail, which is a
shared bicycle and pedestrian path that crosses
Whitehorse Road, travelling both to the north and the
south. It is a very popular and well-used way of
travelling, both in a recreational way and in a more
task-oriented way — internally commuting through the
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area. He also raised the benefits that the crossing would
provide to a local school.
As I understand it, this part of the network along
Whitehorse Road is on a bit of a steep hill, which
perhaps discourages people from using traffic signals
up at Burke Road. The member acknowledged that
there were other traffic lights in the general vicinity, but
I understand that some of the topography probably
discourages people — both pedestrians and cyclists —
from using that. The member acknowledged that
Bicycle Victoria was very supportive of this initiative. I
will refer this to the Bicycle Advisory Committee —
which Bicycle Victoria is a member of — which
supports Vicroads and advises it on where the on-road
bicycle funds should be spent.
The support we already have from Bicycle Victoria
should be helpful in having that committee work
through the list of priorities — the ever-increasing and
expanding demands for funding for these types of
projects. Vicroads acknowledges that this is a sensible
idea; the issue is trying to fit it into the priority list. I
will ask the Bicycle Advisory Committee to have a
look at it and see if it can be slotted into its
recommendations to Vicroads so that it has a much
greater chance of attracting funding than it has had in
earlier funding rounds when it has not reached the top
of the priority list.
The member for Oakleigh raised with me the issue of
tertiary concession cards. I thank the member for
raising the issue, because this has been a really terrific
initiative of the Bracks government, right from our first
term of government. At the same time as the federal
government is doing everything it possibly can to
increase costs for tertiary students, the Bracks
government has delivered on a commitment to bring
down the cost of travel for students in Victoria.
This problem has arisen because when the previous
state Liberal government sold off Victoria’s public
transport system it wrote into the contracts that all
revenue from the sale of tertiary student concession
cards would go directly to the transport companies, not
to the government. As a result of that the revenue
stream is part of the contractual stream the transport
companies expect to get. Therefore the only way to
reduce the cost of these concession cards is to directly
compensate the private operators.
In the lead-up to the 1999 state election we made a
number of commitments relating to transport generally,
but we also made a specific commitment, which is
stated in our 1999 transport election policy. We
proposed to provide $2.2 million per annum — at that
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stage it was over a three-year period, commencing from
the financial year 2000–01 — towards reducing the cost
of the tertiary concession card.
Upon winning election that is exactly what we did, and
it was very successful. As the member for Oakleigh
acknowledged in her contribution, at that time we
reduced the cost of the concession card from $126.50
down to $75. That was a massive reduction of some
40 per cent, and it delivered on our commitment to
provide $2.2 million per annum. As was stated in the
transport election policy, that was done with the
specific intention of reducing the cost of tertiary cards
to university and other tertiary students. So we
delivered on that — we committed the $2.2 million —
and in subsequent election commitments we have
continued that funding stream so that the 40 per cent
reduction, or the quantum, that was achieved in the
2000–01 financial year continues through to this date,
and it will be ongoing.
The failure of Kennett’s privatisation experiment
placed enormous pressures on the government’s
transport budget. However, despite this we can assure
the member for Oakleigh that we have decided to
continue the commitment and have extended it beyond
the original three-year period. We delivered on it then,
we have continued it through, and we will ensure that
tertiary students continue to benefit from these reduced
fares.
Dr Napthine interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! As exciting as
the minister’s statements are, I ask the member for
South-West Coast to contain himself.
Mr BATCHELOR — We promised in our 1999
transport election policy to provide funding of
$2.2 million per annum with the intention of reducing
the cost of tertiary concession cards. As I said, we
absolutely delivered on that. Not only that, I have a
copy of the Liberal Party policy here, and its aim was
only to match — only to match! — what the Bracks
government had already done. That is all one can
expect from the copycat Liberals, and anybody who
suggests otherwise is not speaking the truth and not
representing what actually happens.
The Bracks government is continuing the $2.2 million
per annum reduction, and we are pleased to do it. The
Liberal Party is just playing catch-up with us.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — The member for
Derrimut referred to an issue that was raised by the
member for Warrandyte in the house on Tuesday night,
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which I responded to. The house will recall that it was
an attack on the member for Derrimut for supposedly
not delivering on an election commitment that was
made at the 2002 annual general meeting of CELAS,
the Spanish and Latin American Welfare Centre. He
tried to imply that around the time of the election
campaign the member had been making false promises
to his communities. What the member for Warrandyte
said has been found to be far from the truth. He has not
done his homework. We know it is a lazy opposition!
As I highlighted on Tuesday night, it was a shame that
the annual general meeting started late. We were
waiting for the member for Sandringham to represent
the opposition, but he did not turn up. Had he turned up
he would have found out that it actually was not an
issue.
I am pleased to inform the house of the million-dollar
community housing project for older Spanish-speaking
people, which the member for Warrandyte said was an
election commitment that had been broken and a
deliberate promise that was never going to be delivered.
In effect two sites have been acquired to build
5 units — 4 two-bedroom units and 1 one-bedroom
unit — in the City of Brimbank. The land has been
recently acquired by the community and by
Community Housing Ltd on behalf of the Federation of
Spanish Speaking Older People in the City of
Brimbank.
That project is going ahead. The group had difficulties
identifying sites it was able to buy to meet the
community’s purposes, but it has bought those two
sites. As I said, when this government makes promises
it delivers on them. We are certainly delivering on them
as part of these community housing projects for
multicultural communities, a program that did not exist
before the election of this government. There are public
housing needs in ethnic communities. Communities can
now get access to land and manage community public
housing, but the previous mob did not provide one cent.
It did not support them and in fact flogged off a lot of
public housing. This is a project totalling $1 million
that has been targeted to meet the needs of
Spanish-speaking communities.
I want to thank the member for Derrimut not only for
putting the record straight on this matter but also for
being a strong advocate for the Spanish-speaking
community across Victoria and of course in his own
local area in the city of Brimbank. The project’s
funding is $1.035 million. The state government is
providing over $776 000 and Community Housing Ltd,
the remainder, in order to ensure that public housing is
available for this specific community. Many similar
projects have been funded by the government in the
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past, and others are in progress. Just as the Minister for
Transport said when he spoke about renewing an
election commitment of 1999, we have renewed this
project as well, and it will be ongoing during the term
of this government.
The member for Geelong also raised a very important
matter with me. It concerns the Pako Festa in Pakington
Street in his electorate — and you, Deputy Speaker, are
very much aware of it. There was an issue a couple of
months ago when it was raised by the Leader of the
Opposition, but in his cynical way, rather than
highlighting the problem the organisers were having
with the City of Greater Geelong, he said it was a state
government problem when in fact it was not. The
Geelong Ethnic Communities Council that runs the
Pako Festa knows it has been receiving great support
from us. The level of funding it has received from this
government is much, much greater than it received
from the previous government.
In the past it has received funding from not only the
Victorian Multicultural Commission, the Country
Victoria Events program, which is a Tourism Victoria
project, but it has received money from the Community
Support Fund and Arts Victoria. When the council
members had an issue with the amount of resources
available, we allocated some dollars and told them we
were determined to stick with that amount but they
could come back to us if they felt they could run the
event. After cooperation with the council they have
decided to put on the event, but rather than having a
three-day event they will start by building up from a
one-day event. It does require support. It is a great
multicultural festival for the multicultural city of
Geelong. It also brings in many visitors who are not
from the Geelong region. There are opportunities to
grow that and encourage people to stay overnight in the
local area rather than come up as day visitors.
We ticked off $15 000 a few months ago through the
Victorian Multicultural Commission for sponsorship
for next year’s Pako Festa. We have told the Pako
Festa’s organisers that we will hold on to that money
for them until they can tell us what they are going to do,
and I am very pleased to inform the member that the
$15 000 is available as sponsorship to support them
with their operating costs. I am also pleased to inform
him — he is not aware of this one — that I have also
ticked off $10 000 as marketing support for the event
from Tourism Victoria. So, wearing both hats, I think
the Pako Festa is a great event. It requires the support of
Greater Geelong and the traders in Pakington Street. It
certainly has the support of this government, and I
thank the member for Geelong and the member for
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Lara for their great assistance and support of this event
over many years.
In responding to other matters I thank the members for
their contributions and I will pass them on to the
relevant ministers. The member for Scoresby raised an
important matter for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services, and I will pass on those details to
him.
The member for Swan Hill raised another important
matter for the Minister for Education and Training, and
I will pass that on to her.
The member for Bulleen raised an important matter for
the Minister for Community Services, and I will pass
that on to her as well.
The member for Mill Park and the member for
Polwarth both raised issues for the Minister for
Environment. I thank them for their contributions, and I
will pass them on to the minister.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 8.15 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 18 November 2003
Education and training: Yenbena Indigenous Training Centre
234.

Mr MAUGHAN to ask the Honourable the Minister for Education and Training —
(1)

What was the cost to the Government of employing an Interim Training Centre Manager at the centre
at Barmah in 2001–02 and 2002–03.

(2)

Has the stated objective of the centre becoming a registered training centre been achieved; if so,
when.

(3)

What was the sale price of the former Barmah Primary School site when sold to the Yorta Yorta
Nation Aboriginal Corporation.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(1) During 2001 and 2002 the Victorian Government provided funds to employ an Interim Training Centre
Manager at the centre at Barmah whose role was to oversee construction, manage the process to become a
Registered Training Organisation and develop, and gain endorsement for a Strategic Plan. Initially $36 000
was provided in 2000–01 and $9000 in 2001–02. A further $14 000 was provided for in the 2002–03 budget;
this amount is yet to be disbursed.
(2) The Centre became a Registered Training Organisation on 23 February 2001.
(3) The former Barmah Primary School site was sold to the Yorta Yorta Nation Aboriginal Corporation for
$50 000.

Police and emergency services: motor vehicle accidents — Brighton East
237.

Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services with reference to the
intersection of Thomas Street and North Road, Brighton East — for each of 2000, 2001, 2002 and 2003 to
date —
(1)

How many motor vehicle accidents were reported to police.

(2)

How many motor vehicle accidents occurred where people were hospitalised overnight.

(3)

How many fatal motor vehicle accidents occurred.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
1. There were four (4) accidents reported in 2000, none in 2001, five (5) in 2002, and two (2) to date in 2003.
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2. One person was hospitalised in 2000 as a result of a motor vehicle accident. It is not known whether this
person was hospitalised overnight.
3. There have been no fatal motor vehicle accidents between 2000–2003.

Gaming and racing: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
238(r). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Gaming and Minister for Racing —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 February 2001.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
No payments have been made by my Department or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Education and training: Social Shift Pty Ltd
239(i). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Education and Training —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Gaming and racing: Social Shift Pty Ltd
239(r). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Gaming and Minister for Racing —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.
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(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
No payments have been made by my Department or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Treasurer: former Gas and Fuel site, Highett
248.

Mr THOMPSON to ask the Honourable the Treasurer with reference to the former Gas and Fuel site at
1146 Nepean Highway, Highett —
(1)

What evaluation of any site contamination has been undertaken.

(2)

What plans are there to redress site contamination.

(3)

What is the expected cost of remedial works.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The Department of Treasury and Finance has engaged a project manager together with an environmental
consultant who has undertaken an extensive evaluation of the extent of contamination.
(b) The methodology and potential technologies to remediate the site are presently being evaluated; this will be
done in consultation with the Environmental Auditor appointed to provide a Statement of Environmental Audit
and the Environmental Protection Authority, having regard to their industrial waste management strategy.
(c) The cost of remediation is dependant on the technology, methodology, quantum of contamination and the
standard of cleanup to be undertaken which will be based on the future use of the property. The use to which
the property will be used is being discussed with the City of Kingston.

Premier: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
360(a). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Premier —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department or private office since
27 March 2003.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that no payments have been made by the Department of Premier and Cabinet or my private office to
the firm Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1920

ASSEMBLY

Tuesday, 18 November 2003

Premier: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
361(a). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Premier —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by any agency or statutory body under the
Minister’s administration since 5 December 2002.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that to provide details of payments made by agencies and statutory bodies under my administration
would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.
The Honourable Member may wish to submit a more specific question outlining which particular agency or
statutory body they are interested in.
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Thursday, 20 November 2003
Environment: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
238(l).

Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Environment —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any
agency or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority,
under the Minister’s administration since 1 February 2001.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Since December 2002 the following payments have been made by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(1)

(2)

(3)

$886.88 11 December 2002
$23 058.75 23 December 2002

Speech preparation fee for conference on national forest
industries.
Preparation of a communications strategy for the Vision for
the Werribee Plains.

There have been no payments made by my office during the current term of government.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s resources.

Water: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
238(am). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Water —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any
agency or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority,
under the Minister’s administration since 1 February 2001.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Since December 2002 the following payments have been made by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(1)

(2)

$886.88 11 December 2002
$23 058.75 23 December 2002

(3)
Speech preparation fee for conference on national forest
industries.
Preparation of a communications strategy for the Vision for
the Werribee Plains.

There have been no payments made by my office during the current term of government.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s resources.

Environment: Social Shift Pty Ltd
239(l).

Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Environment —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any
agency or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority,
under the Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Since December 2002 the following payments have been made by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(1)
$3529.90

(2)
11 December 2002

(3)
Preparation of a communications plan and communications
audit for forestry.

$14 080.00

29 January 2003

Fee for Water Rebate Scheme launch.

$86 350.00

12 February 2003

Production fees for advertising materials for the Water Rebate
Scheme.

$608.47

19 February 2003

Brochure distribution costs for Water Rebate Scheme.

$11 000.00

19 February 2003

Campaign management fee for Water Rebate Scheme.

$22 000.00

19 February 2003

Campaign management fee for Water Rebate Scheme.

$19 520.12

28 May 2003

Reprint and distribution fee for Water Rebate Scheme brochure.
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There have been no payments made by my office during the current term of government.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s resources.

Water: Social Shift Pty Ltd
239(am). Ms ASHER to ask the Honourable the Minister for Water —
(1)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any
agency or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority,
under the Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

Briefly describe the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Since December 2002 the following payments have been made by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(1)

(2)

$3529.90

11 December 2002

(3)
Preparation of a communications plan and communications
audit for forestry.

$14 080.00

29 January 2003

Fee for Water Rebate Scheme launch.

$86 350.00

12 February 2003

Production fees for advertising materials for the Water Rebate
Scheme.

$608.47

19 February 2003

Brochure distribution costs for Water Rebate Scheme.

$11 000.00

19 February 2003

Campaign management fee for Water Rebate Scheme.

$22 000.00

19 February 2003

Campaign management fee for Water Rebate Scheme.

$19 520.12

28 May 2003

Reprint and distribution fee for Water Rebate Scheme
brochure.

There have been no payments made by my office during the current term of government.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s resources.

Environment: marine parks management blueprint at Ricketts Point, Beaumaris
294.

Mr THOMPSON to ask the Honourable the Minister for Environment with reference to the launch of
the blueprint on Wednesday 10 September 2003 —
(1)

What was the budget for the launch.
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(2)

Which environment, community, council and local government organisations were represented at
the launch.

(3)

Which members of parliament attended the launch.

(4)

Noting that the Labor Party originally opposed the establishment of the Marine Sanctuary at
Ricketts Point, contrary to the recommendations of the Environment Conservation Council, what
was the rationale for the selection of Ricketts Point as the site for the launch.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1) The budget for the launch was no more than $3500.
(2) Guests attending the launch were from Victorian National Parks Association, Marine & Coastal Community
Network, Victorian Coastal Council, Central Coastal Board, Geelong Environmental Council, Victorian Local
Government Association, Local Councils, Department of Sustainability & Environment, Museum of Victoria,
Parks Victoria, Bayside City Councillors, Australian Marine Science Association, Members of advisory and
reference groups involved in contributing to the development of the Strategy, Invitations were also issued to
representatives of Victoria’s indigenous communities surrounding the Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries areas.
(3) Members of parliament attending the launch were Mr Noel Pullen, MLC, Ms Janice Munt, MLA, Ms Jenny
Lindell, MLA and Mr Rob Hudson, MLA.
(4) Ricketts Point Marine Sanctuary was selected as the site of the Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries
Strategy launch as an acknowledgment of the enthusiasm of one of the first Marine National Parks and
Sanctuaries’ Friends Group, Marine Care Ricketts Point. The Ricketts Point Marine Sanctuary was also central
and accessible for all invitees and for the media.

