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Thursday, 16 June 2005
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

STATE TAXATION ACTS (GENERAL
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for Finance).

PETITIONS
Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland), Hon. DAVID
KOCH (Western), Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North
Eastern), Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands)
and Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) presented
petitions from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Legislative Council abandon the proposal to
place a toxic waste facility in the Mildura region
(327, 327, 329, 300 and 325 signatures respectively).
Laid on table.

NATIONAL CLASSIFICATION CODE
Publications, films and computer games
For Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation), Mr Lenders, by leave, presented copy
of code.
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MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Victorian Farmers Federation: government
consultation
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I would like
to draw the attention of the house to something which
has been a well-known secret in the rural community
for some time but has been exposed today on the front
page of the Stock & Land newspaper — that is, that the
Victorian government so hates country Victorians that
it will not deal with the president of the Victorian
Farmers Federation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Listen to the hyenas on
the other side. Listen to the hyenas! That reflects
exactly the problem. Why do you hate country
Victoria?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The problem here is that
on every occasion country Victorians want to put a
position to the Victorian government it turns its
earpiece off, shuts down and refuses to meet. Victorian
government ministers will not meet with the president
of the peak farming organisation in this state. The
interjections and attitude of the members of the Labor
Party on the other side of this house show exactly why
that is the case. They hate country Victoria, and we will
see evidence of that today in this chamber.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Mount Beauty neighbourhood centre:
commendation
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
raise something more positive. I congratulate the Mount
Beauty neighbourhood centre — —

Laid on table.

PAPER
Laid on table by Clerk:
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Variations notified between 1 October 2004 and
15 June 2005.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Mitchell to
sit down. I ask honourable members to pull their heads
in. This is ridiculous. The tone of the language in this
house is deplorable. We had a debate in this house
yesterday when members on my left indicated concern
about the demeanour of the house. I have members on
my right yelling at the other side. I ask members on
both sides of the house to show respect, desist from
interjecting and allow members the courtesy of raising
matters in reasonable silence. Mr Mitchell, to continue.
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Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I would like to
congratulate the Mount Beauty neighbourhood centre
on the special commendation it received at the 2005
Community Idol awards. The Mount Beauty
community is very proud of its neighbourhood house,
as it is a pillar of a community that has gone through
some very tough times with bushfires and with the
timber industry because it is a community that faces
high unemployment. Some very intelligent,
hardworking people such as Yvonne Evans, Casey
Gordon, Alex McCulloch and Michael Lacy have
constantly worked hard in the face of some adversity
over the years. The community is very proud of the
work these people do. I encourage members from the
other side to get out of the city and to see for
themselves what a special place it is and what a
fantastic bunch of people they are.

Angliss Hospital: coronary and critical care
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My concern
today is the Angliss Hospital and the desperate situation
facing the coronary and critical care unit at the hospital.
It is important to note that the Bracks government
sought to close the unit in 2003, and it was only through
a massive community campaign that the heart unit at
the Angliss Hospital was saved. The Liberal Party was
proud to support that campaign strongly. I note that the
Australian Nursing Federation and the nurses at the
hospital have placed industrial bans on the hospital.
They indicated they would go out yesterday if they did
not get satisfaction.
I commend the ANF for stepping back from the brink
of that industrial action, but I support it on many of the
factors it is taking up with the government, because it is
true that Eastern Health and the Bracks government are
up to their old tricks with the cardiac unit at the Angliss
Hospital. They are trying to wind it back and close it by
stealth. We know what they are up to and what their
intentions are. We know they hate the Angliss Hospital
and will wind back support for it. I commend the ANF
for standing up to the government and Eastern Health
on this issue. The minister must intervene and resolve
the dispute before any lives are placed at risk.

George Lekakis and Phong Nguyen
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
want to inform the Parliament how delighted I was to
attend the 25th Federation of Ethnic Communities
Council of Australia congress dinner on 26 May in
Wollongong and present FECCA awards to Mr George
Lekakis and Mr Phong Nguyen. Both gentlemen are
prominent Victorians who have made a very significant
contribution to the community, particularly our
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multicultural communities. It was a great pleasure to
have the opportunity to attend the congress and present
FECCA awards, recognising and acknowledging the
contribution to multiculturalism that they both have
made.
George Lekakis is the chairperson of the Victorian
Multicultural Commission (VMC) and Phong Nguyen
is the chairperson of the Ethnic Communities Council
of Victoria (ECCV). Both George and Phong are
passionately dedicated to social justice, human rights,
harmony and multiculturalism at local, state and
national levels. They are both very strong and
experienced advocates for culturally and linguistically
diverse communities, whether it be the new and
emergency communities or the older, more established
ethnic communities. They have many years of
voluntary and honorary membership of so many
organisations that are so numerous that it is difficult to
mention all of them, but I shall mention a few so that
members have some understanding of the extent and
variety of involvement.
George Lekakis, as I said, is the current chairperson of
the VMC; co-chairman of the Police and Community
Multicultural Advisory Committee; former chair and
deputy chair of the ECCV; former director of South
Central Region Migrant Resource Centre and the New
Hope Foundation; and he has served on many
important government and community boards and
committees of management. Phong Nguyen is currently
the chairperson of the Ethnic Communities Council of
Victoria; a member of the Premier’s Drug Prevention
Council of Victoria; founding member of the ethnic
communities council in southern Victoria; chairperson
of the Vietnamese Cultural Heritage Centre; and he has
also served on many boards and advisory bodies.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The Minister for Commonwealth Games and the
government just do not get it. They claim to be open,
accountable and transparent, yet yesterday when the
house debated a motion calling on the minister to
explain his statement about the Auditor-General, his
only response was a puerile five-minute attack on the
opposition. This open and accountable government then
used its numbers to defeat a motion which simply
called on the minister to explain his statement. The
government has leaned on the Auditor-General to issue
a statement to help the minister out of a hole. The
statement raises more questions than it answered, yet
yesterday the minister refused to answer questions
about where this document mysteriously appeared
from. The minister can accuse the opposition of being
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petty until he is blue in the face, but the pursuit of
public accountability is never petty. This issue will not
go away.

Doncaster Secondary School: classrooms
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — On Friday,
10 June, I had the pleasure of representing the Minister
for Education and Training in the other place, Lynn
Kosky, at the official opening of seven classrooms at
the Doncaster Secondary School. These new
classrooms will provide two food technology
classrooms, a commercial kitchen for the teaching of
vocational education and training hospitality, three
science laboratories, preparation area, and staff and
student amenities. The Bracks government’s total
investment in education since it came to power in 1999
is $5.23 billion. We have seen 5200 new teachers and
other staff employed in schools. The Doncaster project
was a joint venture between the state government, the
federal government and the school community, a
demonstration of a partnership that will provide an
excellent facility for the school. This is what education
is all about — working together to make a real
difference to the lives of all Victorians. I would like to
praise the human infrastructure at the school, the
teachers, other staff and students. Skilled, caring and
compassionate educators are the most valuable resource
in our public education system, and Victorian teachers
are among the best in the world. I wish the Doncaster
Secondary College community a productive and
creative future.

Liquor: code of practice
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
raise the issue of an outstanding matter of business by
the government, which is the liquor code of practice.
The current minister responsible for liquor laws will
have a great recall of this, because she made assurances
to the liquor industry that a liquor code of practice
would be introduced to protect small retailers in the
interim period before Coles and Woolworths achieved a
total deregulation of the liquor industry. That is to
happen in January next year, but the liquor code of
practice still has not surfaced. The purpose that retailers
were assured of has now basically gone. The retailers
and the independent liquor stores are most concerned
that this liquor code of practice has now become a
noose around their necks insomuch as the whole
emphasis of this code has shifted from a device that
would have protected them against unfair and
unconscionable practices potentially by Coles and
Woolworths in the purchase of liquor stores ahead of
that deregulation process, to a code that is now trying to
change the way they do business. It is trying to
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implement provisions, for instance, on advertising
signage and home deliveries that go well beyond the
existing provisions of the act and existing planning
laws. This government has got to attend to the liquor
code of practice, which is well over 12 months late.
Interestingly enough, members will recall the
appointment of a new liquor commissioner to replace
Brian Kearney has been over 12 months in the offing.
We now need the minister to take — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Cystic Fibrosis Victoria: football match
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Last Saturday I had
the pleasure to attend a cocktail party at Elsternwick
Park prior to a football match between the Victorian
Amateur Football Association (VAFA) and the
Southern Football League combined sides. The football
teams were playing for the Cystic Fibrosis Community
Cup. I was a neutral supporter, as I have nine clubs
from both competitions in my electorate. The chief
executive officer of Cystic Fibrosis Victoria, Jenny
Reece, told the gathering about cystic fibrosis, which
was a real eye-opener to all. Cystic fibrosis (CF) is the
most common genetic disease affecting the lungs and
digestive system and over 3000 Australians suffer from
it. Each child and young adult with CF has to perform
hours of chest physiotherapy each day to help clear
their lungs and consume large numbers of enzyme
replacement tablets with every meal to help digestion.
Few people with the disease live past 30 years of age.
Jenny thanked the clubs that had supported the
fundraiser for Cystic Fibrosis Victoria, the Bangers and
Cash Challenge, which has raised $5000 to date. The
VAFA side defeated Southern for the fourth year
running, 20 goals 17 to 12 goals 7. The best players for
the VAFA were Steve Buckle, Mark Patterson and
Kane Batzloff. The top players for Southern were Peter
Poelsma, Peter Thompson and Ryan Flack.

Drought: north-west Victoria
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — My
90 second statement is to push the issue of how dire the
position of our water storages in central Victoria is.
Even though we had some 60 to 70 millimetres of rain
last weekend, there has been very little run-off and that
rain has done nothing more than dampen the ground.
The uncertainty of having sufficient water in the
storages and the stage 4 restrictions we have faced over
the last few years have created, firstly, a loss of jobs,
and secondly, a distinct lack of business confidence for
new investment in rural areas. The lack of water has
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dire consequences for jobs, but another consequence of
the drought is the sheer magnitude of the hardship that
exists in regional Victoria. That has at least opened
people’s minds to the prospect of change. There are
many possibilities that need to be discussed in central
Victoria. Certainly the piping of the rural allocations
around Bendigo’s many hobby farms and rural
allotments needs to be discussed. The better use and
reuse of recycled water could create significant
amounts of additional water. The piping of water from
the Rochester and Elmore areas to help and back up the
surrounding irrigation areas could also help with
storages such as Lake Eppalock, which would not need
to be pumped out. We must push forward with these
initiatives while it is still fresh in people’s minds as to
how dire the situation is in central Victoria. We must
make sure that we do not let any rains that happen now,
any infill into our storages, take away people’s need
and understanding of the fact that what we have to do at
the moment is to push forward with Coliban Water —
—
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Tibetan art and culture exhibition
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — This week the
Victorian MPs for Tibet have been delighted to host an
exhibition of Tibetan art and culture in Queen’s Hall.
On display is the beautiful and thought-provoking
artwork of both Karma Phuntsok and John Westmore,
plus many drawings from Tibetan children whose
simple yet stark message is clear. We have also been
honoured to have in attendance all week the Venerable
Lobsang Tendar who has amazed all who have taken
the time to stop and watch him craft his exquisitely
delicate butter sculptures. The launch of the Tibetan art
and culture exhibition on Tuesday evening by Greg
Champion was attended by over 100 people, many of
whom had travelled from across the state. The
significance of hosting an exhibition to celebrate
Tibetan art and culture in the Victorian Parliament was
appreciated by all in attendance. We were thankful for
the Tibetan blessing bestowed upon our Parliament by
the Venerable Lobsang Tendar and Kanchog Rigzen.
Victorian MPs for Tibet have been pleased to be able to
facilitate this exhibition. It is an opportunity to celebrate
the art and culture of Tibet, and importantly a small step
in helping to keep the art and culture alive.

Electricity: Hazelwood power station
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Recently the Minister for Environment said, ‘If you ask
what environmental sustainability means in practice, it
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means never having to say sorry to our grandchildren’.
I say that in relation to an article headed, ‘Bracks’s final
chance: stop Hazelwood’, which is the lead story in this
month’s EV News. The article says:
If the government grants Hazelwood new coal they will be
acting in blatant contradiction of their policies, undermining
all positive initiatives to reduce Victoria’s greenhouse
pollution. It would be policy schizophrenia.

The article starts by saying:
Our two-year campaign to stop Hazelwood power station
from accessing more brown coal is now in its final weeks.
Soon the government will make its final decision.

Policy schizophrenia! If the environment movement
and the gutless government opposite decides that they
want to stop Hazelwood from expanding into the
future, it will mean that 20 per cent of Victoria’s power
will go offline. I will tell members what the effect of
that will be: a massive increase in the price of electricity
and certainly a massive loss of jobs throughout the
manufacturing sector. So the government has a choice;
it can kowtow to its greenie mates in relation to
greenhouse, or it can make a sound and sensible
commercial decision in the interests of all Victorians
and allow Hazelwood access — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired!

Australian Synchrotron: funding
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — Last
Friday I visited the Australian Synchrotron, with other
members of the Education and Training Committee, as
part of our current inquiry into the teaching of maths
and science. The Victorian government has committed
$157 million to construct the synchrotron machine and
building and it is money very well spent, as the
synchrotron will be an essential new tool for
groundbreaking scientific and industrial research.
Physics was not my strongest subject at school, but
after our briefing I now understand that a synchrotron is
a large machine that accelerates electrons to almost the
speed of light. As the electrons are deflected through
magnetic fields they create extremely bright light. This
light is channelled down beam lines to experimental
workstations where it is used for research — medical
research, forensics, minerals exploration, engineering
and environmental sciences, to name a few of its many
applications. I was particularly interested to hear that in
Italy these beams are being used to perform
mammography that can detect extremely small and
early cancers. The synchrotron and its applications have
been introduced as an optional part of the year 12
Victorian certificate of education physics curriculum.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Thursday, 16 June 2005

COUNCIL

This is an amazing piece of technology. Our
synchrotron will be one of the top 10 synchrotrons in
the world when it comes online in 2007, strengthening
Victoria’s position as Australia’s leading centre for
biotechnology and scientific research.
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Community legal centres do a wonderful job in the
areas of wills, general case work, neighbourhood
disputes et cetera, so I congratulate the government and
Kate Hammond on their work.

Gwen Abikair and Dr Max Lay
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
congratulate all citizens whose services were
recognised in the Queen’s birthday awards last
Monday, but I particularly want to refer to two.
Mrs Gwen Abikair of Albury was awarded the Order of
Australia medal for her work for Riding for the
Disabled Association of Victoria. Gwen Abikair has
been a long-time president of that organisation and she
has fundraised incessantly and built an indoor arena so
that disabled persons are able to enjoy this activity even
in wet weather. As Gwen has noted, getting people out
of wheelchairs onto horseback not only gives them
great pleasure and delight but it is good for their health
in terms of strengthening their back and other muscles.

Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: sustainable communities

I also congratulate Dr Max Lay, a long-time senior
officer of VicRoads, a former president of the Royal
Automobile Club of Victoria and the person who was
appointed as reviewer of the CityLink project. Max Lay
has written many books about the history of roads
around the world. He is a man of tremendous capacity
and a delight to work with. When I was a minister I
relied on his advice regularly and with the greatest of
confidence. I am very pleased indeed that Dr Max Lay
has been awarded the Order of Australia in the Queen’s
Birthday honours.

Community legal centres: outer east
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I am very pleased
when I see a community campaign succeed, and I want
to speak today about the campaign that was started by
Kate Hammond a couple of years ago to get an outer
east community legal centre. Kate organised a group of
local people who were interested to get together and
lobby the government for an expansion of the Eastern
Community Legal Centre to the outer east.
At the moment the Eastern Community Legal Centre
covers many suburbs in the municipalities of
Boroondara, Whitehorse, Maroondah, Knox and Yarra
Ranges. There is too much work, so when the new
outer east community legal centre opens — and it was
funded in this year’s budget, which was a very good
response by the government to a community
campaign — it will cover Knox, Yarra Ranges and
Maroondah, taking much of the work away from the
Eastern Community Legal Centre and easing the load.

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — It gives me
enormous pleasure to speak on the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee’s report on the inquiry
into sustainable communities dated June 2005 and to
say that I was a member of this committee, as were
other members in this chamber including the
Honourable Jeff Hilton, the Honourable Wendy Lovell
and the Honourable Damian Drum. The committee was
ably chaired by Jenny Lindell, the member for Carrum
in another place, and I commend her for the excellent
way in which she conducted this inquiry. It was done
with professionalism, collaboration and cooperation. It
was a pleasure to serve on this committee and work so
closely as a cohesive unit to come up with what I think
is a very good and credible report. I also put on record
my thanks to Dr Caroline Williams, who, as the
executive officer, helped to put the report together in a
very professional way.
This is a document that can be used by governments
into the future — it is very comprehensive. The title of
the inquiry itself, ‘Inquiry into sustainable
communities’, reflects the enormous range of the issue.
Where did we go to and how did we start on this
report? We came from what were initially very widely
differing views to a point where we had a
comprehensive document that could be shared by
Victorians and used as a blueprint for sustainability into
the future.
The report has many chapters, nine in all, and I
encourage everyone here to read it. The part I was
particularly interested in concerns behavioural change.
We grappled with whether behavioural change was
something that was done voluntarily or whether it
needed to be regulated. It was quite a concern to the
committee as we went through our deliberations to
know how to deal with this. We came to the conclusion
that behavioural change is extremely complex. It is
multifaceted. There is not one theory that encompasses
all aspects of behavioural change. We found we needed
empirical data and research to show us what makes a
difference, how to make that difference and how to
build upon that knowledge to encourage people to
change their behaviour positively and in a sustainable
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way. We found that better understanding leads to better
education, more concise regulation and price
incentives, all of which influence behavioural change.
The report says that behavioural change programs
should also be underpinned by sound social research in
order to effectively target different sectors of the
community, and this is something we experienced in
talking to the very many people that were interviewed
for this report. However, there are some barriers to
consumer behaviour and consumer behavioural
change— for example, the cost of environmental
products. As education and knowledge become more
prevalent there will be greater market testing of
products, and I believe we will see some of the prices
come down. One of the issues we looked at was the low
prices of our resources, particularly in light of
international studies. Some members of the committee
travelled overseas. We must not lose sight of how lucky
we are with the resources in this country, and we must
learn to appreciate the resources that we have,
particularly water.
Inbuilt technology and infrastructure also impact upon
behavioural change and make it very difficult. One of
the things that was interesting to observe come through
on behavioural change was the scepticism of the
community, wondering whether their small amount of
change can make a difference. We looked at the new
light globes and whether they can make a difference;
there seems to be polarised opinion as to whether they
do or do not. We looked at green power and found there
was an enormous amount of confusion and scepticism
about whether green power could make a difference
and whether by engaging with green power a normal
consumer could actually make any difference at all. So
we believe careful advertising has a part to play. Some
areas need to be looked at as far as costs are concerned,
but we came to the conclusion that there needs to be a
mixture of regulation, education and research, which
will make a difference into the future. I commend this
report, I enjoyed working on it and I look forward to the
contribution of my colleagues.

Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: sustainable communities
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I am also
going to make a contribution on the inquiry into
sustainable communities. First of all, I am very pleased
to endorse everything my colleague the Honourable
Andrea Coote said about the workings of the
committee. It was a very harmonious group of people. I
think we were all motivated to produce a quality report
which will be of value not just to ourselves but to all the
people who are interested in this important issue. There
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was no political point scoring. From what I have heard
from other committees, which seem to be somewhat
dysfunctional, I am very pleased that we approached
our task with a purpose to work together cooperatively.
The report is based on a reference that was given to the
committee in April 2004. I will read one of the terms of
reference:
Examine what practical low-cost initiatives state or local
governments can encourage that will:
promote efficiency of water use and supply and use of
energy;
reduce greenhouse gas emissions;
increase the rate of recycling;
foster renewable energy use; and
improve energy efficiency.

It is hard to image a broader frame of reference, and in
some ways that is what caused the committee most
difficulty. How can you cover such a reference in a
restricted period of time? However, we did, and I
believe we have come up with a commendable
document.
As the Honourable Andrea Coote said, there are nine
chapters covering all the areas we were asked to
comment on. In Australia we are increasingly aware
that we have a very fragile environment. We live on the
driest continent on earth, apart from Antarctica, and yet
our use of water per head is higher than any other
country in the world, apart from the United States of
America. Our use of energy is very high by world
standards and our production of waste is also much
higher than many of the other industrialised countries
with which we normally compare ourselves. The
committee was fortunate in being able to go overseas.
We visited Denmark, Germany, France and Belgium. I
think it is fair to say from the evidence we received that
the European countries are far more aggressive in their
approach to the issues of water and energy conservation
and waste management.
The committee has made 72 recommendations, which it
believes would make a very significant contribution to
our goal of achieving a sustainable community. The
Honourable Andrea Coote mentioned that the key issue
the committee grappled with is how you change
people’s behaviour — how can you convince people
that they have to use less water, use less energy and
produce less waste? There are various ways of doing
this. You can have educational programs, you can have
regulations or you can use economic instruments. The
conclusion we came to is that none of these in isolation
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will be effective. It has to be a combination of things:
increasing public awareness that there is a problem so
the population is more likely to accept a regulation
which restricts its use. I think stage 2 water restrictions,
which were very well accepted by the community, are a
case in point. The community realised that we had to do
something and was quite happy to have its behaviour
regulated.
In summary I would like to compliment the executive
officer of the committee, Dr Caroline Williams. She
and her team gave fantastic support to the committee
and contributed to the committee’s final document in a
very significant way. As an aside, I would like to
commend to members the science briefings which the
Speaker organises. Coincidentally today’s briefing is
headed ‘Life without rain: Victoria in 2020?’. I find
these briefings very interesting. The climate change we
are obviously going through is an important issue. I
commend these briefings and our report to the house.

Auditor-General: financial statement audits
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) —
Today I wish to make a statement on an
Auditor-General’s report which was tabled in this
chamber on 25 May. There are several reports by the
Auditor-General in this document, but I essentially
want to focus on section 5 of the report which relates to
a Community Support Fund grant to Bayside
Employment Skills Training, which in my area is
known as BEST. In May 2003 BEST was awarded a
$500 000 Community Support Fund grant by the
Department for Victorian Communities to redevelop a
property formerly used as the Oakleigh courthouse and
convert it into an arts and cultural centre. As at March
2005, $150 000 had been paid to BEST.
The Auditor-General conducted this audit directly as a
result of correspondence from me to him on
20 December 2004. More indirectly it was a result of a
couple of emails I received from some concerned
members of the Labor Party in that area.
At first I was a little reluctant to ask the
Auditor-General to conduct an audit into this
organisation, because I knew very little about it. The
first I heard about the financial situation at BEST was
when I received a telephone call from two local
journalists who had obviously been given some
information about the financial viability of the
organisation and this project to develop the Oakleigh
courthouse and sought my comment.
I said, ‘Well, really I know nothing about it; I cannot
make any comment about it at this stage. I will do some
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investigation’. My only comment was, ‘If there are
some funny-money dealings, then perhaps the
Auditor-General should have a look at it’.
Strangely the next day I received an email. It said that
there had been no ongoing funding or program secured
for BEST, that BEST had not developed any business
or strategic plans and that it was likely to go under, and
that the money that had been awarded to BEST had
actually been a promise in the 2002 election campaign
made by the members for Oakleigh and Carrum and the
now member for Mordialloc in the other place. I started
to smell a bit of a rat, and the next day I received
another email signed by ALP Truth. I was somewhat
concerned when it alleged that the directors of BEST,
who are all volunteers and community-minded
individuals, were potentially personally liable for any
financial debts if this organisation went under. It
advised me that staff had lost the majority of their
entitlements of around $260 000 and would be left
destitute for the federal government to ultimately assist
them through the general employee entitlements and
redundancy scheme. The email I received from ALP
Truth says further that the three members that I have
mentioned:
… swan around like the Tea Ladies, but their false hopes,
shallow promises, commercial incompetence and
buck-passing has proved they are not competent enough to
run a fairy floss stall at the kids fete.

This somewhat alarmed me. It further states:
Staff were now unemployed with their dues, students two
weeks away from finishing courses, can’t complete their
courses, the Court House flopped, marginalised young people
‘at risk’ left without support and many creditors left with a
bad debt.

After I received that I believed it was essential that the
Auditor-General conduct a thorough investigation.
The Auditor-General found:
that the terms and conditions established for the project
funding were not sufficiently robust to ensure that the funds
allocated were applied appropriately for the approved
purposes of the grant.

Further, the Auditor-General said that in his opinion:
for funded projects such as this, an analysis designed to
safeguard the state against any adverse risks that may flow
from providing funding to —

such projects —
should have been undertaken and documented.

It is interesting reading. It is certainly an indictment of
the Department for Victorian Communities on the way
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grants were implemented, and the whole thing to me
smacks of political interference by local members of
Parliament.

Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence associated with motor vehicle use
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — Last weekend the
ABC and the Age reported a serious attack on a group
of party-goers in Reservoir. They reported that a young
woman sustained serious injuries as a result of being
run over by a four-wheel drive. The driver of the
vehicle swerved into the group, turned and came at the
pedestrians again. This type of incident is the subject of
the recent Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee
inquiry into violence associated with motor vehicle use.
The committee considered terminology and rejected
‘road rage’ as imprecise and confusing. The expression
was coined by the media and used to a point where it is
now used to describe ‘any calamity on concrete’.
The Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee examined
media reporting of road violence in Australia, the
United Kingdom, Canada and the United States of
America and undertook its own analysis of the Herald
Sun and the Age to verify the extent of road violence
reporting in Victoria. The committee found that
overwhelmingly the reports did not describe road
violence — that is, violent driving-related acts — that
are specifically targeted at an individual. The Age
headlined last weekend’s story ‘Hit-and-run victim to
undergo surgery’ and the ABC, ‘Woman hurt in
suspected road rage incident’. Because ‘road rage’ is
used in a range of contexts to describe highly variable
behaviours and because it exacerbated the problem by
placing undue emphasis on such conduct, the
committee recommended that journalists should
familiarise themselves with the terms ‘road violence’,
‘road hostility’ and ‘selfish driving’. This would help
community understanding. The committee also
encouraged journalists to report incidents rather than
simply provide commentary on various degrees of
aggressive and selfish driving.
So how well do these articles in the Age and the ABC
deal with this incident involving the four-wheel drive
vehicle swerving into pedestrians? The Age avoids the
term ‘road rage’ and sticks to the events; the ABC on
the other hand in its first line offers road rage as the
possible motive behind the attack. Using the expression
‘road rage’ is not useful because it paints a picture of a
nebulous but potent fury that rises up unaccountably in
some road users, causing them to perpetrate acts of
irrational violence against innocent law-abiding road
users. The real picture is, of course, far more complex
but explainable.
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The committee found that perpetrators of road violence
are motivated by a range of factors, but they share the
characteristics of people who commit other acts of
violence, even though the violence is connected to road
use and aggressive driving that can result in both road
crashes and acts of road violence. The committee is
very keen for journalists to have a look at the report and
to carefully consider those recommendations that relate
to reporting road violence, aggressive driving and
selfish driving.

Rural and Regional Development Committee:
country football
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
comment on the inquiry into country football that was
reported to this house and in fact was discussed by this
house on a number of occasions. I note that the
government has now made a statement on the country
football inquiry which was conducted by an all-party
parliamentary committee and has given an indication of
some additional funding for country football.
I would have to say I find that its response was pathetic
in the circumstances. I am concerned that right from the
outset this inquiry was targeted exclusively on country
football when in fact it ought to have had a broader
focus on community sport generally — particularly
sports such as netball, tennis, cricket, soccer and
basketball, which are all crucial in country
communities. We are not just looking at a football
focus in those communities. Unfortunately the terms of
reference did not allow, in my view, a significant
examination of those other sports. I note that the
committee did try to look beyond just country football
and considered relationships between other sporting
groups within communities, particularly in regard to the
sharing of facilities and so forth which is becoming
very important, especially between the sports of netball
and football. As I said, the terms of reference did not
allow the committee to explore those opportunities
sufficiently.
What concerns me though was that it is my perception
that the committee as a whole had a view that a
substantial amount of money ought to be allocated
towards supporting sport in country communities and
particularly country football. Government members, I
understand, were reluctant to put a figure on that, and in
that circumstance I guess they would be fairly pleased
with the government’s response on this occasion.
However, there was a minority report to that particular
inquiry and the minority report was under no illusion
about the sort of funding that was required for country
football given that the government had initiated that
inquiry. The minority report saw that some $20 million
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was required to respond to the needs of country
football. Against that we have the government
announcing last week that it would simply put in
$2 million for a new facilities funding program,
$215 000 for recruiting, educating and supporting
football umpires, coaches and officials — in other
words, the volunteers being developed in the game —
and $90 000 for a study into sports grounds conditions
and the relationship to sports injuries.
Two of those items were actually contingent upon the
Australian Football League (AFL) providing matching
funding, so the government was not prepared to backup
the findings of its own initiated inquiry and the good
work that was done by the all-party parliamentary
committee. It was not prepared to put its money where
its mouth is and to actually provide sufficient support. It
is interesting to note that football is not reliant on the
government’s purse strings. Football right around the
state effectively manages its affairs pretty much by
itself. The AFL does not receive funding from the
government in any sort of supportive-program way as
much as other sports, although I acknowledge that there
are some initiatives aimed at, for instance, projects such
as trying to reduce violence involving women and to
improve attitudes to women where the government
does look at trying to perhaps stimulate some activity in
the sports associations. Again, the major part of funding
in that area and in areas such as racism and so forth are
in fact being funded by the sport itself.
On this occasion, having conducted an inquiry, having
established the need in the community, it is most
unfortunate to see that the government’s response was
so low and that in fact it was, as I said, contingent upon
additional funding from the AFL in particular, and local
government, to try to achieve some sort of result
towards the government’s rhetoric or filling in that
rhetoric. I guess it was poetic from my point of view
that the government should have chosen to announce
what I regard as a pitiful package at Waverley Park
which was another one of its broken promises.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Victorian Environmental Assessment Council:
Angahook-Otway investigation
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am delighted this
morning to make a statement in relation to the
government’s response to the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council’s Angahook-Otway investigation
final report. As a member for Geelong Province and
Parliamentary Secretary for Environment I am
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absolutely delighted with the outcome of VEAC’s
inquiry and recommendations into the reference that the
Minister for Environment in the other place,
Mr Thwaites, gave VEAC at the beginning of 2003 to
help and advise the government on the establishment of
the boundaries for the new Great Otway National Park.
We made a commitment to the Victorian people at the
2002 election campaign and I was very pleased to be
able to attend Triplet Falls with the Premier Steve
Bracks when we made the election commitment that we
would end logging in the Otways by 2008 and we
would create a new national park from Anglesea to
Cape Otway. In giving the reference to VEAC,
Minister Thwaites was confident that VEAC would
thoroughly investigate all issues to do with the
establishment of a new national park in relation to its
boundaries. The reference inspired a great response
from people across Victoria and particularly from
people in my own region of Geelong. More than 1800
submissions were received by VEAC over a two-year
period in relation to its inquiry regarding the boundaries
for the new national park. It was a very comprehensive
and consultative process and I would like to
acknowledge the work of VEAC under its chair
Duncan Malcolm and the work it has done to assist and
advise the government in relation to the creation of this
park.
I was therefore proud last Friday to attend an event at
Moggs Creek on the Great Ocean Road with the
Premier and the Minister for Environment to announce
the government’s response to the inquiry by the
Victorian Environment Assessment Council. The
Premier announced that the new national park would be
called the Great Otway National Park and would
comprise over 100 000 hectares of national park plus
about 40 000 hectares of new forest park. This national
park will be the largest coastal park in this state. Its
establishment heralds a new era of protection for the
unique flora and fauna of the Otways.
The park’s establishment also heralds a new era of
economic prosperity and the potential for economic
prosperity, based on tourism in the Otways and the
hinterland to the Great Ocean Road. The Great Ocean
Road generates some $10.6 billion into the Victorian
economy and over 2.5 million visitors visit it each year.
We are confident that the new era of protection for the
Otways through the establishment of the Great Otway
National Park will allow the hinterland communities of
Colac, Forrest, Gellibrand and Camperdown to benefit
from the prosperity that the Great Ocean Road brings to
our state. They will benefit from the prosperity that the
great national asset that the Bracks government has
moved to protect will bring to their region.
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As part of our recent budget we have allocated some
$13 million to the management of the new Great Otway
National Park. This is very important. We have listened
very carefully to criticism of the management of our
public land over the years, and we are seeing there is
plenty of money available over the next four years to
make sure the new Great Otway National Park will be
managed properly. We will be appointing 17 new
additional staff to manage the park. The forest park
concept is a new one that VEAC has put before the
government. The government has accepted VEAC’s
recommendations, and we appreciate the balance that it
has struck in relation to activities in such a park. The
forest park will allow a range of activities to occur. I
know that this was a real dilemma that confronted
VEAC. As a member of the Bracks government I am
proud that we have listened carefully to many groups
and individuals, including local councils in our region.
We are bringing their vision — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
Auditor-General — services for people with
intellectual disability
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I wish to
make a statement on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s report on the Auditor-General’s
performance audit report on services for people with an
intellectual disability. I also wish to comment on the
government’s response to that review of that report.
Whilst the issues I am talking about are quite complex,
I would like to briefly touch on a number of issues. In
his report the Auditor-General commented that the
Department of Human Services should take into
account the extent to which the cost of delivering
services in particular regions is affected by the mix of
government and non-government service provision. He
also makes the point that there is a need to provide
culturally sensitive and appropriate services whether a
region is rural or metropolitan.
The Auditor-General’s report also says there is a
problem in relation to the equity share of the disability
dollar across the various regions. In some regions,
predominantly those in rural and remote areas, it will
take a greater share of funding resources to deliver the
same types of services. It will be more expensive to
deliver these services in some rural areas, and the
Auditor-General makes that point in his report.
In relation to the government’s response to the report, a
number of issues need to be outlined. The government
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obviously supports some of the recommendations put
forward. Recommendation 10 is that:
The Department of Human Services investigate the potential
benefits of providing specialist independent support workers
with the capability of working individually with a person with
an intellectual disability to help identify and communicate the
individual’s needs …

The report will be considered as part of an evaluation
process of the Support and Choice initiative. It is that
initiative that should be brought to account. We must
make sure that this evaluation process continues to
work through the various needs identified by the
Department of Human Services for people with
disabilities.
Recommendation 11 is that:
The Department of Human Services analyse the options for
improving its ability to predict the needs of people with an
intellectual disability and prevent crisis situations from
occurring.

The government’s response to that is that it is currently
being done and that it is developing an improved client
relationship information system. When you talk to
parents who have family members with disabilities,
they are extremely critical and say that we need to have
their child’s needs identified more clearly and that the
relationship between the client and the department
needs to be strengthened.
The government also says it has already implemented a
number of early intervention strategies. While that is
true and there is increased funding for respite services,
both of these areas are lacking. Early intervention
programs are lacking and strategies to prevent crisis
situations from occurring are working only in part.
Although the government has increased respite
services, there is a significant need for increases in
respite care for people with disabilities.
Recommendation 17 is that:
Residents in community residential units be assessed by the
Department of Human Services as to whether alternative
supported accommodation options would better suit their
needs.

The government’s response to that is that it will
continue to make available opportunities for people
who wish to move out of shared supported
accommodation and will do so in accordance with the
wishes of the individual, provided that that can be
supported by the parents and other important people in
the individual’s life. We need also to mention that a lot
of people in places such as Kew Residential Services do
not wish to move out into community residential units,
but they will effectively be forced out into the
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community against their wishes. That lack of choice is
an issue we need to discuss. The government has taken
on this recommendation only in part, and it needs to
look seriously at a form of cluster housing, a form of
community care, that will be more affordable and will
meet the needs of these people.

Auditor-General’s report: special reviews and
other investigations
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I want to make a
comment on the Auditor-General’s report on the results
of special reviews and other investigations and in
particular the Auditor-General’s follow-up audit of the
community dental services. That follow-up audit is
consequent on a previous performance audit in October
2002, when the Auditor-General assessed how well the
Department of Human Services (DHS) and Dental
Health Services Victoria (DHSV) manage the delivery
of community dental services.
Back in 2002 the Auditor-General identified some areas
for improvement and made recommendations on
service access, service delivery, work force
management and program management. This follow-up
audit that the Auditor-General has conducted recently
found that the DHS and DHSV have implemented a
number of the recommendations made in 2002. In
particular they have improved service delivery and
implemented a number of initiatives to deliver reduced
demand in the longer term. They have taken steps to
improve efficiency in clinics and have addressed
several of the clinical practice and compliance issues in
dental clinics. Furthermore, the Auditor-General makes
the point that DHSV has implemented a number of
initiatives to improve and enhance service provision.
We know that the capacity to undertake a range of new
initiatives to improve and enhance service provision has
come as a result of greatly increased public dental
funding by the Bracks government — to a record
additional $97 million over the four years starting
2004–05 — designed to treat more patients and
improve access for children and the disadvantaged. The
extra resources that have been put into the public dental
system by the Bracks government now total more than
$150 million. Contrast that with the decision by
Canberra in 1996 to abolish the commonwealth dental
health program and withdraw in the order of
$100 million from people in our community who are
amongst the poorest and who have been hurt by that
decision. As a result we have seen waiting lists in the
dental health area increase markedly ever since. That
has been a major problem that the Bracks government
is committed to address.
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In a media release yesterday the Minister for Health, the
Honourable Bronwyn Pike, made the point that the
Bracks government is on track to treat 29 000 more
public dental patients this year than it did in the last
financial year. She also made the point at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing that there
are now 22 463 fewer people on the waiting list as a
result of increased resourcing and funding going into
dental health. Minister Pike also said that the number of
community dental chairs in Victoria is up 34 per cent
from 156 chairs in 1999 to 209 chairs now. Significant
gains have been made in addressing access to public
dental health, and they are manifest in the success in
reducing waiting times in particular areas such as the
Western Region Community Health Service in
Footscray, which has reduced waiting times for
dentures from 54 months to three months.
As Minister Pike mentioned in the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, priority dental waiting times are
already down to two months, well below the policy
target of three months. These are substantial
achievements by the Bracks government.

Human Services: report 2003–04
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
contribution to statements on reports and papers relates
to the Department of Human Services annual report for
2003–04 and in particular the dental health output
group. In doing so I want to say that some of the
comments we have heard from Ms Romanes miss the
point, they glossed over what are very serious problems
in the dental health system. The member referred to the
Western Region Community Health Service in
Footscray and said the urgent waiting list had been
reduced. I make the point that the denture waiting list
has gone from 14 months in June 2003 to 50 months.
You have to wait 50 months for dentures at Footscray. I
do not know how Ms Romanes can think that is
satisfactory. Having to wait four years and two months
for new dentures is too long. It is a disgrace. The wait
for dental treatment has gone from 37 months to
42 months. At the Doutta Galla Health Service the wait
for dentures has gone from 34 months to 50 months in
the last two years, and the wait for dental treatment has
gone from 15 months to 18 months. According to the
governments own web site, at Brimbank the wait has
gone from 35 months to 51 months for dental treatment
and 40 months to 55 months for dentures. That is a
disgrace. The western region average for dentures has
gone from 40.5 months to 42.8 months. These are at
extraordinary lengths of time. In the northern region the
dental treatment time has gone from 18.33 months to
21.55 months. At places like the Nillumbik Community
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Health Centre in Eltham the waiting time for dental
treatment has gone from 37 months to 50 months, and
for denture treatment the wait has gone from 30 months
to 37 months. These are extraordinary waits for people
in pain, people who are suffering, people whose lives
are put on hold, people who cannot chew and cannot
eat properly and whose general health is going to be
heavily impacted.

him five and a half years to begin to address this
problem. When he starts to pump in more money,
where does it come from? It is ripped out of the pockets
of pensioners as they go to renew their car
registration — an $80 slug.

Yesterday Mr William Hurkens spoke publicly with
passion about the impact on his life. He made the point
that he cannot chew apples. He made the point that he
cannot eat steak. He likes rare steak but is unable to eat
rare steak because his 20-year-old dentures are so worn
and ground down. He has been waiting for five years
for assistance from the Bracks government and is
unable to eat the sort of steak he likes. As he pointed
out, his wife is required to cook steak to a pulp, until it
is soft and mushy, so he can chew it. This is a
disgraceful performance by the Bracks government in
forcing a 74-year-old man with 20-odd year old
dentures to wait for five years for treatment at the Knox
Community Health Centre that he should receive as of
right.

Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to make a contribution on the report of the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee’s interim
report on its inquiry into discrimination in the law, an
inquiry under section 207 of the Equal Opportunity Act
1995. In the last few years I have heard a lot of things
about discrimination against a lot of people in the
community, and the Bracks government is keen to do
something about it to ensure that everyone in Victoria
has equal rights. The report details references to make
members of the community more aware of their rights
and responsibilities. There are many sections of the
community that are discriminated against because they
are from different faiths, come from different
backgrounds or are in same-sex relationships. There is
also discrimination against women.

The fact is that across the state over the last two years
dental waiting times have blown out to 31 months for
dental treatment and an average of 34.59 months for
dentures. That is a disgrace. Further, as to the
government’s lie about funding, it has been in office for
the last five and a half years, heading for six years now,
yet it is still trying to blame previous governments. It is
still trying to blame the federal government, but the fact
is that state funding has been paltry. Until 12 months
ago we were spending less on dental services than
Queensland, which has a much smaller population.
Premier Bracks can blame the federal government all
he likes, but the fact is that his government was
spending less on dental treatment than the Queensland
Premier, Peter Beattie, was spending on a much smaller
population.
This is a disgraceful example of a government shifting
blame. It will never take responsibility for the things it
has done. It will never take responsibility for the pain,
the hurt and the cruel injury that it has inflicted on
people across the state. Some 230 000 people are on the
waiting list in Victoria. What is more, some of those
people have been waiting since Jeff Kennett was
Premier. The government has been in power for more
than five and a half years and some people who are still
on the waiting list have been on it for all of that time. It
is disgraceful and should be fixed.
Premier Bracks should personally explain to some of
the people on the dental waiting list why it has taken

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee:
discrimination in the law

The committee invited people to make public
submissions, and allowed six months for groups and
organisations to make those. The committee received
more than 400 submissions, so there has been a lot of
interest. There were submissions from welfare
organisations, legal organisations, departments, church
groups, the Victorian Taxi Association, and even The
Nationals made a submission. There were submissions
from the Australian Capital Territory human rights
office, from others from interstate and so on. There was
a lot of interest. Unfortunately not many people from
migrant backgrounds contributed. Perhaps some of
them did not know how to make a submission, but they
should be encouraged to tell of their experiences and
how they have overcome problems. The report
highlights issues with a number of acts, such as the
Anzac Day Act, the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Act 1996 — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Primary Industries: report 2003–04
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I wish to
make a statement on the 2003–04 report of the
Department of Primary Industries in the context of its
role as the principal agency of Victorian state
government involved in science and the delivery of
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programs to support industries such as agriculture in the
broadest context, including aquaculture, forestry and
fisheries, and the minerals and resources industries.
There is a very great investment in scientists and in
necessarily providing linkages with industry and also
other science institutes, including universities.
Of course we know that agriculture is a significant
contributor to the national and Victorian economies —
for example, the largest single export commodity by
value from the port of Melbourne is dairy products. In
that context I want to talk about the department and the
role of the Minister for Agriculture in the other house in
ensuring that we have a skilled work force in primary
industries. I note that in recent times there has been a
deafening silence from the Minister for Agriculture in
relation to changes which are occurring to the skilling
of rural communities. Those people need to have good
skill sets in natural resource management,
environmental management, including water and
climate, and in particular in farm management practice.
The University of Melbourne announced towards the
end of last year that it was determined to construct a
change to the way the agriculture college sector was
operating. In effect when it looked at relocating courses
and collapsing those campuses there was public
outrage. There was nothing said by the Minister for
Agriculture. Last week the university finalised its
position in regard to agriculture college delivery. Again,
there has been a deafening silence. It is of concern to
me that the state government is the body to which the
university is ultimately accountable. It is accountable to
the government’s stewardship in relation to these
educational facilities. But we seem to have no interest
by the Minister for Education and Training or the
Minister for Agriculture with respect to how those
programs will be delivered in the future.
While having a recognised partnership role with
Department of Primary Industries in regard to many
programs, the university has obviously not taken its
investment or commitment to the rural community
seriously. A series of decisions over a period of time
have gradually dismantled those fine agricultural
education providers across country Victoria, including
Gippsland. They have suffered the death of a thousand
cuts to some degree. I note that the report that was
commissioned by the university and released last week
from PhillipsKPA identifies that one of the major
problems has been the high staff costs relating to a
management decision made by the university to employ
vocational education and training staff on higher
education awards. It also is interesting to note that there
has been an incapacity of the university to manage its
own farms, with the report identifying a cumulative
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deficit over a five-year period of farm operations at
Deakin, Glenormiston and Longerenong whereas there
is an a cumulative surplus over the same period of
campus residences. I find it interesting that residences
can operate in surplus but — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Human Services: report 2003–04
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — In my
contribution today I intend to comment on the
Department of Human Services annual report 2003–04.
Annual reports of DHS are very important not just
because of the critical services that the department
provides. I will speak of the critical services that DHS
provides to the community in a minute.
I would first like to touch on the scope of the services
of the Department of Human Services. The services it
delivers represents 34 per cent of departmental
spending. The second-biggest department is the
Department of Education and Training, which comes in
at 27 per cent of total departmental expenditure. I refer
members to page 43 of budget paper 4, which shows
that total expenditure of the Department of Human
Services for 2005–06 is expected to be $11.433 billion,
compared to the second-placed education and training
department with a budget of $8.973 billion. Before I
return to the core services delivery responsibilities of
DHS I will just go through its output summary, and I
refer to page 10 of its annual report. In 2003–04 the
revenue from ordinary activities was $9.126 billion and
expenses from ordinary activities were $9.55 billion,
giving a net result of $71.5 million. The summary of
financial position for 2003–04 indicates that total assets
came in at $13.596 billion and total liabilities at
$1.339 billion, with total equity therefore at
$12.257 billion.
Moving on to new initiatives stemming from this year’s
budget, I refer to page 285 of budget paper 3, which
lists the new output initiative measure. For 2005–06 we
expect $163.9 million of output services to have gone
through DHS. Going forward that will stabilise at about
$150 million in the out years. Page 282 of budget
paper 3 shows the new asset initiatives delivered in the
budget, and total new asset initiatives are in the order of
$226 million. This demonstrates that DHS is really a
key service provider in this state, and the government is
funding it accordingly. I will now return to the service
responsibilities of DHS. The Department of Human
Services has four — —
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Auditor-General: financial statement audits
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to make a statement on the Auditor-General’s
report on the results of financial statement audits for
agencies with other than 30 June balance dates and
other audits. In his report the Auditor-General notes that
132 agencies in Victoria have balance dates other than
30 June — most are educational institutions — because
their operational year matches the calendar year. The
others are alpine resorts, and they have a different
balance date because their operational period spans
winter and obviously not the normal division of the
financial year. What is not in this report is the
Commonwealth Games. The Minister for
Commonwealth Games has told us that next year it will
be an entity that does not report on 30 June, but it
clearly does not fit the criteria that the Auditor-General
has outlined in this report as a reason why an entity
should have a balance date other — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 21, the resolution of the
Council adopted on 14 June 2005 relating to the government
business program be amended to permit the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills to be also
considered and completed by 4.30 p.m. on Thursday, 16 June
2005:

Thursday, 16 June 2005

for these three pieces of legislation because of the time
frame involved.
The fourth bill, the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill is obviously of significant topical
interest in the community at the moment. There is a
large public policy debate in an area where there is a
fair degree of uncertainty in the community about what
is happening. It is therefore the government’s view that
given that the bill came from the Legislative Assembly
earlier this week, it should be added to the business
program for this house. The government urges the
adoption of the amendment including that bill in the
program for this week so some certainty is added to this
area for all the people in the community who are
affected by it. Those are the four pieces of legislation
that the government is seeking to add to the business
program.
We still have something in the order of 11 or 12 hours
of government business time available to the house this
week if these program amendments are adopted, which
would give reasonable time for debate on all of the
bills. On the assumption that the house adopts this
motion, I propose that we have the second-reading
debate on the national parks bill until dinner time
tonight, that we then move on to the courts legislation
bill, that we move to the dangerous goods and state
taxation bills tomorrow and then come back to any
unfinished business on the four pieces of legislation and
anything unfinished on the appropriation bill, which I
think has already had 42 members speak on it.
There is a range of issues involved here, which is why
the government is moving the amendment. As I said,
three of the four bills have critical 1 July
commencement dates, and the fourth is critical for
certainty in the community. For those reasons, I move
that the amendment to the business program be
adopted.

National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill.

I would like to provide the house with an explanation of
why I am moving this amendment to the government
business program. Three of the four pieces of
legislation — the courts legislation, dangerous goods
and the state taxation bills — all have a start-up date of
1 July and are therefore all of importance to the orderly
administrative flow of government legislation. We are
therefore seeking the support of the Legislative Council

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — It goes
without saying that the opposition is opposed to this
amendment to the government business program. I
foreshadow that I will seek to amend the government
proposal, but before so doing it is my clear intention to
flag to the house that we think this is an appalling abuse
of parliamentary procedure. The National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill, which was introduced in
the Legislative Assembly three weeks ago today and
was debated over two days in that house, was
transmitted to this house only yesterday at 5.30 p.m.
The practice in this Parliament has been to deal with
controversial matters by giving the Parliament, and
therefore the community, the courtesy of considering
them in some detail. We do not believe it is appropriate
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for the government to vilify a community group with an
outrageous advertising campaign targeted against it. It
is also not appropriate for the government to then use
and abuse the numbers it has in both houses of this
Parliament to jam through legislation hastily without
giving proper opportunity for the full extent of
necessary community discussion to occur.
Generally with these matters governments of both
persuasions have in the past respected the fundamental
principle and reason we have a bicameral system —
and that is to ensure we do not make either a policy or a
legislative error. Rushing the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill through the Parliament will
effectively disempower the community from being
engaged in a discussion which it is necessarily actively
engaged in. I acknowledge that there are a range of
views, but it is appropriate that this legislation continue
to be discussed in the community, and the government
should be prepared to listen. I made the point earlier
today that there is a view which has developed in
country Victoria that the government does not care at
all about the opinions of country Victorians. I argue
strongly that this legislative measure being rushed
through the Parliament is another such issue.
The National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill
has absolutely no urgency. This matter has been a
public policy issue in the past — through the 1980s. It
has been an issue about which there has been serious
discussion over the last 18 months. Literally thousands
of unpaid man-hours have been invested by community
members and enormous hospitality has been provided
by mountain cattlemen to representatives of the
government. These people are entitled to an opportunity
to consider the legislation which will expunge their
livelihoods forever. This bill should be dealt with with
the seriousness that legislation in this place ought to be
dealt with. I therefore move an amendment to the
business program amendment motion. I move:
That ‘National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill’ be
omitted.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I will deal first of
all with the motion. The Nationals have always been
prepared to try to cooperate in getting important
business through the house, and again in this instance
we are prepared to support the government business
program to the extent of getting through the first three
bills mentioned by the Leader of the Government that
have a commencement date of 1 July. We are happy to
assist the government in that regard and get those bills
through. I might add, though, that it again reflects
poorly on the government’s management of its business
program that these bills have been debated in the
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Assembly only this week and the Council is then
expected to debate them because of the necessity to get
them through by 1 July. If the government thought they
were urgent, they should have been introduced earlier
in these parliamentary sittings so that they could be
considered in the appropriate time frame within which
all bills should be considered. Nevertheless, we are
prepared to accommodate the government and assist it
in getting those three bills through.
We will, however, be strongly supporting the
amendment moved by the opposition, because I agree
entirely with the Leader of the Opposition that there is
no imperative for the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill to be passed by this house this week.
If one had to argue that there is a critical date for this
bill, it would be 13 August, the renewal date for the
majority of grazing licences. There will be at least a
week’s sitting of Parliament between now and then —
during the month of July — and this bill could well be
considered at that point.
There is another reason why we believe this bill should
be delayed, and that is because there is an action by the
federal government at the moment to consider heritage
listing for the activity of mountain cattle grazing. That
process needs time to be worked through, and it would
be prudent for this chamber to at least wait until that
process is finished before making a decision on this
piece of legislation. I think, as the Leader of the
Opposition has said, the people of Victoria are still
anxious about this legislation and still want to speak
publicly about it and express their views on it, and we
need to give them the opportunity to be heard. There is
no necessity to get this piece of legislation through
during the course of this week. The government
obviously wants to get it off its agenda as quickly as
possible and avoid further criticism. That is just
denying the people of Victoria their democratic right to
express a view prior to the passing of any piece of
legislation before this Parliament.
There is no imperative on this bill, and that is why The
Nationals will strongly support the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I rise to support the
motion setting out the government business program
moved by the Leader of the Government and to say that
the government will be opposing the amendment
proposed by the Leader of Opposition. It is important to
put this opposition to the government’s business
program in context, because some of the remarks made
by the Leader of the Opposition might lead people who
read Hansard to believe that what is happening now is
somehow unusual.
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What is actually happening is absolutely usual, and that
is that the opposition is again opposing a government
business program — which it does every time. It does it
every time because it has an oppositionist mentality.
People need have no doubt that it is not about the
opposition defending country Victoria — it is not about
that. It is about the oppositionist mentality of members
of the opposition. They have never supported the
reforms this side of the house has put into effect in this
chamber to make it operate more efficiently, to make it
more democratic and to make it a house of review.
They have never supported those things. What they do
is come in here and use any opportunity to try to
suggest that somehow they are defending country
Victoria. Of course we know full well that when they
were in office opposition members called country
Victoria the toenails of the state, so they cannot come in
here and start talking about some sort of defence for
country Victoria. It is an absolute sham for them to
come in here suggesting that the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill is in any way a challenge to
country Victoria, because the members — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
President, this is a procedural debate on the government
business program. The honourable member knows this
is not the time for him to make substantive arguments
in relation to the bill that will be jammed through this
place later this day. He has — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
Mr Forwood.
Hon. Bill Forwood — The point of order, as you
know, President — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood should
not debate the point of order. I ask him to raise his point
of order.
Hon. Bill Forwood — There is no capacity for the
member during a procedural debate to debate the
substantive issues of legislation that will be dealt with
by this place later in the day. I put to you, President,
that the member is out of order in taking that tack.
Mr VINEY — On the point of order, President, I
am actually responding to the issues that were raised in
the debate by the Leader of the Opposition. They were
mentioned in the debate and a review of Hansard
tomorrow will show that the debate referred to the fact
that this national parks grazing bill was somehow a
magnet and a representation of this government’s view
towards country Victoria. In the context of the debate I
am responding to his remarks.
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Hon. Bill Forwood — Further on the point of order,
President, I was going to point out to you with due
deference that if that is not debating the point of order, I
do not know what is!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Viney is speaking
to the motion before the house which is on the
government business program and the amendment that
was put by the Leader of the Opposition. Mr Viney, as I
understand it, is responding to some of the comments
that were canvassed by the Leader of the Opposition in
the reasoning for his amendment and with respect to
comments he made as to why he has put his
amendment before the house. Mr Viney is entitled to
respond to the comments that were raised in the course
of the debate.
Mr VINEY — It is also important to note in the
context of this debate, because of the comments of the
Leader of the Opposition in relation to a suggestion that
we were somehow forcing the national parks bill
through this chamber without appropriate debate, that
in fact the committee that was established by the
minister to investigate this matter spent 12 months in
discussions and consultations — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — He held the people of
Victoria in contempt and you know it!
An honourable member — What was the
opposition’s contribution — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — What was yours? You were
on it and you’ve got no brain at all.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood!
Hon. Bill Forwood — You know there’s a village
idiot in here, don’t you?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
desist from interjecting and allow the member to
continue his contribution.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I was being provoked.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I expect Mr Forwood
would have better character than to fall for that trick.
Mr VINEY — President, the opposition does not
like to hear the facts. It is absolutely ludicrous for the
Leader of the Opposition to come in here and say we
are somehow forcing this bill through when a
committee of the government spent 12 months
investigating the matter and took 3500 submissions in
relation to it. The government has allocated sufficient
time in the lower house and it was the Liberals that
stopped the debate there. They had had enough by
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11.30 p.m. on Tuesday The government was prepared
to keep going but no, the Liberals needed to go home
and go to bed. So they should not come in here and tell
us we are not allocating proper time.
We are allocating time today for this matter to be
debated. We have ensured that there is time in the
government business program to continue that debate
tomorrow if the opposition wants to keep it going. We
are happy to debate it for the remainder of the week.
The business program is there and there is plenty of
opportunity for opposition members to debate this
matter. They caved in in the lower house and we will
give them the opportunity to do it here if they want to.
So the ridiculous allegations of the Leader of the
Opposition in relation to our ramming this legislation
through is exposed by the opposition’s inadequacy in
the other chamber. It is, of course, absolutely apparent
to everyone that this government has been defending
country Victoria, which the Liberal Party called the
toenails when it was last in office. The Nationals over
here took the white cars of office and caved in on
country Victoria as well.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Three
words sum up this action by the government —
incompetent, heavy-handed and contemptuous.
Absolutely. If you ever wanted an example of
‘contemptuous’, it was the contribution by Mr Viney
just then. He came in here and said that we need to do
this because we on this side of the chamber do not like
the reforms, as he called them, that make this place
more efficient.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Exactly.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I hear the interjection
from Ms Darveniza. Let me tell government members
about their more efficient way of operating this house.
It takes away the rights of Victorians every time. The
government stands condemned because what it is doing
in this place is stopping people from having their
elected right to make the points that they wish to make.
So what does the government do? It jams legislation
through without proper debate time and again. Let us be
really frank about this. The legislation that will be
forced through this house this week has been passed
through the Assembly and will be passed through this
place because the government says so. Not on the basis
of debate, not on the basis of reason, and not because
there is any necessity in the case of the National Parks
(Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill. It is just because
the government wants to use its heavy-handed approach
to do it.
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If there needed to be some sort of urgency, we on this
side have always accommodated that. Incompetency
comes in because this government cannot organise its
business program; that is why it is bringing in bills on
state taxation, courts legislation and dangerous goods;
and yesterday we accommodated the government’s
bringing in of the Accident Compensation
(Amendment) Bill. The government wanted four bills,
which we accommodated, and we were happy to
accommodate them. But there is one piece of legislation
for which there is absolutely no justification for the
government to use its contemptuous and heavy-handed
approach, and that is the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill.
Unlike Mr Viney I do not propose at this time to
canvass the content of that bill or to comment in any
way on whether the government treats country Victoria
with contempt. Honourable members of this place and
the people of Victoria will reach their own conclusions
about that, and I am sure they will do it on
25 November 2006 when a raft of seats go the other
way. However, let me make this point: if the
government believes all it has to do is use its numbers
whenever it feels like it in order to ensure that its
business gets done — to use Mr Viney’s expression —
more efficiently, then it will fall at the hurdle — —
Mr Smith — That’s what happens when you have
the numbers, Bill. You get your business through.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection from Mr Smith. Mr Smith makes the point,
‘We have the numbers, and we will use them’.
Mr Smith — I never said that.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I am not misquoting you,
Mr Smith — that is exactly what you said.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me finish where I
started. The government’s decision to come in today
and move an amendment to the government business
program is evidence of its incompetence. It is
heavy-handed in the extreme, and it treats this
Parliament and the people of Victoria with contempt. It
should be opposed for all those reasons. If there were
one person — one Petro Georgiou — on the
government’s side, one person with any guts or
gumption, someone from country Victoria, they might
actually stand up to the bovver boys and the machine
that tells them what to do. I absolutely oppose the
amendment to the government business program and I
look forward to voting proudly to excise from the
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business program the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am delighted to rise
in the house this morning to support the amending
motion put forward by the Leader of the Government
and speak in opposition to the amendment moved by
the Leader of the Opposition. What a political stunt has
been on display this morning from the Liberal and
National parties! They have come in here and
accused — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is too much
interjection in the chamber. I ask honourable members
to desist from interjecting and allow the member to be
heard and Hansard to record the member’s comments.
Hon. Bill Forwood — It is all coming from over
there.
Ms CARBINES — We are witnessing a political
stunt here this morning. The Honourable Bill Forwood
has accused the government of trying to ram through
legislation — legislation that is the result of more than a
year’s consultative work — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is coming from
Mr Forwood’s side now. I ask him to desist from
interjecting.
Ms CARBINES — The Liberal Party has not learnt
that yelling at and bullying people does not get you
anywhere. It is reasoned argument that wins the day,
Mr Forwood.
It is very important that this legislation be debated. It
has gone through an extremely wide consultative
process and we are looking forward to engaging in the
debate today, and tomorrow if necessary.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I support
the opposition’s contention that this procedure by the
government is not a fair process for this Parliament. In
many ways it is a contempt of parliamentary process,
because it continues the attitude that the government
has adopted, which has been enunciated by several
members of the opposition, that the raw numbers of this
house should dictate what can be done. That has not
been the tradition of this house. In fact when we were in
government — it is a pity Mr Theophanous is not in the
chamber and is not able to contribute to the debate in
this sense — there was ample opportunity for the
opposition to pursue issues. There was a very vigorous
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approach on this side to maintaining the processes and
integrity of this house in the interests of democracy and
proper scrutiny by the Parliament.
I accept the point that has been made about
considerable examination of this issue, albeit through
something of a jaundiced process in so much as
government members undertook this examination —
you would hardly call it an independent examination of
the issue in contention today. Having arrived at a
position, the government now seeks to push this
through Parliament. It says, ‘Look, it is all right because
we have spent 12 months on this already’. The fact is
that the Parliament does not delegate its responsibility.
The people of Victoria do not want to see the scrutiny
that they expect this Parliament to carry out delegated
to committees of backbenchers of the government party
or indeed to any other people. They expect that this
Parliament will be the authority that scrutinises
legislation properly, makes decisions on their behalf
and tests the views of the government as it puts
propositions forward in legislation and establishes its
contentions in the course of debate.
The fact is that, apart from anything else, the business
program we are expected to run with today is a
complete contradiction of the business program put in
place earlier this week. It is an absolute nonsense that
the government cannot seem to get its act together in
terms of planning the flow of business. The lower
house virtually collapsed last night because government
members were presumably off celebrating with drinks
here, there and everywhere rather than participating in
the scrutiny of legislation in the Legislative Assembly.
For the past three weeks on many occasions we have
had a struggle to get more than two members of the
government to come in here and listen to important
debates — debates about legislation that the
government has put on the agenda and seeks to have
passed. It is simply not good enough. I suggest the
government take a good hard look at itself and look at
the importance of maintaining the integrity of the
processes of this place and giving some real substance
to the rhetoric it so blandly throws around about open
and transparent government, because this government
is anything but!
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I wish to participate
very quickly in this debate on the motion put forward
by the Leader of the Government to amend the
government business program. I oppose it. I want it on
the record that I oppose it. I support the amendment
moved by the Leader of the Opposition, the Honourable
Philip Davis. There is absolutely no legitimate reason to
rush the National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing)
Bill through this place. This is a new addition to the
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notice paper, as are the courts legislation and dangerous
goods and equipment bills. There is no urgency for the
alpine grazing bill to be rushed through this place
today. Three-quarters of the licences do not expire until
13 August. This is a very important debate. Members of
the north-east communities have been here trying to
speak with members of Parliament. It is very important
to note that there are 24 government members in this
place, 4 Nationals, 15 Liberal Party and
1 Independent — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I will
briefly comment in reply. Most of the discussion has
been around the national parks bill, and I will confine
most of my comments to it. Firstly, I disagree
completely with Mr Atkinson’s assertion that this is a
contradiction — this is a supplement to a business
program, there is nothing contradictory about it. The
second point I would make is that the substantive
question about the bill coming through this week rather
than at a later time is: has there been sufficient scrutiny
of this? This has been one of the most scrutinised pieces
of legislation. It is a short bill. It is three weeks since it
was introduced in the Legislative Assembly. The
concept is hardly a new issue for debate — it has been
in the Victorian community for many years.
The government has moved this amendment because it
believes it will add certainty in an uncertain area. There
have been three intensive weeks of policy discussion
since the Minister for Environment in the other place,
Minister Thwaites, read the second-reading speech in
the Assembly, and the issue is not new to the
community — it has been out there for at least the past
14 years. For those reasons the government supports the
four items being added to the business program and will
not be supporting the amendment moved by the Leader
of the Opposition.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 23
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms (Teller)
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr (Teller)
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr
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Madden, Mr

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL. (Teller)
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Forwood, Mr

Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That pursuant to sessional order 34, the second-reading
speech be incorporated in Hansard.

I wish to make some introductory remarks. The
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill will
implement the government’s decision to cease cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. The
second-reading speech reflects amendments to clause 6
of the bill made by the Legislative Assembly in relation
to the granting of a right to move cattle to or from
licensed Crown land directly through the park, if there
is no practical alternative route outside the park.
Motion agreed to.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill will
amend the National Parks Act 1975 to cease licensed cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. The bill is an historic one
and will make a major contribution to ensuring a sustainable
future for what should be one of our finest national parks.
We are very fortunate to have protected within Victoria’s
world-class parks system splendid examples of the state’s
diverse natural environments — semi-arid deserts,
woodlands, forests, rainforest, wetlands, native grasslands,
and coastal and marine environments. Of particular relevance
to this bill are the alpine and mountain environments, which
are a feature of the Alpine National Park.
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The Alpine National Park is Victoria’s largest national park. It
contains the headwaters of many of our major rivers and
streams, diverse natural environments, rare plants and
animals, significant wilderness areas, spectacular scenery,
interesting historical sites and outstanding recreational
opportunities. As part of the Australian Alps, the park is
recognised as being of national and international significance
and to have world heritage listing potential.
But — significant areas of this great park are also currently
licensed for cattle grazing.
A maximum of 7914 adult-equivalent cattle (where two
calves less than 12 months are equivalent to one adult) — or
less than half a per cent of Victoria’s beef herd — are licensed
to graze in the park, with the licensed areas covering nearly
half the park. There are 59 seven-year licences, most of which
expire on 13 August 2005 with 4 expiring on 30 June 2006.
There are also 2 annual licences.
Towards a more sustainable future for the Alpine
National Park
Although cattle grazing is currently permitted in the Alpine
National Park, it has long been recognised as a damaging
activity in Australia’s high country national parks.
Growing Victoria Together articulates the Bracks
government’s 10-year vision for Victoria. One of the key
goals is protecting our environment for future generations.
The parks system clearly has a major role to play in achieving
that goal with respect to the natural environment. The creation
of 13 marine national parks and 11 marine sanctuaries, the
expansion of the parks system in the box-ironbark region, and
the proposed national parks at Point Nepean and in the
Otways are testimony to the government’s commitment to
date.
However, more than simply legislating to establish these
parks, the government is keen to ensure that they are properly
managed and protected. The recent state budget in which an
additional $91 million was allocated to park management
reflects that priority.
The creation of the Alpine National Park in 1989 was a major
step in achieving the goal of a world-class national park in the
Victorian Alps.
Today, more than 15 years on, it is time for us to review the
appropriateness of grazing in the park. It is time to
acknowledge that cattle grazing is not compatible with the
ideals of this great national park, nor is it compatible with the
community’s desire to better protect our natural environment.
If we are serious about giving greater protection to the
environment, and to our national parks in particular, cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park cannot continue. We
must establish a new direction for the park and afford it the
protection that a world-class national park deserves.
In coming to a decision to cease grazing in the park, the
government has considered the many facets of this issue. It
has been significantly assisted in this regard by the work of
the Alpine Grazing Taskforce, which was established in May
2004 to examine and report on options relating to the
long-term future of cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park.
I thank the task force for its work.
In turn the task force was greatly assisted by the contributions
of many individuals and organisations. It received some
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3600 submissions; it met 85 individuals in 49 sessions in
Bairnsdale, Omeo, Bright and Mansfield; and it made several
visits to different parts of the national park with
representatives of the Alpine Conservation and Access
Group, Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria,
Victorian National Parks Association and Parks Victoria. It
also met with the MCAV, VNPA, several scientists and Parks
Victoria in Melbourne. I thank all the many individuals and
organisations who participated in the process. All of their
contributions helped to inform the task force in its work and
assisted it to compile its detailed report.
The decision to cease cattle grazing in the national park has
not been taken lightly. The government is very aware of the
diverse views on the issue, including the views of those who
seek to continue grazing in the park. It respects those views
and has taken them into account.
However, it would not be in the long-term interests of the
park or future generations if, in the face of all the evidence
and the government’s goal of a sustainable future for the state,
the government did not take this opportunity to cease grazing
in the Alpine National Park.
The need for change
The continuation of grazing in the Alpine National Park does
not make environmental or economic sense.
Sixty years of research, together with the significant changes
seen since removing stock from the higher areas of
Kosciuszko National Park and parts of the Victorian Alps
decades ago, clearly show that cattle grazing adversely affects
water catchment, soil and nature conservation values.
Cattle trample stream banks and fragile moss beds and
springs, they threaten the survival of rare plants and animals,
and they spread weeds. They reduce what should be
magnificent wildflower displays and spoil the amenity of the
park for visitors through their cow droppings. This is not what
a national park should be.
‘Soil erosion and damage and disturbance in the Alpine
regions of Victoria caused by cattle grazing’ is a potentially
threatening process listed under the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act 1988. There are at least 25 plant species,
7 animal species and 4 vegetation communities in the park
that are considered significantly threatened by cattle grazing.
These include 17 species listed as threatened under the Flora
and Fauna Guarantee Act and 4 species listed as vulnerable
under the commonwealth’s Environment Protection and
Conservation Act 1999.
The Alpine National Park is the only high country national
park in Australia where livestock grazing is permitted. It
ended above the snowline in Kosciuszko National Park nearly
50 years ago and in the whole of that park (except for some
stock routes) more than 30 years ago.
Furthermore, cattle grazing is currently allowed in five of the
Alpine National Park’s six wilderness zones. It is
incompatible with wilderness objectives, which aim to
maximise the extent to which these areas are undisturbed by
such activities. Ceasing grazing will give additional protection
to these important areas of the park.
Importantly, the removal of cattle from the park will allow the
rehabilitation of badly damaged moss beds and other sites and
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will increase the effectiveness of weed and pest animal
control without the ongoing threat of cattle damage.
Ongoing grazing does not make economic sense either. The
amounts required to be spent on managing the activity,
particularly in the aftermath of the 1998 and 2003 fires, can
never be recovered from the fees charged. That Parks Victoria
has spent some $2 million over the 5 years 1998–99 to
2003–04 in return for $88 000 in or from licence fees
(excluding GST) highlights the poor economics of this
activity and the unacceptable draw on the public purse. These
costs do not include the hidden environmental costs to some
of our most precious catchments and native flora and fauna.

COUNCIL

1497
licences for which there is a common group of licensees with
the one nominated contact person. A total of $1.85 million
has been allocated for this purpose over the three years.
In addition, some areas of state forest in the general vicinity
of the park that are currently unlicensed or may be
underallocated may be able to accommodate additional cattle.
The Department of Sustainability and Environment will work
with licensees to assess areas which licensees may consider to
be suitable to their needs.
Weeds and pest animals in the park will be tackled

To continue grazing, but with improved environmental
management, would require extensive fencing of streams and
moss beds, the provision of alternative watering points and
ongoing monitoring of cattle. This would be expensive and
would add significantly to the direct costs of managing
grazing. It is neither practical nor appropriate in a national
park.

A recurring issue raised with the Alpine Grazing Taskforce
was the real concern in the high country communities for
better control of weeds and pest animals in the park. It was
pointed out that focusing only on cattle overlooked the fact
that there are other environmental issues in the park which
need tackling. The scientific advisory panel which I referred
to earlier also recently emphasised the need for a concentrated
effort on weed control following the 2003 fires.

In addition, the 1998 and 2003 bushfires have affected more
than 60 per cent of the park and more than 80 per cent of the
area licensed for grazing. Since the 2003 fires there has been
very little grazing in the park — last season less than 10 per
cent of the maximum allocation (less than
739 adult-equivalent cattle) grazed in the park.

The government has listened to those concerns and has
allocated $2.2 million for weed and pest animal control in the
national park over the next three years. This will augment the
work which has already been occurring as part of the bushfire
recovery program. As part of these programs, opportunities
may arise for appropriately qualified licensees to participate.

A recent review by the independent scientific advisory panel
established by Parks Victoria to advise on the issue of grazing
following the 2003 fires concluded that grazing should not
return to the burnt areas of the park above 1200 metres, or to
severely burnt areas below that level, for at least the next
10 years.

Long-term damage will be repaired

The need for change is compelling. Now is the time to
establish a new beginning for the Alpine National Park.
Having said that in relation to the park, the government
confirms that grazing on public land in the high country will
continue in state forest outside the park. There are a
considerable number of licences over areas of state forest
which allow about 10 000 cattle to graze. These include areas
grazed by various park licensees as well as other mountain
cattlemen and women. The traditions of high country grazing
will continue in these areas.
Supporting the licensees, the high country community
and the park
In making this historic decision, the government is keen to
ensure that those affected are supported and that the
opportunities that the decision presents for the park and the
region are taken up. The government has therefore announced
a range of significant initiatives to assist licensees, improve
the natural condition of the park, help tourism and local
communities, and support high country cultural heritage. I
shall now outline these measures.
Licensees will be supported
To assist in the permanent transition from grazing in the park,
the government is providing assistance to cattlemen and
women to help them adjust their enterprises. There will be a
payment calculated at $100 per adult equivalent (based on the
maximum licence allocation) per year for three years, to a
maximum total payment of $100 000 per operation. In this
context, an operation is defined as a single licence or set of

Along with increased weed and pest control programs, there
is an urgent need to rehabilitate some of the more damaged
sensitive areas of the park, particularly moss beds. Moss beds
are some of the most fragile parts of the high country and play
a critical role by filtering and regulating the flow of water. A
recent study of moss beds on the licensed area of the Bogong
High Plains found that most were not in good condition. Their
recovery will, in many cases, require active rehabilitation.
Works have already commenced in some parts of the high
plains as part of the bushfire recovery program. However, as
part of post-grazing support measures, an additional $650 000
will be provided to progress this work over the next three
years.
High country tourism will be supported
The removal of grazing provides a splendid opportunity for
promoting nature-based tourism in the Alpine National Park
and boosting regional economies. In conjunction with other
tourism features of the region, sustainable nature-based
tourism will make a significant and ongoing economic
contribution to the region. The removal of cattle will allow
the magnificent summer wildflower displays to flourish on
the high plains and the park to become more attractive to
visitors. Its long-term value to the regional economy will
increase.
The government is supporting tourism in the high country
through a range of significant initiatives. It is contributing
$2 million towards sealing the Bogong High Plains Road.
This will enable visitors to enjoy this magnificent part of the
high country on a stunning touring route through the park,
from Mount Beauty through Falls Creek and on to Omeo and
the Great Alpine Road. Not only will visitors benefit but so,
too, will local communities.
The government is also committing $265 000 to implement
aspects of the Omeo tourism destination plan, including
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promoting Omeo, business support and improvements to
visitor facilities.
The history of the high country will be recognised
The high country has a varied and interesting history, and
cattle grazing in various parts of the Alpine National Park is
an important part of that history. To provide a more
informative experience for visitors and to complement other
tourism initiatives, $240 000 will be provided for interpretive
signage and information at key locations about the history of
the high country, including grazing. It is hoped that mountain
cattlemen will contribute to this project.
As well, $60 000 will be made available to help with the
maintenance of historic cattlemen’s huts by community
groups such as the Victorian High Country Huts Association
who are actively involved in such activities.
National and world heritage listings
With the cessation of grazing, the government will be
working with the New South Wales and the Australian
Capital Territory governments to seek national heritage listing
and then world heritage listing for national parks in the
Australian Alps. This has been a long-term goal of the
government and, if successful, will make a significant
contribution to the long-term economic future of the region.
The bill
I now turn to particular provisions of the bill as they amend
the National Parks Act 1975.
The bill will bring to an end licensed cattle grazing in the
Alpine National Park.
Clauses 4, 7, 10, 11 and 12 will come into operation on
14 August 2005 after most of the seven-year licences expire.
Of particular note, clauses 7, 11 and 12 will repeal
sections 32AD, 57 and 58, which are the sections which allow
grazing to occur in the national park. Clause 4 will repeal
section 22C, which allows grazing to occur in certain
wilderness zones. Clause 10 is a transitional provision.
Clause 9 will ensure that the four licences which expire on
30 June 2006 continue until that date, despite the earlier
repeal of section 32AD, under which they are granted, and
section 22C. Clause 9 will also make it clear that a licence
issued under section 32AD is not able to be renewed.
Clause 6 recognises the circumstances of landowners whose
freehold land is surrounded by or abuts the national park and
the holders of licences to graze cattle on Crown land outside
the park, where the most practical or only route to move cattle
to or from that land is through the park. The new section
30BA will enable the minister to permit cattle to be moved
directly through the park on a specified route (but not through
a wilderness zone or a reference area) to or from the freehold
land or licensed Crown land outside the park if there is no
practical alternative route outside the park. Such movements
would need to be as expeditious as possible, and the granting
of the right may be granted subject to conditions, for example,
conditions designed to minimise disturbance to park values.
Conclusion
The decision to end cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park
is an historic one. It will herald in a new beginning for this
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great national park, helping to ensure its long-term protection
and that it is one of our finest parks for this and future
generations to enjoy.
I commend the bill to the house.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I move:
That the debate be adjourned until later this day.

I indicate that the reason for moving this adjournment is
that, while the opposition would have sought to adjourn
debate to another time — in other words, another sitting
week — to give sufficient time to elapse, it is clear that
because of the procedural motion moved by the Leader
of the Government and adopted by the house to amend
the sessional orders it is not possible now to adjourn
this debate to a future time, because if we did so the bill
would automatically pass on the guillotine on Friday at
4.00 p.m. in any event.
Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until later
this day.

COURTS LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
2005 will improve the operational efficiency of Victoria’s
courts and tribunals by making necessary technical
amendments to various pieces of courts legislation consistent
with the government’s commitment to the delivery of a fair,
efficient and accessible justice system.
Repeal of sunsetting Koori court provisions
By repealing sunsetting provisions relating to the Koori court
in the Magistrates’ Court (Koori Court) Act 2002, the bill
forms part of this government’s continuing commitment to
the Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement with objectives:
to address the ongoing issue of indigenous (Koori)
overrepresentation in the criminal justice system;
to increase the indigenous (Koori) community’s
participation in the administration of justice; and
to deliver fair and equitable justice services to the
indigenous (Koori) community.
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The bill also illustrates the government’s continuing
commitment to reconciliation and developing a strong
partnership with the Victorian indigenous (Koori)
community. In addition the bill is consistent with the 2004
justice statement commitment to establish problem-solving
courts to address the causes of crime.
The adult Koori court, which was a pilot program, has been
independently evaluated over two years by La Trobe
University, which found that in virtually all of the stated aims
of the Koori court pilot it has been a ‘resounding success’,
including reducing the levels of recidivism, reducing the
breach rates for community corrections orders and increasing
the level of Koori community participation in and ownership
of the administration of law.
Repeal of sunsetting drug court provisions
The bill will amend the Sentencing (Amendment) Act 2002 to
repeal the sunsetting provisions relating to the drug court and
also amend the Sentencing Act 1991 to provide the drug court
with the power to suspend the treatment and supervision part
of a drug treatment order where the offender has absconded.
The drug court pilot program was established pursuant to the
Sentencing (Amendment) Act 2002. A division of the
Magistrates Court, the drug court is currently being trialled
over a three-year period, due to be completed in June 2005.
The drug court pilot is aimed at individuals who are drug or
alcohol dependent and whose dependency contributed to their
offending (excluding sexual offences and offences involving
actual bodily harm). The drug court utilises the coercive
powers of the criminal justice system to achieve the
therapeutic goals of reducing drug use and offending through
the imposition of a drug treatment order which is an
alternative to incarceration.
The drug court pilot program was the focus of a series of
evaluations completed in December 2004. The Turning Point
Alcohol and Drug Centre, Health Outcomes International and
Acumen Alliance were engaged to evaluate the initiative. The
evaluations clearly demonstrate that the benefits of the drug
court approach far exceed its costs and that it is more cost
effective than imprisonment in reducing reoffending.
The program has a strongly positive net benefit, and the
benefits will increase in the future as more participants
graduate and are reintegrated into the community. The vast
majority of participants have shown considerable
improvement in welfare and social functioning, and the drug
court is having a greater effect on reducing reoffending rates
compared to the alternative of incarceration.
Amendment to the Public Administration Act 2004
The bill includes provisions to amend the Public
Administration Act 2004.
These amendments arise out of the early commencement of a
section of the Public Administration Act 2004, which
substituted the legal services commissioner for the legal
ombudsman as a person with the functions of a public service
body head. This section should have commenced at the same
time as the Legal Profession Act 2004 under which the office
of the legal ombudsman will be abolished and the legal
services commissioner established.
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It has always been intended that, until the Legal Profession
Act 2004 commences, the legal ombudsman is a person with
the functions of a public service body head for the purposes of
the Public Administration Act 2004. The amendments
therefore included in this bill will reinstate the legal
ombudsman as a person with the functions of a public service
body head until the Legal Profession Act 2004 comes into
operation.
Hand-up briefs
Schedule 5 of the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 requires that a
statement to be tendered by the informant at committal
proceedings must be signed by the person making the
statement in the presence of a person authorised under
clause 8(b)(i) to (vii). Members of Victoria Police and the
Australian Federal Police are authorised to take statements for
hand-up briefs, as are officers of certain commonwealth and
Victorian agencies. These include the Australian Customs
Service, the Australian Taxation Office, the Health Insurance
Commission and authorised officers within the meaning of
the Environment Protection Act 1970 and the Fisheries Act
1995.
The Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST)
has requested that authority be given to officers of the
national investigations unit to take statements for hand-up
briefs. Similarly, Australia Post has sought authorisation for
corporate investigators within the corporate security group. A
third commonwealth agency, Insolvency and Trustee Service
Australia (ITSA), seeks similar authorisation for its
authorised investigators. ITSA is a commonwealth
government executive agency and is responsible for the
administration of the Bankruptcy Act 1966 (Cth).
The duties and workload of these officers are comparable to
those of officers of other commonwealth agencies which are
already so authorised. It is therefore considered appropriate
for investigations officers of Australia Post, DEST and ITSA
to be authorised to take statements for hand-up briefs.
The Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
2005 also makes minor technical amendments to the
Constitution Act 1975, the County Court Act 1958 and the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act 1995 to provide
recognition of prior service for pension purposes for the
Director of Public Prosecutions, the Chief Crown Prosecutor
and senior crown prosecutors in certain circumstances, to
allow the Attorney-General to issue certificates in relation to
judicial conditions of service and to allow the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal to consider additional leave
arrangements.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT
(PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Mr LENDERS (Minister
for WorkCover and the TAC).
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Last year, the government implemented the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004 — the most important reform to
occupational health and safety legislation in Victoria in
almost 20 years.
The reforms followed an independent review of the existing
Occupational Health and Safety Act 1985 by Chris Maxwell,
QC, and an extensive public consultation process about the
best way to minimise the risk of death and injury in the
modern workplace.
The reforms were welcomed by the community as were the
administrative changes to the way that the Victorian
WorkCover Authority (VWA), through its WorkSafe
division, and its inspectors, will promote and enforce the new
arrangements.
The new act enables VWA inspectors to better perform their
role and help workplace parties find safety solutions.
A new coherent framework comes into place on 1 July 2005
that clearly defines powers of inspectors, the rights of persons
who are subject to those powers and the safeguards to protect
the integrity of the system.
The framework recognises that inspectors have a wider role to
educate, support and advise employers, employees and other
people at work to make it easier and less costly for businesses
to get the information they need to make workplaces safer.
The Maxwell report also recommended that the powers of
inspectors be made uniform across the other principal acts
that promote public safety in Victoria, which are also
administered by the VWA, including:
The Dangerous Goods Act 1985, which promotes the
safety of persons and property in relation to dangerous
goods, including explosives; and
The Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994, which
provides for public safety in relation to prescribed
equipment and sites, like lifts and boiler rooms in private
buildings, where the Occupational Health and Safety
Act is not relevant.
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To achieve this, the bill amends the Dangerous Goods Act
1985 and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994 to align
inspectors powers with those under the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 2004, as far as is practicable.
I will now outline the key provisions of the bill.
Inspectors powers
In addition to making inspectors powers under the Dangerous
Goods Act and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act more
consistent with the powers in the Occupational Health and
Safety Act, the bill recasts the provisions conferring powers
on inspectors. Powers to enter are dealt with separately to
powers to inspect and gather evidence upon entry, such as
powers to take samples and require the production of
documents. This layout mirrors that in the new Occupational
Health and Safety Act.
The bill makes it clear that inspectors are subject to the
VWA’s directions in the performance of their functions or
exercise of their powers under the Dangerous Goods Act or
the Equipment (Public Safety) Act.
The Dangerous Goods Act includes several specific inspector
powers that are important from a public safety perspective,
powers that, for example, enable inspectors to inspect
vehicles used to transport dangerous goods; deal with
emergency situations or prevent an emergency situation
developing; or investigate dangerous goods incidents. The bill
maintains specific powers important for enforcing dangerous
goods legislation.
Search warrants
The bill provides that in specific circumstances VWA
inspectors can apply to a magistrate for a search warrant, in
accordance with the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989. This may
include where there is a need to search for evidence of a
serious breach of health and safety laws.
The provisions replicate not only the Occupational Health and
Safety Act, but are similar to those that have been in place for
some time under the Gas Safety Act 1997, the Electricity
Safety Act 1998, the Building Control Act 1993 and a range
of other acts that enable regulation of safety within specific
industries.
WorkSafe will develop a policy and procedures covering
applications for warrants to ensure they are executed fairly
and in accordance with the law.
Power to issue notices and directions
The bill makes the range of enforcement tools under the three
acts consistent. The bill allows inspectors to issue
non-disturbance notices, improvement notices and prohibition
notices. In the event of an immediate risk to health or safety,
inspectors will be able to give binding directions, either orally
or in writing. Under the Dangerous Goods Act, a direction
can also be given where there is an immediate risk to
property.

The bill

Entry to premises

The main purpose of the bill is to facilitate a more consistent
approach to enforcement across Victoria’s principal health
and safety acts.

Inspectors will have a limited power to enter places that are
used for residential purposes, but only with the consent of its
occupier or the authority of a search warrant. Given the public
safety focus of the two acts, a modification has been made to
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enable inspectors to conduct inspections in common areas,
where things like a lift or a boiler may be located in an
apartment building.

includes some modifications or refinements that have been
necessary to ensure that the different focuses of the two acts
are preserved.

Review of decisions

Commencement

The bill provides for a speedy, authoritative and transparent
mechanism for internal review of inspectors decisions under
both of these acts. This will provide a cost-effective method
for parties aggrieved by an inspector’s decision to get speedy
review. The bill does not limit the rights of any person to seek
review at the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT), should they remain aggrieved after an internal
review.

Given the close relationship between these three acts it is
sensible that the bill provides for the revised framework for
inspectors to commence operation on 1 July 2005, the same
day as the Occupational Health and Safety Act comes into
effect.

Legal proceedings
The bill provides that inspectors require the written
authorisation of the VWA to initiate legal proceedings for an
offence, and maintains the existing right for a member of the
police force to bring a proceeding for an offence under the
Dangerous Goods Act.
Under the bill, other people can request that the VWA bring a
prosecution, details of which must be published in VWA’s
annual report, and on its web site.
The bill imposes a two-year limitation period on the
commencement of prosecutions for indictable offences, but
enables the VWA to seek written authorisation of the Director
of Public Prosecutions to commence a prosecution outside
this time frame.
Constructive compliance
The bill provides the VWA and its inspectors with a range of
measures to assist duty holders to comply with the acts, and
constructive alternatives to prosecution.
The VWA will be able to accept agreed undertakings from a
duty holder to carry out a specified program of health and
safety improvements in place of a prosecution. While these
undertakings are in place and are being appropriately
implemented, prosecution proceedings for the offence cannot
be brought by VWA.
The bill also provides for VWA and inspectors to provide
advice to duty holders on how to comply with the acts to
ensure that every opportunity is taken to ensure public safety
is assured as far as practical.
The bill does not amend the general penalties regime in either
of the acts, which would be an issue for any wider review to
more comprehensively align the acts. The bill does however
replicate penalties from the Occupational Health and Safety
Act that relate to the performance of an inspector’s role. For
example, penalties for impersonating an inspector or not
complying with a prohibition notice will now be uniform.
Technical amendments
The bill makes a range of technical amendments including
changes to the Dangerous Goods Act to re-enact, with some
modification, provisions relating to delegation of some
powers and functions to the Department of Primary
Industries. The bill confers on the VWA clear authority to
delegate to DPI any or all of its powers or functions under the
Dangerous Goods Act, to the extent they relate to dangerous
goods in mines, quarries and petroleum sites. The bill also

Conclusion
Victoria already has some of the best health and safety laws in
Australia.
Replicating provisions of the Occupational Health and Safety
Act across the other related safety acts administered by the
VWA is an efficient way to deliver a higher degree of
certainty for duty holders about what they can reasonably be
expected to do and what inspectors are authorised to do,
enhancing the safety of the Victorian community.
The bill represents another step towards VWA becoming a
more constructive, transparent and effective regulator, by
providing a more consistent approach to enforcement across
these areas.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. BILL FORWOOD
(Templestowe) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until later this day.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government).
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) —
Before I contribute to debate on this bill that destroys
the mountain cattlemen, I need to declare that my
family holds grazing licences within the Alpine
National Park and these licences expire in August of
this year. The licences were originally held by me, and I
was one of those who fought for the seven-year licences
and one of those who took part in the negotiations,
together with people like Jim Commins and other
senior cattlemen of the time — and do we miss Jim
Commins today! I must also remember Sue Silvers,
who played an integral part in those negotiations.
The seven-year licences were issued as part of an
agreement to create the Alpine National Park in 1989,
and that fight led me eventually to be elected to this
place in 1992. This bill breaks the 1989 agreement and
it breaks the word of a previous Labor government and
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the promise put in legislation, which is quite unusual in
itself, that grazing would continue in the Alpine
National Park and in return the park would be created. I
heard Ms Carbines speak earlier on another issue about
balance — that is, the balance that was agreed to and
promised in that legislation. The government has
broken that promise, and I believe it will count the cost
of that at the next state election.
Normally the lead speaker for the opposition outlines
the bill and goes through the clauses one by one ad
nauseam. I am not going to do that because everybody
knows what this bill does. It is just five pages long. It
prevents the reissue of the grazing licences to graze in
the alpine park, and Mr Philip Davis, in his contribution
to the debate, will move an amendment to try, in a
small way, to ease that particular issue.
Last week I came up Bourke Street with 500 of my
mates. We were riding, and when we got to Spring
Street there were another 1500 of our mates and there
was anger. It was not overt, loud, boisterous anger, just
a slow, sullen contempt. It was the contempt we have
for a government here in Victoria that is prepared to
destroy an Australian way of life to win a few Greens
preferences. It has shown it will do whatever it takes
just to hold office. My mates and I had ridden up
Bourke Street before, you know. We rode up there in
1984 when we had 304 horses, 3 wagons and a couple
of dogs. After that time there was a lot of political
manoeuvring, a lot of argy-bargy, and it ended up, as I
said earlier, with the promise in legislation in 1989.
The agreement I referred to meant that all the higher,
more exposed North Bogongs would be closed to
grazing. The tops of Bogong, Hotham, Buller, Howitt
and Magdala as well as lots of other sensitive areas
were already closed. We agreed that we would close the
North Bogongs and the Bluff. It was agreed there
would be seven-year renewable licences. There was an
agreement we would have access to our huts and
tourism operators were given licences and access to
their huts. In return there would be an alpine national
park. To make sure this happened, it was put into
legislation. I make the point again that without that
agreement there would not have been an Alpine
National Park.
One of the reasons the park boundaries are so big is that
part of it was to be grazed. Let us not beat around the
bush. The park is huge; the reason it is so huge is that
part of it was to be grazed. As I said, the government
has broken the agreement just for Greens preferences. I
think it has probably backfired, and anyone who has
followed the debate over the last 20 years would agree
that it will probably backfire. Anyone who knows the
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cattlemen’s resolve would know that they would not
take it lying down.
Last week as I sat on my horse in Spring Street with my
mates I thought about some other mates who were not
there that time, but who were in 1984 — cattlemen who
knew more about the high country than any petty
bureaucrat. I thought about Jack Treasure. Jack was
dubbed ‘the prophet of the high plains’ by Bryan
Jameson, and I will get to Bryan Jameson a bit later.
Jack was a great advocate of cool burning and was the
first president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association
of Victoria. I thought about Elyne Mitchell, who wrote
extensively about the Kosciuszko problems and how
bad the closing of Kosciuszko was. I thought about Jim
Commins — his papers, his enthusiasm and his
knowledge were unsurpassed. As I said earlier, he is
sadly missed. I thought about Norm Chester, a legend
of the bush. I thought about Wally Ryder and Freda
Treasure, highly respected people; Bill Hicks, a
gentleman of the high plains and Jack Lovick, listed as
a living treasure. There was a bit of argy-bargy between
Jack Treasure and Jack Lovick. Jack Treasure wrote a
poem, which I will not have time to read today but
which was very funny. It brought out some of the wit of
our old timers, and was good-natured and a lot of fun at
the time. What about the Cook family? What a
contribution the Cook family has made to the high
country and the surrounding towns.
They, and many more bush people who knew the bush
backwards, are gone, but they knew how to manage it.
The new generation is here, and members of that
generation have inherited the knowledge from their
families. The new generation knows how to manage
and look after the bush. These people have been totally
ignored in this process. These people know about the
importance of management and fuel reduction burning.
How do they know? Because their knowledge and
information has been passed down since settlers came
down from the Monaro 170 years ago. It was passed
down from the early Aboriginals and pioneers. As the
early settlers came in they started to follow the practices
that had been carried on for 40 000 years. They were
there before John Batman settled Melbourne, and
almost immediately they began to manage the country.
Their main tool was fire. As they took their cattle out in
the autumn they dropped a match behind them, and the
fire just crept around.
When I was just a whippersnapper I was riding along
with Jack Ware, one of the early cattlemen. I said,
‘Jack, there is a fire behind us!’. He said, ‘Yes, I know
son, do not worry about it’. I said, ‘I am coming up
with you’, and he replied, ‘Do not worry about it’. He
was flicking matches backwards off his horse. The fire
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burnt around in a mosaic. It did not destroy anything at
all. The next year I went back and saw there was
beautiful, short, green feed, and the wild flowers in the
area where he had burnt were unbelievable. Comparing
this to areas where the fire did not go proved to me,
even at that age, how necessary fire is. This was not on
the high, sensitive tops; it was lower down, just above
the snowline.
Back to the rally: I was there for a while and started to
think about things. We listened to Kate Kendall sing
Advance Australia Fair from her horse, which was
fabulous. I thought about my father, Eadley Stoney.
They named a mountain after him: Mount Eadley
Stoney. He was a good community man, a councillor
and one of the early people there, but not as early as
some — not as early as the Lovicks, as they keep
telling me. They took the cattle off Mount Eadley
Stoney in 1989–90; it was part of the agreement. You
cannot take cattle there now, and I heard that you will
not be able to ride a horse up Mount Eadley Stoney
soon.
Let me say this: I will be riding my horse up the
mountain, and I will be taking my grandchildren. We
will stay at our hut, if it’s still left. They do not take
long to get busy. There is a circular going around
inquiring or ‘consulting’ on whether they should pull
down most of the Bluff Hut. My four kids were at the
rally: Chris, Anne, David and Kate. My three
grandchildren were there: Harry, Angus and Connor.
Their heritage has gone. Debbie and Bruce McCormack
were there. Their grandchild, Jake, is a seventh
generation cattleman. His heritage has gone.
I want to talk a bit about our huts now. There are lots of
huts around the high country. There are several Ryder
huts at Campbell’s yards. I would not mind betting they
pull down all but one. There are a group of huts called
the Tawonga huts run by the Hicks family and the
Coopers. I would not mind betting they pull all but one
down. Charlie and John Lovick are rebuilding their hut;
they have got the poles up. I hope they are allowed to
finish it. I know that Charlie and John will still ride up
Mount Lovick even if they ban horses from it.
I return to the rally, which was attended by a lot of
young people. Lyric Mitchell was there. Her mother
was Christa Treasure, a wonderful Gippsland horse
woman. Lyric spoke at the rally and I want to quote in
part what she said:
When I was a kid, I rode the high country with my
grandfather.
Two generations earlier, he did the same with his grandfather.
Five generations of my family history.

1503
Five generations of history that the government wants to steal
from my family.
…
Our family farm will no longer be viable.
This decision is a family tragedy for my mother, my brother
and me.
But it is so much more than that.
It is a tragedy for Australia.
It is a tragedy for the many people who love the Australian
bush.
For people who recognise the cultural significance of our high
country traditions.
For children and those yet to be born who will no longer have
the chance to live the life I have been able to enjoy.

As she finished she made this impassioned plea:
Please do not steal our culture from us.
Preserve and protect it, just as my forefathers have preserved
and protected our high country home.

This young lady’s heritage is gone; it is a national
disgrace. Young Harry Green, aged eight, was at the
rally. He went mustering for the first time this year. He
went home and wrote this:
Mustering in the bush.
Stockman, cattle, horses.
The billy on.
Brumbies.
Sleeping under the stars in a swag.
Dewy grass.
The morning fire to keep us warm.

Harry Green is in year 3 at Boree Creek Public School.
Harry is my grandson. I declare that and I am proud of
it.
At the rally the president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria, Simon Turner, spoke about the
knowledge of the cattlemen. I pay tribute to Simon; he
has led the cattlemen through a very difficult period. He
said the cattlemen had embarrassed generations of
bureaucrats with their knowledge. I have demonstrated
that that knowledge goes back to the Aboriginals. I
want to read part of what he said:
The cattlemen here today carry that knowledge of the
mountains. They are the modern conscience of the high
country and Parks Victoria hate us. They hate us because we
have a long history of telling it as it is, and we tell the truth.
And we expose the failures of the land managers and they
want us out. They want us out so there will be no-one with an
informed point of view, no-one with the history.
I have a warning for all you country people. We entered into
‘sensitive negotiations’. We got involved in the process and
we welcomed the government into our homes. We hosted
them in the high country. We travelled thousands of
kilometres to attend meetings. We spent thousands of dollars
on submissions. What did they do? They turned around and
betrayed us. They knew all the time what they were going to
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do. They knew they were going to spend $250 000 on
fraudulent advertising.

Simon goes on to say:
So I warn all Victorians with other issues. Beware of the
consultation; it is a sham. Beware of getting sucked into the
process! The government will sap your resources and your
political will and then they will turn around and kick you in
the guts.

That is exactly what they did in this case. Simon went
on to say:
That is how they work, so country people beware. It is not too
late for the cattlemen. We call on the government to stop this
destruction of 170 years of tradition, knowledge and culture.
We call on the government to reissue our licences. We only
graze 10 per cent of the Alpine National Park.

He went on to make this very poignant point:
It is the Australian way to have room at your fire for
everyone. The way it is going everyone will be kicked out. I
say to Mr Bracks — governments do make mistakes. This is a
mistake that can be rectified. I say again: for the sake of
Victoria’s future and the future of the cattlemen and everyone
who supports what they do, put the cattlemen back.

What a concise and emotional plea from the heart of the
president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of
Victoria.
I pay tribute to the conservationists who attended the
rally. They had the gumption to go. They brought their
banner and stood there. They were treated with respect
as cattlemen always do with their rallies. I have to ask:
where was the government representative? I looked up
the steps and could not see anyone I recognised. The
conservationists were there, which is good because it is
a democratic system. We looked up and we did not see
anyone from the government.
I spoke earlier about the sullen anger at the rally. The
anger did not come just from cattlemen. The issue
brought out an immediate reaction from many other
groups in the community. Kersten Gentle from Timber
Communities Australia, who was in charge of the first
section of the rally, read out the list to the crowd, and
these groups have all expressed solidarity with the
cattlemen and very strong concerns about their own
future: Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria,
Sporting Shooters Association of Australia, Field and
Game Australia, Victorian Farmers Federation,
Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria,
Victorian Association of Four-Wheel-Drive Clubs,
Bush Users Group, Game Management Council of
Victoria, Northern Victorian Irrigators, Australian
Motorcycle Trail Riders Association, Timber
Communities Australia, Gippsland Deer Stalkers
Association, Licola Fire Brigade — old Ralph was
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there and he looked a picture in his Country Fire
Authority uniform — Australian Deer Association,
Gunbower Island State Forests Users Group, Cohuna
Trail Riding Club and Nillumbik Ratepayers
Association. Last but not least were the Barmah forest
Cattlemen and the Barmah Forest Protection League. I
know these groups are thinking, as Mr Vogels said, if
the government can do that to the mountain cattlemen,
they will be next. The Gunbower and Barmah people
are very worried. Kelvin Trickey was there; he rode in
with a bung leg. He said ‘You could not keep me away
even if I had two broken legs’. They think they will be
next and, quite frankly, I think they are right.
I spoke earlier about the sullen anger. People were
talking about the $250 000 fraudulent advertising. It is
still going on! It is in the Weekly Times this week and it
has been on Melbourne radio this week. It is still going
on even though they were embarrassed about it. The
house might remember the fraudulent photograph of the
dark bog. The dark bog is just near Charlie Lovick’s hut
and as soon as it was published Charlie was on to it in a
flash. He said that is just a silt trap at the bottom of a
steep hill built to protect the gully. It is not a pristine
bog as it is being portrayed. Charlie got onto it and
drew attention to it, together with a good friend of
mine, a Herald Sun photographer whom we will not
name. They exposed the fraudulent behaviour of the
government on that issue. I think it was appalling what
the government tried to do.
At the rally people were talking about the claim
perpetuated in the press and in the other place in debate
that 10 000 cattle can still graze on adjoining leases.
Everyone was saying, ‘How can that be?’. The
cattlemen had a look at this. It is hard for them to get
the exact number, but their take on it is that the
government claimed there are 10 000 cattle on state
forest licences, implying that these licences are next to
and adjoining the alpine leases. They are unable to
verify the number. The alpine grazing task force report
said that licences issued for state forest in the high
country in the general vicinity of the park allow about
10 000 cattle to graze. This is very misleading because
they did not actually look at state forest and they admit
that in their report. They were looking at the Alpine
National Park.
Frankly I do not believe they know the exact number
either. The cattlemen say that from the 10 000, if there
are 10 000, you have to deduct 3000 that will not be
able to graze on state forest licences adjacent to the
park unless boundary issues are dealt with in a
favourable and permanent manner, which is impossible
because we are dealing with an invisible line. I happen
to know some of those licence areas intimately. There
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is an invisible line, and the cattle go back and forth
between the state forest and the Alpine National Park.
They cannot read, and they just go back and forth
because they follow geographical boundaries. They do
not follow lines on a map or anything else. It will mean
that most of the forest leases adjoining the Alpine
National Park will be unable to be used.
We can deduct those 3000 cattle, and the cattlemen say
there are probably another 3000 cattle out of the 10 000
which are allocated to state forest licences in mountain
areas to be deducted because of the poor quality of the
licence areas following years of inadequate fuel
reduction burning. They go on to say that many of the
state licences are not used because of other reasons.
They say that out of the 10 000 cattle claimed by the
government there might be 1000 cattle, perhaps 1500
cattle or at the most 2000 cattle, and a handful of
families who will be left. It is important to note that
there are many licences throughout the state forests.
The bureaucrats will say, ‘Minister, there are probably
10 000 cattle listed on these licences’. The reality is that
most of those licences are no longer used because
grazing has deteriorated, land has changed and the
cattle have not been put there for some years.
The numbers are listed on the licences whether they are
grazed or not. By the look of it the government has
added up all the listed numbers on the licences and said,
‘There are 10 000 cattle. The cattle will be there and the
cattlemen will be there. Everything is fine. Get them
out of the park. The culture is still there’. That is one of
the most fraudulent claims ever, and it will be hard to
get up as an issue. It is like the $250 000 advertising
campaign. It is an absolute and fraudulent sham. Given
there might be 1000 head of cattle left and a handful of
families, it means that the cattlemen have been
destroyed. It means that the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria will be gone. It means the
annual get-together will be gone. Some 3000 people
attend that get-together at a different venue in the
mountains every year.
It means that the heritage, the culture, the knowledge
and the skills will be gone. Every other user of public
land in Victoria knows that and knows that they will be
next. The only ones left will be the self-sufficient
young, fit bushwalkers as the Alpine National Park is
gradually closed down. You know the joke — and I can
tell the joke because I was a Nordic skier myself, and it
applies to young, fit bushwalkers. So far as tourism
goes it does not mean a lot to the country, because the
joke is that, ‘Young, fit bushwalkers go up for a week
in the mountains and take $20 and one pair of
underpants, and they change neither’. That is tourism in
the future in the Alpine National Park. Of course there
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will still be four-wheel drives driven by the rangers on
management-only tracks, but there will be very little
else, because once the cattlemen have gone there will
be an incremental closing down of the area.
I turn to another subject. When the bill was introduced
in the other house I went straight to the second-reading
speech. I was taken by this statement:
The decision to end cattle grazing in the Alpine National
Park … will herald a new beginning for this great national
park …

I thought if it is a new beginning, it is also an ending. I
thought this is where the government will acknowledge
the contribution of the cattlemen to the high country
and to surrounding mountain communities for the last
170 years. I went through the second-reading speech
and there was not one word acknowledging their
contribution. I cannot believe the mean-spirited
approach of the government in ignoring the cattlemen’s
contribution to Victoria, to the high country and to the
mountain communities for the last 170 years. The
number of lives saved directly attributable to the
cattlemen is unknown, but it is considerable. You can
speak to any cattleman, and they all have a story about
either themselves, people from their hut or someone
they know who has saved someone. In days gone by,
admittedly before helicopters, four-wheel drives and
mobile phones, there was more of it, but it is still
happening and cattlemen still respond to the call
because sometimes they know a particular area better
than anyone else.
I wish to quote from The Alps at the Crossroads
published in 1974, the first definitive publication
calling for an alpine national park. It is written by Dick
Johnson, whom I knew well. At the time he wrote:
No question has presented so vexed an issue in the high
country over such a long period of time as the grazing of
stock in the high mountains. The cattlemen have been in the
mountains for more than a century grazing their beasts on
summer herbage. They have seen the miners come and go,
and assisted in the gradual development of bushwalking and
skiing by offering their shelter huts. They know the land far
better than most and have been more conscious of the less
desirable changes which development has brought. The
cattlemen are conscious of their own tradition and see
themselves as an integral part of the mountains.

Johnson, of course, did go into considerable detail on
the concerns and the impact of cattle and many other
uses. At least he was fair and acknowledged the
contribution of the cattlemen. The point I am making is
that this lousy government did not even do that.
Mr Johnson’s book further states:
But one cannot make a decision without first recognising a
paradox that attends the function of grazing in the mountains.
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The cattlemen also service the high country. Their huts, open
to all, have saved the life of many a traveller and the
cattlemen themselves have assisted in many search and rescue
operations in the mountains over the years. The cattleman is
almost a resident — he knows the area, he lives in it for
lengthy periods and he is hardened to its harsh conditions. He
is a source of information, a keen observer of men and his
own hopes for the mountains are not so very far removed
from those of most conservationists. This is the paradox of the
cattlemen.

Johnson went on to publish a photograph of some
cattlemen, including Jack Lovick, me and Bernie
McWhinney, the local policeman, rescuing an injured
skier. It is a famous photograph. As an aside, that skier
still has my socks. The point I am making is that the
cattlemen have made an enormous contribution to the
high country.
The other point is that the government has deliberately
ignored that contribution in this debate, in the bill and
in the second-reading speech. Of course it is the
ultimate insult to the cattlemen. I do not know why
members of the government are so mean-spirited on
this and why they want to blacken the cattlemen’s
name. They are paying lip-service to the cattlemen
while embarking on an advertising program and a
program of debate to depersonalise the cattlemen. They
are trying to change history and ignoring the
contribution cattlemen have made. I will stay on the
subject, given what the federal government is doing
with heritage, because it is pertinent that we labour this
point. I have a testimonial letter from the Victoria
Police dated 6 January 1949 to Mr Walter Ryder of
Towonga, which reads:
In appreciation of your valuable assistance and ready
cooperation to organise and conduct the recent search for
James Wentworth Benson, reported lost in the Bogong
Ranges.
I realise that considerable inconvenience, loss and delay in
harvesting operations were occasioned you to render this
assistance, with a view to saving the life of one you believed
to be endangered, and for those reasons I am deeply indebted
to you.

It is signed by the inspector of police.
I have a more recent letter from Joan Kirner.
Remember Joan Kirner? I had a lot of respect for Joan
Kirner. It is from Joan Kirner, Premier, written to
Heather Mitchell, who was either the president or past
president of the Victorian Farmers Federation at that
time. This was written at the time that the Freda
Treasure memorial tree reserve was opened on the
Dargo High Plains Road.
The letter states:
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I would be pleased if you would add my personal tribute to
Freda Ryder (Treasure) to the unveiling ceremony.
As Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, I came to
learn the spirit of the bush and conservation from people like
the Treasure family.
I am particularly pleased that Freda Treasure’s pioneering
contribution to the wonderful Dargo High Plains country is
being recognised today and in the future.
Our women pioneers, heroines and conservationists deserve
special recognition. They too make our real heritage.

This begs the question: why was that ignored in this
debate today? The oversight has been appalling.
Today I am going to quote from a little known book
called Movement at the Station — The Revolt of the
Mountain Cattlemen by Bryan Jameson. It was written
in 1986, and it is a definitive history of the cattlemen’s
fight and struggle to that time. It is little known. It was
withdrawn by the then Collins Australia soon after it
was published and put on the shelves because there was
an action threatened by the conservation movement
over a technicality. So much for free speech! I will not
read the offending paragraph.
Hon. J. A. Vogels — Why?
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I have only got 29 minutes
left, and I have got a lot to say.
Hon. W. A. Lovell — Deal with it later!
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Right, I will tell you later.
The quote is:
The cattlemen pioneered the way for the state electricity
commission’s hydro-electric works, and their packhorses
carried in the surveyors and the supplies and materials they
needed. They guided the early skiers into the mountains and
packed in their gear and supplies, and when people got lost or
perished, it was the cattlemen who went in and found them
and brought them out. They made welcome the early
botanists and geographers and the conservationists, who used
their huts and their horses and drew on their knowledge to
study the flora and fauna and the ecology of the alpine
environment.

This is the crunch:
But their hospitality rebounded against them. The learned
papers and reports that were the subject of these studies
blamed cattle and the cattlemen for everything from fire to
frost heave and erosion, and advocated their removal.
These same papers today form a mainstay of the greeny
argument —

this was in 1986 —
and even though the passage of time has demonstrated that
their prime assumptions and the conclusions they contained
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were wrong, they continue to be quoted, almost as holy writ,
by the radical career conservationists.

Let us hark back to what Simon Turner said at the rally.
He said that everyone was welcome at the cattlemen’s
fire, but it appears to me that some who were welcome
at the fire turned around and bit the hand that warmed
them. George Orwell once said:
Political language is designed to make lies sound truthful and
murder respectable and to give an appearance of solidarity to
pure wind.

This is true with this government regarding this issue. It
has attempted to strip the history of the cattlemen’s
contribution in the second-reading speech. I think that
single act exposes the government for what it really is.
I want to get on to something else. The Man from
Snowy River has been running strongly in the press and
in the other house. The government has been running a
line that the Man from Snowy River was not a
mountain cattleman. It is trying desperately to change
our history. The Man from Snowy River is probably
our most powerful rural icon. In the other place the
member for Gisborne, Joanne Duncan, said:
The Man from Snowy River has nothing to do with cattle
grazing.

That just about brought the other house down the other
day. The government is pursuing it, because yesterday
the member for Bayswater, Mr Lockwood, claimed that
the Man from Snowy River had nothing to do with
cattle. He said the Man from Snowy River hailed from
the Kosciuszko side, which of course is in New South
Wales. What do we mean about the Kosciuszko side?
The Kosciuszko side of what? It is the Snowy River of
course. What is on the other side of the Kosciuszko
side? It is the Black Mountain-Wulgulmerang side! I
am unhappy about the claim because the press has been
running this line. I am going to demonstrate right here
and now that the Man from Snowy River was a
mountain cattleman.
I have a book here written by Dick Rogers called My
Journey from the Snowy River. Dick Rogers was born
in 1898. He owned a property at Wulgulmerang, which
is now partly owned by an old bushman and bush
legend, Buff Rogers. Dick was Buff’s uncle. The
property is on the watershed of the Snowy River. You
can look right across the Snowy River to the
Kosciuszko side. You have got the river down the
middle, you have the Kosciuszko side and you have the
Wulgulmerang side. It is all the same country, all the
same cattle stations now as at that time.
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I want to get this in context. I want members to listen to
this extract from The Man from Snowy River and then I
am going to quote from Dick Rogers’ book. Members
should listen carefully to the words::
When they reached the mountain’s summit, even Clancy took
a pull,
It well might make the boldest hold their breath,
The wild hop scrub grew thickly, and the hidden ground was
full
Of wombat holes, and any slip was death.
But the man from Snowy River let the pony have his head,
And he swung his stockwhip round and gave a cheer,
And he raced him down the mountain like a torrent down its
bed,
While the others stood and watched in very fear.
He sent the flint stones flying, but the pony kept his feet,
He cleared the fallen timber in his stride,
And the man from Snowy River never shifted in his seat—
It was grand to see that mountain horseman ride.
Through the stringy barks and saplings, on the rough and
broken ground,
Down the hillside at a racing pace he went;
And he never drew the bridle till he landed safe and sound,
At the bottom of that terrible descent.

Members should keep those words in their memory.
Mr Rogers says in his book:
When mustering wild cattle in the bush, we were always
taught never under any circumstances let the cattle beat us. If
they were in wild steep bush country, you drove your horse
down the mountain side, through the timber and over the
rocks; never must you let the wild galloping cattle out of your
sight. When eventually you get on to more level country, you
had to get around and control them. It was often a difficult
task to take them home, particularly if it was a dark night with
no moon. A good dog was most valuable. The one thing that
was instilled into us: ‘never lose them’.

Do members notice the similarity? There is no doubt
that the Man from Snowy River was a mountain
cattleman. I will quote Dick Rogers again, and I like
this bit which says:
When they were let out of the yard, a very wild five-year-old
bullock, which had been mustered the previous day, galloped
away. Men or dogs could not stop him. He was off back to
the steep, rough country he loved so well on the Snowy River.
A splendid rider took off after him on a superb horse which
could make the pace and yet stand on his feet no matter how
and steep the country.
After a considerable time, he came back without his bullock.
But, he said, he’d tied him up with his stirrup leather and gave
him a ‘father of a belting’. The mob of cattle was taken to
where the bullock was tied up. He was let go and he never left
the mob again.

So there we have an account from the Snowy River
where the hills are ‘twice as steep and twice as rough’.
Jack Riley, the Man from Snowy River, came from
Snowy River, as did Dick Rogers, and therefore the
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claim that the Man from Snowy River was not a
mountain cattleman is total rubbish.
I was intrigued today to read Jill Singer’s article. She
says that federal government moves to protect the
heritage are just plain jingoism. What a classic example
of cultural cringe! She should read a few books.
Mr Davis has got a pile of books about the high
country. There are ones like Cattlemen of the High
Country by Tor Holth, Cattlemen and Huts of the High
Plains by Harry Stephenson, and the banned Movement
at the Station. I can lend Jill Singer a copy of that
book — I might ring her. There was Dick Rogers’
book, there is Chris Stoney’s book and even Dick
Johnson’s book. Ian Stapleton has written several books
and there are probably 50 other books. To its credit, the
federal government is desperately trying to save this
heritage. I say to it, ‘Good luck, and get on with it!’.
I wish to comment on the science. Government
members in the other place have all parroted the same
lines, and they will no doubt do the same in here today.
Much has been made of the so-called damage. It is
claimed that the science stating the damage is
overwhelming. I listened to the debate in the other
house over the last couple of days. Not once did I hear
the government cite the names of Harm van Rees or
Roger Oxley and Alan Wilson, who are credible
rangeland scientists. I did not hear Professor Peter
Attiwell mentioned. I make the point that if you applied
the same scientific blowtorch that has been applied to
the high plains, especially the south and north Bogongs
in the last little while, to any land in Australia, you
would still come up with varying results. All land
suffers impact, and as I will say later, it is about the
political will in deciding a balance of that impact. In
this case most people know that damage was done to
the high country many, many years ago. It was done by
sheep that really have no business in the high country.
As Jim Commins demonstrated many times, hares and
rabbits were a great issue because they destroyed
vegetation in the high country. It was also done by the
overstocking of cattle many, many years ago during
droughts.
But we have to point out that grazing and
management — not just of the high country but of all
farmland — has greatly improved. We all admit that
our grandfathers and great-grandfathers made mistakes.
We are still learning how best to do it. Why would you
throw the baby out with the bathwater when we are still
improving management, and we will continue to
improve our management as each generation goes on.
The cattlemen have learnt valuable lessons, and our
general farming population has learnt valuable lessons.
To their credit, the cattlemen issued a very detailed
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management plan on how they could go forward into
the future with the management of the high country.
There were no takers from the government on the
management plan; it was just ignored. Rangeland
scientists I know say that grazing is in balance in the
high country. Roger Oxley said so. The point I am
making is that this is about a balanced use of some land.
It is about the fact that 90 per cent of the park is not
grazed, and about 10 per cent to 15 per cent is lightly
grazed. If you balance up the issues of culture, heritage,
tourism and huts and the cattlemen’s presence, it comes
back to requiring a mature government decision about
balance.
That is what happened in 1989. The high country was
put in balance. There was some grazing, and some
grazing was removed from the higher, sensitive areas,
and there was a balance. The government says that
other states have stopped grazing in their high country.
I say, ‘So what? Who is to say that they are right and
we are wrong?’. The Kosciuszko side is higher and
more sensitive. The mid-range country in the
Kosciuszko is still higher than some of the Victorian
country. I point out that countries like Switzerland and
some other European countries took the cattle out for a
while but then brought them back. They found that it
was much better to have the cattle there, and they
brought them back.
I need to again address the issue of the 10 000 cattle
still grazing outside the park. I have gone through it and
I really think that we need to look at it. There is
something there that we will explore in committee.
There are issues of compensation. The government has
not said a word about compensation for those areas of
forest that adjoin the park which will be impossible to
graze. It was raised in the consideration-in-detail stage
in the other house and the minister ignored it. I believe
he would not answer that question on two or three
occasions. I give the minister adequate notice that we
will raise in committee the issue of what happens about
compensation to these state forest leases that have an
invisible line with alpine park leases.
I want to recite a brief political history of the fight to
retain alpine grazing. In the early 1980s, following Dick
Johnson’s book, battle lines were drawn. When the
Cain government came to power in 1982 it started to
move towards an alpine national park and to stop
grazing, although the proposed park was a lot smaller.
The cattlemen started to rally and they rode on
Parliament in 1984. Later, at Nunawading, as Bryan
Jameson identifies in his book, and much to the surprise
of the Liberal Party, they rose again. There was no
collusion. We just turned up one day and said, ‘We are
riding for you’. Rosemary Varty was very grateful.
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We rode at Nunawading, and that led to a dirty tricks
campaign by the Labor Party at the time that it came
out of with great odium. There were a lot of supporters
at that time getting organised. People like Phil Maguire
and lots of others were in there helping and giving lots
of advice — as Phil does from time to time — most of
it useful. There were probably 1000 people like that
helping the cattlemen, people from all walks of life, as
there are today. We have even had barristers ringing up
this week and offering their services. The Nunawading
campaign came and went. There was a dirty tricks
campaign and in a day of high drama the cattlemen
were called to the bar of the upper house to explain
themselves. I was there myself. It did not quite happen,
but the statement got out to clear the cattlemen’s name.
It certainly damaged the Labor Party’s reputation.
We kept up the pressure and our profile until 1989
when, as I said earlier, an agreement was reached in this
place. Jim Commins and I sat up there. David Evans
and Rosemary Varty took notes, and we passed them
over the top of the bar. It went on all through the
autumn sitting, and my family wondered if I had left
town because they had to run things at home while we
sat here negotiating. People were in tears out in
Queen’s Hall on both sides of politics as we moved
towards a conclusion. But we got an agreement and a
promise, and we created a balance that has stood the
test of time for 25 years until now. The licences were
issued. In 1998 the Kennett government reissued them,
but the Bracks government is now refusing to reissue
them. As I said earlier, it looks like the cattlemen are
finished. It looks like the association is finished. It
looks like the get-togethers are finished, and those
3000 people who come every year will be very
unhappy.
I point out that for the past 20 to 30 years the cattlemen
have always conducted themselves in a certain manner.
They have been polite, they have been articulate and
they have been concise. They have given fighting
speeches at various rallies right through the mountains
and here in Melbourne, but they have always done it
without belittling their opponents. This approach
generated enormous respect for the cattlemen’s rights
throughout Victoria as they fought for their livelihood,
their heritage and their position in the Victorian
community. For many years they have been the
conscience of the high country, exposing poor
management by government agencies. As I said earlier,
these agencies will be very glad to see the end of the
cattlemen, because they are the only ones who really
can expose some of the very bad management practices
that are going on and some of the issues, such as weeds,
that have been swept under the carpet for 20 years.
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Hon. David Koch — That are not going on!
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Mr Koch said, ‘That are
not going on!’. Some of these things have been going
on for 20 or 30 years, and successive governments have
ignored them. I heard it said in the lower house
yesterday, ‘We have suddenly found some money for
weeds’. Good on them, but it is far too late. It seems
incongruous that money has been found for weeds just
when we are getting rid of the cattlemen.
In conclusion I want to say that the cattlemen have been
betrayed. The way the whole issue has been handled
has been disgusting. The government of the time —
advised by the department, which had its own
agenda — seized the opportunity with the Caledonia
fires and then the 2002–03 fires to get as many cattle
out of the fire areas as possible, and the next year there
was feed up to your stirrup irons. But the department
was saying, ‘No, it is going to take 10 years to recover’.
I know that country, and I saw it after the fires — you
could hardly walk through it. I really cannot believe the
science on this issue. To my mind that club of scientists
has lost credibility by saying that the area needs
10 years to recover from the fires. I have seen it myself,
and the display of wildflowers and grass is
extraordinary. To say that it needs 10 years of not being
grazed betrays and exposes some of that scientific club
as having a secret agenda.
We saw the fires used as an excuse. We saw the
members of an unqualified backbench committee hold
an inquiry. We saw them seduce the cattlemen for a
year. We saw them weaken the political resolve of the
cattlemen, because they consulted. We saw them
weaken the cattlemen’s financial ability by using up
their resources. The cattlemen had endless meetings.
They travelled thousands of kilometres and had to
battle with conservation groups that had paid people
who were doing nothing else and who also had the ear
of the government. Even as late as the Thursday before
the announcement the cattlemen were still in ‘sensitive
discussions and negotiations’. The next Tuesday the
government betrayed them. It had its coup de grace
planned, it had its advertisements ready, it had the
scientists ready, it had its spin ready and it had the bill
ready, which had obviously been written some time
before. It had its second-reading speech ready, which
ignored everything that had ever gone before, and
claimed it was a new beginning but totally ignored the
proud contribution of the cattlemen. It was an absolute
and final insult. But we would not want the official
parliamentary record to show what the cattlemen have
contributed, would we? No! That is why I have
laboured the issue today. Someone had to put into the
record what the cattlemen have done over 170 years.
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The federal government is right to pursue the heritage
issue. This government is actively ignoring the culture
and actively ignoring the heritage. Someone in
officialdom has to try and retrieve that heritage and
hold it before it is too late. If something is not done
soon it will be lost forever because, as I demonstrated,
there will only be 1000 to 1500 cattle left and a handful
of disparate families running probably mostly unviable
forest leases. Most of the good lease country is gone
because it adjoins the Alpine National Park leases.
There will be a few cattlemen in some of the valleys
putting a few cows out the back gate — a few here and
there.
I rang Buff Rogers today just to see how he is going.
He said he has lost everything except a bit of a forest
lease, and he said it will cost more to fence off the
forest. He has been told by Parks Victoria that if his
cattle go anywhere near the alpine park they will sue
him and book him. He said, ‘What am I to do?’. I spoke
to him at 7 o’clock this morning. He was very
despondent about the whole thing but wished us well in
what we are doing. The process that has brought us to
this point has been absolutely disgusting. It has exposed
the government for what it is and what it stands for. I
make the point that country people are generally pretty
polite, but they have long memories. I predict that what
this government has done to the cattlemen and the way
it has ignored history and the cattlemen’s contribution
to the heritage and culture of this nation will sow the
seeds of this government’s destruction. For me that
cannot come soon enough.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — It gives me no joy
to be standing here today speaking on the appalling
piece of legislation before us. My sadness at this
decision is nothing compared with that of the previous
speaker, the Honourable Graeme Stoney. Given his
lifetime involvement in cattle grazing, particularly
mountain cattle grazing, one can understand the
emotion with which he spoke this morning. I applaud
Graeme Stoney for sharing with the house his
experience and his intimate knowledge of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria and its history and
tradition. On behalf of everyone on this side of the
chamber I say thank you to Graeme Stoney for a
marvellous contribution and for sharing his knowledge,
sincerity and honesty with us this morning. It was most
appreciated, I think even by government members. I
noticed there was not one interjection during his
contribution, so it reflects well on him. We can
understand him, and we thank him for everything he
has done.
That being said, I want to talk about the bill. The
second-reading speech describes this bill as an historic
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one. It might be historic, but it is something of which
we can feel far from proud. I would describe it as
historic in the sense that we have reached an historical
low point in Victoria’s history. We are terminating a
once proud 170-year iconic Australian tradition. We are
consigning that tradition to the history books. Never
again will future generations be able to see these
famous iconic mountain cattlemen in action. They will
only ever be able to read about them. That is a tragedy.
Graeme Stoney has many lifetime friends in that
association.
I have been fortunate enough during my time
representing the East Gippsland part of my electorate to
at least make the acquaintance of and come to know
and learn from some of those directly involved. Graeme
has had a lifetime association with it, but I share his
pride in at least being able to claim those people as my
friends. They are true and great Australians who have
gone through some tough and difficult times, and they
are great people to know. I have had the privilege of
knowing them for a short period of time, and I feel so
sad that future generations are not going to be able to
enjoy the same experience I have had.
That this government has taken the course of action it
has saddens me terribly, but it also makes me very
angry. I am angry because I do not believe in my own
heart and mind — and I think I am a fair and reasonable
person who looks at all the evidence — that there is any
real scientific reason for doing what this government is
doing in banning cattle grazing, and nor in my own
heart do I think there is any environmental reason for it.
I am angry because the decision of this government to
ban cattle grazing in the alpine areas in Victoria is
purely political and is to pander to the Greens in an
attempt to get their preferences at the next election.
After looking at all the evidence, making submissions
to the task force and looking at what the task force has
written in its report, I can come up with nothing other
than a political reason for the government taking this
course of action. It angers me, and I believe it angers
the people of Victoria too. I am not alone in my anger. I
think the vast majority of Victorians feel the same way.
I can tell this government today that it is on the nose in
country Victoria, and I reckon government members
know they are on the nose. If you look at the history of
questions over the last couple of weeks of this sitting of
Parliament, the dorothy dixers have all been about
country Victoria. The government has been trying to
lay claim to jobs and investment in country Victoria all
the time. Government members know they are on the
nose, and they are trying to do something about it.
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But I will tell them why they are on the nose and let
them know some of the things that are really getting
under the skin of people who live outside Melbourne. It
is not only this decision to terminate 170 years of
history in country Victoria, but it comes on top of
things like plans to dump toxic waste in country
Victoria. I understand there are people around this
Parliament again today protesting about that. The
people of country Victoria see a decision like that as the
government having no heart. It is a Melbourne-based
problem, and the government is transferring it to
country Victoria.
It also gets under the skin of country Victorians that this
government insists on taking away jobs. Look at the
timber industry, for example. It has taken thousands of
jobs away from country Victoria with the timber
industry cutbacks and the abolition of timber licences. It
has forcibly taken away professional fishing licences. It
has been imposing wind power stations on country
communities. It has amended planning laws to restrict
the use of freehold land, again in country Victoria. It is
imposing draconian, bureaucratic red tape on land use,
and there is no better example of that than the native
vegetation regulations that this government has put in
place. There is the employment bureaucratic red tape
with the shift to federal awards that has decimated
many of those in the hospitality industry in country
Victoria because of the increased award rates they are
having to pay their employees. There is a further
locking up of massive areas of public land and denying
Victorians the use of that land. All of those things are
really getting under the skin of all of us who live in
country Victoria, and that is why this government is on
the nose.
But it is worse than that. We are getting absolutely
nothing in return. Talk about this government! It likes
to think that its fast trains are returning something to
country Victoria. They are more correctly described as
the farce trains, because we in country Victoria think
they are a great sham.
I can tell members that the minutes saved on the one
express train per line per day are nothing compared to
the lack of service and the slower times of the 28 train
services in Gippsland each week. It is a farce train
project. The natural gas promise for country Victoria
has not been delivered, and there is a litany of others.
While this government takes from country Victoria, it
gives nothing in return, and I am sure that will be
proven to the government in November 2006.
The government is further dumping on country Victoria
today with the abolition of grazing licences in
Victoria’s Alpine National Park. Some say only a
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handful of families — only 45 families or
thereabouts — are going to be affected, but that is
simply not the case. The impact on the communities in
which those families live and the towns serviced by
them will be severe. Towns in my electorate like Omeo,
Benambra, Ensay, Dargo, Gelantipy, Buchan and
Wulgulmerang — which Mr Stoney mentioned — are
very much reliant on the activity generated by the
mountain cattle industry. The annual high country cattle
sales are a feature of town life in places like Ensay and
Omeo. I am sure they have similar experiences in the
north-east. Take that sort of economic activity out of
those towns and they suffer extremely badly. The
economies of towns like Omeo, Benambra and Ensay
will be severely jolted by these grazing licences being
taken away from families that have lived in the region
for generations. This decision will have a flow-on effect
on those towns.
If you add on the impact of the timber resource
cutbacks in East Gippsland, that impact will be greatly
magnified. I am looking at towns like Buchan, Swifts
Creek, Cann River and Bendoc. If you put together all
of the small communities in East Gippsland that have
been affected by this government’s timber industry
policy and the towns now being affected by this piece
of legislation, the situation is becoming pretty serious. I
have not mentioned the professional fishing licences
that have been taken away from some of the coastal
communities. The situation is very serious, but this
government continues to ignore the plight of those
people and those towns because of its political
selfishness and desire to satisfy its own ends rather than
considering what is right for those communities.
I will not quote much material in my contribution
today — I do not need to — but one thing I looked at
was at page 6 of the Bairnsdale Advertiser of Friday,
27 May. One of the headings on a page of commentary
about this issue was ‘Omeo, Benambra communities
“dead”‘. It states:
‘Everybody’s dead’ was the comment made by alpine grazing
licence holder, Richard Faithfull, of Benambra, when asked
about the feeling in Omeo and Benambra following the
government’s decision to ban grazing.
Richard, who runs approximately 400 to 500 head of cattle in
the park, said the decision would have a significant impact on
his, and his brother’s, business.
‘It will affect my brother more, reducing his stock allocations
by about 50 per cent’, he said.

I know his brother well. He was one of those who was
severely affected by the 2003 fires in that region. This
becomes a double whammy with his livelihood now
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being taken away after he has suffered so much in the
past. I think that is cruel.
Another heading on the same page is ‘Cattlemen
devastated’. Some extensive comments are attributed to
Simon Turner, the president of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria. Simon is one of
my constituents, and I think he has done a fantastic job
in his role as president of the mountain cattlemen’s
association. He has been a staunch advocate and a
tireless worker for that organisation. As the Honourable
Graeme Stoney said, he has led them through a very
difficult time. I am sure he would be feeling devastated
at this point in time. A paragraph in this article states:
Future generations will condemn this government for killing
off living history. Minister Thwaites has plunged a knife deep
into the heart of Victoria’s history.

He has. I do not think there is any doubt about that. I do
not think even government members would refute that
comment.
I will talk more about this later on, but the
government’s typical response to all these sorts of
issues, such as the failure to renew these grazing
licences and the compulsory acquisition of some of the
timber and fishing licences, is to say it is okay because
the government is going to compensate people, it will
give them a handout. Can I say, and I will say it again
later in my speech when I talk more about this, country
people do not want handouts. We do not want to be
patronised by this government. We want an opportunity
to do a fair day’s work for a fair living. By giving
handouts to country people in circumstances like this
the government is stripping away their dignity. I do not
know of one person in my electorate who has
volunteered to receive a handout in preference to
retaining their licence and their right to earn a living.
By taking away these livelihoods the government is
destroying the heart and the fabric of many of the
communities in which those people live. This is having
a terrible effect on the local community and the wider
regional community.
I will give the house a couple of examples of the impact
this sort of mentality — these policies of take by the
government and restricting activity on public land — is
having on country communities. In the timber industry
there has been a 50 per cent reduction in resource
availability in East Gippsland because of Our Forests
Our Future. I say ‘resource availability’ because it is
not a lack of resource, it is the fact that more resource
has been locked away from use. Literally thousands of
jobs have been lost in East Gippsland alone with
cutbacks to the timber industry. Townships like Cann
River and Swifts Creek have been devastated. If the
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sawmill — the major employer — in Cann River
closes, the town will die, it will no longer exist. The
same applies to sawmill closures in Swifts Creek —
they have had a profound impact on that town. We are
locking away more resource and denying use of it, but
our demand for timber and timber products has not
been reduced in any way whatsoever, so we are simply
increasing our reliance on timber products from
overseas. We are just shifting the problem. Members
crow about this being an environmentally friendly,
green government but it is raping and pillaging forests
in Third World countries. How good is that? Does that
make us feel proud? I am sometimes accused of not
looking at things from a global perspective, but this
government never looks at things from a global
perspective when it comes to suiting its own political
advantage. The timber industry is a classic case.
The other example I want to mention is the wind power
station policy adopted by this government. By its target
date of 2006 the government wants to have in place
1000 megawatts capacity of wind-generated electricity.
That equates to actual output of just 350 megawatts or
one medium gas-fired power station. The government
is hell-bent on destroying the amenity of many areas of
country Victoria. I can speak with intimate knowledge
of areas in South Gippsland in my electorate. To
achieve 1000 megawatts of electricity you need at least
750 of these towers. There are not that many yet, but
there will have to be a lot more in the future if the
government is going to achieve its target. This destroys
amenity and divides communities, which is impacting
harshly on people in South Gippsland. It is those few
privileged people who might gain direct revenue from
the placement of wind towers on their properties
against those who oppose them, which is generally
most other people in the region. The government is
stifling economic activity. As I said in debate yesterday,
land values have fallen because of the presence of wind
farms, but more importantly land sales have come to an
end — nobody is selling land because nobody wants to
buy around proposed wind farms.
Because just about every hill or knoll has been checked
by wind farm developers in the area, that stifling of
economic activity in land sales is not just alongside
existing wind farms or proposed wind farms — it is
right across the region because people are pretty
nervous about where the next wind farm might pop up.
This government’s absolute desire to put in place, no
matter what, 1000 megawatts of installed capacity for
wind farms is dividing and having a terrible impact on
communities. We are looking at the same thing with the
bill before us. The abolition of those cattle grazing
licences will have the same sort of impact on the
respective communities.
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Let me go to the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill. On 12 April 1989 the National Parks
(Alpine National Park) Bill, which the legislation was
called at that time, was debated in Parliament. As the
Honourable Graeme Stoney said, there is a fair bit of
history to this. That particular bill created the Alpine
National Park and also allowed for the grazing licences
that existed up until today in that particular area. It is
interesting to read the comments of the minister at that
time. I quote from the Hansard report of the
second-reading speech on the bill by the then minister,
the Honourable Kay Setches. This is what she said in
part in her second-reading speech:
The government recognises and respects the traditional use of
the high country for grazing and, as a special case, has
provided for it in the new Alpine National Park. As a result of
carefully considering the traditional family associations of the
cattlemen with the high country, the economic significance of
the area for individual cattlemen, environmental and
recreational factors, and research information, the government
will:
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have seen is a big change in the political will of this
government. It gets back to my contention that this is
nothing but a political decision. It has nothing to do
with science; it has nothing to do with the environment.
If you look at the 1999 election policy of this Bracks
government, you will see it said very clearly that it was
going to examine, and I quote:
… ways to remove all grazing from the park.

This was under the heading of ‘Alpine National Park’.
Clearly in 1999, no matter what, it was intent on taking
the first opportunity it could to remove grazing. August
2006 is the first time under this government that the
seven-year licences have been due for renewal. At the
first opportunity they have jumped at the chance and
taken those licences away. It stinks. It is a horrible
decision.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

allow grazing to continue in more than 90 per cent of the
available area in the Alps suitable for grazing —

and she goes on. I wish to make a couple of interesting
comments about that. She commented that the
government had considered some important
environmental research and said that it was okay for
grazing to continue. I might add that grazing, as we
said, has been going on for 170 years. So back in 1989
it had already been going for 154 years. In the first
154 years of grazing in that high country area it not
only grazed cattle but also grazed sheep which, as
Mr Stoney said, have a far bigger impact on the
environment because they eat lower down and extract
the roots of grasses, not just the blades of grasses as
cattle do. Horses have also been grazed legally in
Alpine National Park areas. Consequently one would
think that the impact of grazing in the first 154 years
would have been far greater than the impact of less than
8000 cattle in the last 16 years. Yet in 1989 the
scientific research said to the government that it was
okay and there could still be grazing.
What I also found instructive were the comments by
Mr Stoney about the size of the Alpine National Park.
As he said, it is one of our largest parks — I think it is
660 000 hectares in size — and it was specifically made
that large size for part of it to accommodate grazing.
Let us not forget about that factor: that we established
such a big park purely so that we could have grazing
within it — and the science at that point of time, in
1989, says that it was okay.
What has changed in that 16 years? I suggest that
nothing in the science would have changed. What we
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Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. In comments during the
adjournment debate on Tuesday night the minister
firstly said M2006 would write to him requesting an
extension of time for its financial report, then he
referred to the request having already been made.
Would the minister please advise the house which
version is correct?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I am happy to continue to
answer questions on this matter for some time if the
opposition believes it is worth while being bogged
down in its pettiness on this issue. I am happy to
continue answering questions on this matter because, as
I have said on many occasions, we are committed to
transparency. We are committed to reporting on every
level of the games to ensure that Victorians, as well as
the opposition, can be across all the figures and so that
everybody knows what the expenditure on the games is.
I know that after the games, in the lead-up to the games
and in the lead-up to whatever takes place after the
games we will be very proud of what we have delivered
at games time. I have a letter from Melbourne 2006,
which has requested the extension of the reporting on
that particular year. I have that in my possession, and in
relation to the issue I am happy to answer any further
questions.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1514

COUNCIL

Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister for his response. In the light of his response,
advising that he is keen to be transparent and ensure
that everyone is across all the figures, I ask: why is it
that there are continual contradictions in his statements
on this issue?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I think if the member goes
back and reads my answers as recorded in Hansard —
and he reads them properly — and he reads the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee transcript as well,
there is consistency. My consistency has been that there
will be continued reporting in relation to all these
matters. The only element of confusion, as I perceive,
from the opposition is that when they mention games
reporting, opposition members are not clear on which
element of games reporting they are talking about. Are
they talking about the Department for Victorian
Communities reporting on the whole-of-games budget
or are they talking about the reporting that I have talked
about here in relation to Melbourne 2006? In relation to
games reporting, that can be a generic statement or it
can be specific. But if the opposition is not specific in
relation to which question — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — If their questions are
consistently generic, they will get consistently generic
answers.

Commonwealth Games: infrastructure
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
question is for the Minister for Commonwealth Games,
the Honourable Justin Madden. I ask the minister to
advise the house of how the Bracks government is
getting on with the job of ensuring that infrastructure
projects are on track for the Melbourne 2006
Commonwealth Games.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I cannot get enough
questions on the Commonwealth Games. I am happy to
answer as many questions as this house will offer,
because I am very proud about what is going on, and I
know that the Victorian public will be very proud about
what is going on in relation to the Commonwealth
Games. Can I say that the major infrastructure works
are going ahead in leaps and bounds. In particular, with
the Melbourne Cricket Ground we have seen the MCG
make all the critical milestones. We have seen a ground
capacity of 80 000 at the 2004 football grand final and
we have seen a ground capacity of 70 000 for the 2004
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Boxing Day test. All those critical milestones have been
achieved. The former Ponsford Stand is now fully
operational. Stage 4 is continuing, with the fit-out of the
respective dining and catering facilities and the
completion of the main roof structure, and stage 5 is
well under way and being completed from both ends.
Tonight Governor John Landy will have the great
pleasure of opening — and the state of Victoria will
have the great pleasure of him opening — the
Melbourne Cricket Club dining area. Can I just say that
I have inspected the facility and it is spectacular. I hope
over a period of time members of this chamber get an
invite to whatever function it might be in that dining
room, because it is an absolutely spectacular room. I
will tell you why it is spectacular. It has outlooks over
the MCG, but even more impressive — or as
impressive — it has outlooks across the city. It
reinforces to any visitor or any local who gets the
opportunity to be in that dining room on any occasion
what a fantastic facility the MCG is, given its location
and proximity to the city. So not only at games time but
after the games it will be a spectacular benefit to the
Victorian community.
We have seen sections of the athletics track installed in
terms of the foundation being laid prior to the Boxing
Day test. What is quite exceptional about the way in
which the track is being laid is that the facility is being
operated throughout the course of the redevelopment,
but also that the foundations for the track are being laid
in between the major milestones, and we will see even
more of that work take place as we proceed along this
year after the major milestones have been completed.
We have seen the replacement of the Olympic Park
athletics track. Members here would appreciate that
when you have an athletics event you have to have a
warm-up track. We will have the same materials as
used on the Olympic Park track used on the track for
the Commonwealth Games so the athletes can warm up
in equivalent track-like conditions.
The Jolimont station upgrade works commenced in
February, and they are expected to be completed very
shortly. We have the Yarra precinct pedestrian
bridge — or link, as it is known, which many members
would have been alongside or near, and they can see the
substantial work occurring there. It is a fantastic facility
because, as I have mentioned on a number of occasions,
people will be able to travel to either the MCG or the
Melbourne Olympic Park precinct via Birrarung Marr
or Federation Square. So for the first time ever we are
bringing our sports precincts towards the Yarra and
making the Yarra a focal point of those sports precincts.
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As well as that we are also seeing the completion of the
state mountain bike course, and it is interesting. I know
that Ms Buckingham and Mr Somyurek have been very
interested in this facility. We have seen the competition
track completed, and I hope that Mr Rich-Phillips, who
is not here today, takes some interest in the facility as
our local members have. They are travelling well, and
we look forward to — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
further question without notice to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. Yesterday the minister said
that the statement he read on Tuesday had been released
by the Auditor-General and the Department for
Victorian Communities. If this is true, why is there no
public record of the statement being released by either
of its purported authors?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the question. I
think if Mr Philip Davis checks the pinks, he will
appreciate that the comments from the opposition used
the term ‘released’ on a number of occasions. Whilst I
may have used the word ‘released’, and there may be
some confusion on that side of the chamber, that
statement was provided to me, so it was released to me.
We can talk about the semantics — —
Hon. Philip Davis — Not publicly released?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Did I say ‘publicly
released’? No, I did not say ‘publicly released’. The
member would like to think that, but can I say that your
members — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister will
address his remarks to Mr Davis through the Chair.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Can I just say that the
opposition can continue its pettiness on commas or full
stops or the semantics or the definitions of any
particular word, but at the end of the day people out
there in the community know that this pettiness is not
going to get it re-elected. They know that if it really
wants to be re-elected, it has to come out with some
substantial policies and question us on policies or
initiatives or outcomes rather than focusing on the
pettiness that we have seen over the last few days in
relation to where the commas or full stops lie.
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Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — As a result of
the minister’s response, confirming that the statement
was not publicly released other than by the minister
asserting it had been, is it not true that the statement is
merely a creation of the government’s own spin
doctors?
Hon. J. M. Madden — On a point of order,
President, I am happy to be questioned as many times
as the opposition feels the desire to question me, but
can I seek your clarification on the member making
accusations about things that I said when I have not said
them? Can I get your clarification in relation to that?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — On the point of order,
President, I have asked the minister a question and he
can respond as he will.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition asked a question and stated that the minister
had said something. The minister then raised a point of
order asserting that was not what he said. I think that is
what the issue is all about. The member when raising
the question asked whether the minister publicly
released or released a document and the minister has
the opportunity in his response to clarify or agree with
the statement made by the Leader of the Opposition. I
give the minister the opportunity to respond to the
supplementary question.
Hon. J. M. Madden — President, I am not sure the
Leader of the Opposition had finished the
supplementary question, and he may want to repeat it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — President, this is an
extraordinary state of affairs. A question has been put to
the minister. The minister is so intimidated by it he
does not want to answer it and has sought protection
from the Chair. As a consequence the minister now
asks for a further question to be asked. I am delighted to
ask a question. — —
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If the minister wants
to hear the question, I suggest he stop interrupting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — President, I need to be
advised — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is enough! The
minister said he was not sure whether the member had
concluded his supplementary question because the
minister had raised a point of order. I am giving the
member the opportunity to restate his supplementary
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question to the minister so that the minister can respond
to it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — President, I take it I will
have sufficient time to do as the Chair has requested —
—
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Then stop asking questions!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — If the member would be
quiet, I might get it out. The minister has confirmed that
the statement was not publicly released. Will he now
confirm that the statement is simply a creation of his
own government’s spin doctors?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question, and I am happy to continue to answer as
many questions on this as the member would like to
ask. The member can continue to question me on
semantics, but I have presented the document, I have
spoken to it and I am happy to table it. I understand it is
from the Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities and the Auditor-General, Wayne
Cameron. I have read it into Hansard. I am happy to
table it or make it available — whatever suits the
member. I understand that if the member has not read
the pinks, he can read them and see the transcript. I am
not entirely sure what your problem is on this,
Mr Davis, other than wanting to yell at the top of your
voice on petty semantics — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister will
speak through the Chair!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — In relation to the same
matter over and over again, I am happy to answer as
many questions as the member wants on this issue for
as long as he wants to ask them.

Building One Victoria: launch
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — My
question is to the Minister for Major Projects. Will the
minister outline to the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job of important and
comprehensive infrastructure provision with the launch
of the Building One Victoria framework?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
am absolutely delighted to answer Ms Buckingham’s
question on the launch of Building One Victoria and
what it is doing for growing the whole state and adding
to infrastructure in the state. Firstly, I had great pleasure
a couple of weeks ago in launching Building One
Victoria at the National Gallery of Victoria under the
auspices of the Committee for Melbourne, which
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looked after the function we had. I was delighted to do
that because what Building One Victoria does is meet
the need we are getting from industry and the
community to outline what infrastructure is being
delivered into Victoria and how it fits the government
vision for growing the whole state and building a strong
Victoria so our community can have confidence that the
infrastructure is happening and knows where it is going.
In the last five years the Bracks government has
invested over $10 billion in infrastructure in Victoria. In
the next four years we will be investing another amount
of money.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Where is it?
Mr LENDERS — I take up the interjection of
Mr Atkinson. I suggest Mr Atkinson pick up the
document and read through Building One Victoria,
perhaps about the synchrotron in Melbourne adding
high-value jobs, bringing 3000 scientists to this state
and keeping our best and brightest working in this state
instead of going overseas or about the cattle
underpasses in Gippsland that Mr Philip Davis is so
obsessed with that mean farmers in those areas can
have their cows going safely under the roads and the
traffic is safer, which adds to productivity.
Ms Hadden interjected.
Mr LENDERS — What we have is a building
program. When you contrast this with our predecessors,
you find that the Kennett government — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Atkinson and
Ms Hadden will desist from interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — You find that despite the Kennett
government’s obsession with trophy projects in the
middle of Melbourne that ran over time and over
budget, this government is delivering twice the
infrastructure spend and delivering it for the whole of
the state.
While the rest of the country has talked infrastructure,
the Bracks government has been delivering, often from
the Growing Victoria Together fund that was
established in the first term of the government. We are
not doing this because we want monuments; we are not
doing this because we want to have trophy projects like
the Kennett government; we are doing this because we
want to build up a strong state. Whether it be in
Melbourne or the remotest regional areas, we are
providing a strong boost to the economy so we can
have jobs, because with jobs all Victorians, including
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young Victorians, have the capacity to deal with the
future, to develop and grow the whole state. We will
better deliver services and remove the economic
bottlenecks that prevent the creation of jobs.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Whether it be the convention
centre in the middle of Melbourne or the rollout of
broadband to 1600 schools in the state — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Both Mr Atkinson and
Ms Hadden will cease interjecting or I will use
sessional orders to remove them from the chamber. I
know Mr Atkinson does not want that to happen, so I
ask him to desist immediately.
Mr LENDERS — During that time Victoria has
increased expenditure per head on infrastructure by 40
per cent — that is the Bracks government putting its
money where its mouth is. The rest of the country has
grown by 8 per cent. This government is building the
whole state. There are no toenails in the state, we are
equal partners, and we are governing for the whole
state. This book summarises that. Unlike the Kennett
government with Agenda 21, which was gloss — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
question is also directed to the Minister for Major
Projects. Given the government’s difficulty in finding a
suitable toxic waste dump site, I ask whether the
government has given any consideration to diverting
funding earmarked for a new site to toxic waste
reduction initiatives and hence reduce the need for a
new site?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) —
Firstly, for the record and also to avoid the hysteria
which The Nationals — first the leader in the
Legislative Assembly and now Mr Bishop — like to
stir up for political purposes by using the term ‘toxic
waste dump’, I will certainly correct the record. A
long-term containment facility which has been part of
this government’s policy has been proposed for
Nowingi in Sunraysia. That proposal is going through
an elaborate environment effects statement process so
that when we complete the process we can make an
informed decision with the community with all the
information in front of us.
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It is important to set the record straight because I know
Mr Bishop may not be running himself, but he is
seeking to look after his colleagues, and it obviously
suits him to stir up some excitement by using the term
‘toxic’. I will take Mr Bishop through some of the
comments of his colleague, Mr Baxter, when he was a
minister and referred to these issues and environment
effect statements. I will also refer him to the comments
of his former leader, Mr McNamara, on this issue, but I
will not take up the time of the house by contrasting the
different views of the members of The Nationals.
I will take up the serious issue of a long-term
containment policy. Most of the issues are ones that are
the responsibility of the Minister for Environment in the
other place, but in terms of the Nowingi site I will
address them as they affect my portfolio and come from
that area. First and foremost the whole point of a
long-term containment facility is to reduce waste. It is
actually best that industry reduces waste on site, and
that only those portions of waste that cannot be dealt
with in that way are put into a containment facility.
That is something the Minister for Environment has
clearly gone through. As Mr Bishop would know if he
chose to read the Coleman report or any other
bipartisan reports in this area, the first and foremost
strategy is to reduce waste. When waste cannot be
reduced the waste at the level we are talking about —
there are three levels of waste — goes to a long-term
containment facility.
The government established its policy to deal with the
open-cut landfills the Kennett government was going to
put in at Werribee — which was defended by
two-thirds of the people opposite, I might add, and the
Labor Party in opposition at that time said that we
needed a better way of dealing with this. One of those
ways is to minimise waste on site and what you cannot
minimise on site you put in a long-term containment
facility.
We will work with the community — and I am happy
to work with Mr Bishop on this — to find an answer to
the problem, because this is not an easy issue to deal
with in any community. As I have said previously in
the house, we can look at glib solutions and talk about
toxic dumps and have do-not-put-it-anywhere-type
arguments, but we have to address the issue of the
long-term containment facility. Mr Bishop, who is an
advocate for farmers in the Mallee, will know that if he
keeps this debate going and stirs up as much hysteria as
he is seeking to raise we run the risk of farmers not
having ammonium nitrate delivered to their crops in his
electorate because people will say it is dangerous and
you cannot move it. You run the risk of all the farmers
and people in Mildura, Swan Hill and the Sunraysia
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having no fuel because of an hysterical campaign
saying you cannot take a truck full of fuel up the
highway. That is where Mr Bishop’s debate is leading.
If The Nationals wish to use scare tactics and fear
campaigns to stop our highways being used for
long-term containment waste, they need to start
explaining to the manufacturers and the components
people in their electorates, the farmers and the ordinary
people who use petrol and liquefied petroleum gas and
diesel how those products will be moved up the
highway. We will work for solutions to manage waste,
but we will work in a way that is not part of a fear
campaign, that does not cost jobs in country Victoria
and that does not come up with simplistic
not-in-my-backyard solutions. We want to take people
with us to find long-term solutions to an issue in a
manufacturing state.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I will
attempt to get an answer out of the minister, who is
being particularly evasive on this issue. I am aware that
the Save the Food Bowl Alliance sent a letter and a
report to the government, which I understand was
forwarded on to the Minister for Major Projects by the
Minister for Environment in the other place. The thrust
of the report is that global companies are dramatically
reducing toxic waste. A part of the report says:
Victorian companies could achieve the same reductions if the
state government invested as little as 5 per cent of the money
which it is committing to building and operating the Nowingi
toxic waste dump. Forget the location: the need for a new
toxic waste dump could be eliminated altogether.

I cannot see why the minister cannot answer a simple
public policy issue. Will the minister consider the
report — and I am sure he has, because it was sent off
in February — and make the response available to the
house or to me?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) —
Every single document on this issue that comes to the
government from the people of Sunraysia, or anywhere
else in the Victorian community, gets referred on to the
environment effects statement (EES) process for its
consideration. Regarding the food bowl alliance, we
have had a consultant who has gone through Sunraysia
and gone overseas talking to foreign companies to see
whether this will affect the image of Sunraysia. If
Mr Bishop can show to me any piece of
correspondence that has not been referred direct to the
EES process, I will make sure it gets to the panel
immediately and apologise to whomever has given that
correspondence to us that it has not been more speedily
dealt with. Every item of correspondence on this gets
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referred to the EES process so that it can be considered
and so that the community of Sunraysia can see how
the government deals with it and what the response is.
The technical reports are on the Web, the reports are on
the Web and they are being released. We are acting
decisively, openly and with the community.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western).

Information and communications technology:
international markets
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I refer
my question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. Can the minister advise
the house how the Bracks government is getting on
with the job of assisting Victorian information and
communications technology firms to develop
international markets?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
honourable member for his question. I have mentioned
in the house before how the information and
communications technology (ICT) industry is probably
the best example of an industry that has no boundaries.
It is truly a global industry and therefore requires our
companies to think globally. It is an extremely
competitive global marketplace, and our IT companies
need to be ready to compete. We are too small a market
in Australia to provide only for business for IT
companies and to have a viable future. We have to look
beyond our shores. We need to be competitive and we
need to understand what the trends are in the ICT
industry and how we can develop and meet those
needs. This is happening in our industry. We have some
wonderful companies doing wonderful innovative
things that are being recognised globally. We want to
make sure that more of our companies are preparing
themselves for the opportunity to compete globally.
They have the confidence. They understand the market,
and they know where they can create a niche for
themselves. They also have the opportunity to partner
with companies globally to reach those global markets
in a way in which they could not do on their own.
The Bracks government is assisting them in that
process. We want to ensure that they are ready to get on
with the job of providing the global solutions and being
part of that global marketplace. We provide companies
with support to go to trade fairs and missions across the
globe that are strategic to the needs of those companies.
Those companies come back and tell us how valuable it
was to them — the experience and opportunities.
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Over the last 12 months 90 companies have been
provided with assistance to attend trade fairs and
missions. This has helped to generate sales of more
than $195 million from those participating companies.
It has also raised the profile of the Victorian ICT
industry through our presence at those trade fairs. Let
me say that the Victorian industry, through the
Victorian government, is the most represented at these
trade fairs and missions programs. We have businesses
going to CeBit in Hanover, to the E3 Games Expo in
Los Angeles, to the BETT Educational Technology
Show in London, to the RFID World Asia Expo in
Singapore and to the Optical Fibre Communication
Expo in Los Angeles.
In November of last year — and I have mentioned this
in the house before — we led the largest ICT delegation
in recent years to go outside these shores to India,
comprising 50 individuals representing
36 organisations. We saw the outcomes of that not only
on the trip but since returning from the trip with
announcements of investment and partnering
opportunities. It has been a great outcome for those
companies that were able to attend. On Sunday I leave
for Japan. We are taking Australia’s largest ever ICT
trade mission to Japan, comprising 50 individuals
representing 32 organisations. We are taking firms from
four of Victoria’s ICT clusters of excellence that have
particular relevance to the Japanese companies.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Information and communications technology:
tenders
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — 1 direct a
question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology, the Honourable
Marsha Thomson. Can the minister advise the house
when she was made aware of the allegations that the
tender process for the government’s content
management project was flawed and corrupted?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — In relation to the
enterprise content management project that the member
is referring to, which is one of the projects the chief
information officer had developed a business case for,
the matter of probity issues was raised and I became
aware of that in March of this year. Probity auditors
were brought in to investigate these allegations. The
probity auditor has found that there are no issues to be
answered, and in fact probity has not been breached. In
relation to that, that project has been transferred to the
chief technical officer’s office, has gone out to tender,
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the tenderers have been advised that the probity auditor
has looked at issues around probity and has determined
that there are no issues of probity, and that the tender is
proceeding and will be proceeding on time and on
schedule.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I thank the
minister for that answer and appreciate the fullness of
that answer on this occasion. The minister’s colleague
to the right of her, the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, might learn a little bit from that answer. I
suggest for the benefit of the house that the problem
here was that there was a suggestion that a Department
of Premier and Cabinet employee was involved in
discussions and had an awareness of the enterprise
content management project that was then conveyed to
a consultant acting for one of the companies which was
subsequently one of the short-listed tenderers. I hear
what the minister says about her satisfaction with the
process as it stands at the moment. I ask her to indicate
to the house whether she has taken action to ensure that
any further blatant violations of probity do not occur
again in other contracts within her area.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I take very
seriously, and the government takes very seriously, the
issue of probity. At every stage along the way any of
the projects that are under my portfolio areas in relation
to ICT are checked and do meet probity needs. I think it
is crucially important, the government thinks it is
crucially important, and I have no reason to believe
either the chief information officer or the chief
technical officer would do anything other than ensure
that probity requirements and standards are
appropriately met and will continue to be appropriately
met.

Aboriginals: community representation
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — My question is for
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, Mr Jennings. Can
the minister advise the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job of ensuring that
the voices and aspirations of indigenous Victorians will
continue to be heard and acted on by the Bracks
government?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank Ms Romanes for her question and
for her longstanding interest in ensuring that this
government and all governments relate in a respectful
and responsive way to the hopes and aspirations of
Aboriginal communities. That is a fundamental
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commitment we made and reaffirmed in A Fairer
Victoria, which is the centrepiece of the government’s
social obligation to all disadvantaged members of the
Victorian community, which includes in many
instances Aboriginal people who live right across the
breadth of Victoria.
In the development of A Fairer Victoria I undertook
extensive consultations with Aboriginal people about
the way they wanted to relate to government more
efficiently and effectively than we have seen in the past.
My conversations with Aboriginal communities right
throughout Victoria happened at a time when there was
some degree of anxiety given the then imminent demise
of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission. The wind-up of ATSIC took place just
recently. I spoke at the last meeting of the regional
councils of ATSIC in Victoria, which was held in
Bendigo only last week. I talked about the process by
which we will embark on the new representative
structure that we believe will have a high degree of
support within Aboriginal communities.
I am very pleased to report to the house that there is a
very good chance we will able to develop a
representative structure that will meet the needs of the
community, the Victorian government and the
commonwealth government on a way of relating to
Aboriginal communities into the future. That is not an
easy equation to get a result from because for some
time — I have reported this in the house on a number of
occasions — through its reforms of the indigenous and
Aboriginal portfolios, the commonwealth has spent a
lot of its effort focusing on northern, western and
central Australia rather than on Victoria. I have had
productive conversations with the Office of Indigenous
Policy Coordination, which is the federal body in
Victoria, and it will be a fellow traveller in that process.
This week we embarked on a round of consultations.
The process is headed by Troy Austin, who
interestingly was the former Victorian commissioner
for ATSIC. He plays a very prominent role in the daily
lives of Aboriginal communities right throughout the
breadth of Victoria. In conjunction with officers of
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria, he is embarking on an
extensive round of consultations to bed down that
representative structure. The commonwealth has
supported that, and it is making some contribution to
that process.
I have a high degree of expectation that the
representative structure that comes out of it will
actually be meaningful to Aboriginal people in planning
services into the future by bringing together an
alignment of regional activity and support services
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consistent with the realignment of departmental
regional boundaries that occurred as part of the A Fairer
Victoria commitment. We think that is a very efficient
way of delivering services to people right throughout
Victoria and indeed to Aboriginal people. It will
provide the basis on which we will re-create the
Premier’s Aboriginal Advisory Council, which will be
the replacement peak body to deal with the Premier and
me in our relationships with Aboriginal people. I think
there will be a high degree of support in this chamber
and in the Aboriginal community for that initiative.

Gas: regional supply
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
direct my question without notice to the Minister for
Energy Industries and Resources, the Honourable Theo
Theophanous. The minister complains that the
opposition never congratulates the government for
bringing natural gas to rural Victoria. Therefore I would
like to congratulate the government for at least
promising gas to Wandong, Alexandra and Yea in
November 2002. I ask: why is it that after the
government promised gas to Wandong, Alexandra and
Yea in 2002 with no strings attached the member for
Seymour has now regretfully announced that those
three towns will not be connected to natural gas?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Again the member gives
me the opportunity to talk about this fantastic gas
extension program for regional Victoria. It is a program
which will deliver gas to 29 towns in regional Victoria
that have been announced.
Construction programs have commenced in a number
of these locations, and the program is on track for
delivery within the time lines that have already been
announced by the government. I make the point that in
order to deliver the gas to regional Victoria this
program has effectively used $70 million to gear off an
investment from the private sector, so it is not just the
$70 million government investment. It has geared off
millions of dollars of investment from other gas
distribution companies in order to deliver gas into these
regions of Victoria.
We went through an exhaustive process to determine
the areas that would get natural gas. Essentially it was
based on value for money, trying to reach as many
people as we could in regional Victoria given the
available funds. The way that has occurred is that we
have been able to identify 29 towns and thousands of
Victorians who will benefit as a result of the extension
to those towns. Of course it is also the case — and I am
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happy to put it on the record, Mr Stoney — that we
have not been able to completely fill all the demand.
Hon. Philip Davis — Promises.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — No, all the
demand. Of course it is the case that every person in
regional Victoria would like to have gas connected if it
is at all possible. But let me say this: we have delivered
a hell of a lot more gas into regional Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The opposition
does not like this program because it does not like good
news in regional Victoria. But the fact of the matter is
that this is going to deliver millions of dollars in
infrastructure into regional Victoria to get gas to
locations that have been identified through proper
processes. Those proper processes have delivered gas to
29 towns.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Notwithstanding
the significant provocation from the other side, I will
continue to answer questions from the honourable
member about this very exciting program.
Supplementary question
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
thank the minister for his answer, although it does not
give the residents of Alexandra, Yea and Wandong
much comfort. When the government announced that
Alexandra, Yea and Wandong would be connected to
natural gas there was no mention of any caveats,
involvement of private companies, dependence on
partnerships, value for money or any other potential
impediments. So I ask: was the lack of any
announcement of potential impediments or hurdles to
those three towns being connected simply
incompetence or was there a plan to use the
announcement to win the seat of Seymour?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The 57-year-old
birthday boy, the Minister for Energy Industries and
Resources!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Let me say, President, that
70 000 Victorians are going to get pretty good birthday
presents as a result of natural gas being delivered to
their areas in regional Victoria! I do not know how
many times I have to tell honourable members on the
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other side. We are delivering as much as it is possible to
deliver in this program of gas extension into regional
Victoria. There will always be places that we are not
able to deliver to, but we have not made promises to
deliver into places and not delivered into them. It has
been done through a pristine process. That is the
process we have used. We are proud of the program,
and it is welcomed in regional Victoria.

Libraries: funding
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — My question is
directed to the Minister for Local Government. Can the
minister outline to the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job by building on its
record investment to strengthen the provision of one of
our great public institutions, Victoria’s public libraries?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
thank the member for his question and his ongoing
interest in our terrific public libraries. Public libraries
are the hub of most Victorian communities. That is why
more than 50 per cent of all Victorians are members of
their local public library. Libraries are particularly well
used by children. In fact more than 220 000 Victorian
children are members of public libraries.
Funding for Victoria’s public libraries has increased
every year since the Bracks government was first
elected in 1999, because we believe public libraries are
a vital community resource as well as providing
invaluable support to families and children. That is why
as part of the recent state budget a total of $31 million is
to be allocated to our public libraries in 2005–06 — an
8 per cent increase on the 2004–05 funding. This
includes a record amount of $27.8 million in recurrent
funding. It also includes $1.5 million under the Living
Libraries program, and a further 14 projects have
recently been approved under this very successful
program. I am pleased to advise the house that 10 of
these projects are in regional Victoria — in the shires of
Gannawarra, Moira, Strathbogie, Swan Hill,
Wangaratta, Wellington and West Wimmera. Funding
is also being provided to the Latrobe City Council and
the Goulburn Valley Regional Library Corporation. As
well as those amounts, $1.75 million has been allocated
under the Book Bonanza program for the purchase of
books and other materials.
Under the Bracks government the formula for
allocating funding between public libraries has been
revised to ensure that it includes a range of factors,
including factors which reflect the relative needs of
councils in relation to their remoteness, population
dispersion, levels of English proficiency and
socioeconomic disadvantage. In other words, the
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allocation is complex, and a great deal of care is taken
to ensure that library funding goes where it is most
needed.
It is clear that Liberal Party members do not understand
the per capita funding formula that is used to allocate
library funding across Victoria. That is evident from a
promise made by the Liberal Party that it will guarantee
library funding of $9 per person by 2010. The fact of
the matter is that a number of our remote councils
already receive more than that amount. A council such
as Buloke, for example, already receives — right
now — more than $9 per head in library funding. The
question is: would the Liberal policy, if it were ever
implemented, result in a reduction in funding to
councils? Clearly the Liberals do not understand the
importance of having a funding formula which actually
allocates more library funding to councils like Buloke.
The Bracks government is getting on with the job of
building terrific public — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The time for questions
has expired.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 1521,
1547, 1817, 1875, 1876, 1887, 1915, 1918, 1921,
2117–19, 2349-51, 2354, 2579–81, 2584,
2814–16, 3047–49, 3052, 3089, 3090, 3092, 3093,
3095, 4117–19, 4202–04, 4286, 4287, 4292, 4600,
4601, 4605, 4606, 4670, 4740–46, 4758, 4761–69,
4778–85, 4800, 4802–10, 4833, 4835, 4836, 4839,
4871, 4872, 4874, 4912.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Prior to the
luncheon break I reminded the house of this
government’s 1999 election policy to look at ways to
remove all grazing from the Alpine National Park. I
pointed out to the house that August 2005 was the first
chance this government had to remove those grazing
licences, and it has taken that chance. Without the blink
of an eye and at the first opportunity it has now taken
that chance. That leads me to the next point I want to
make in this debate, and that is to refer to the Alpine

Thursday, 16 June 2005

Grazing Taskforce report — the task force established
by the Bracks government. This is a fairly extensive
report, which includes some 47 findings. In a strange
sort of way I feel a bit of sympathy for the four authors
of this report — Mr Mitchell from this house is one of
them — because all of this work, which obviously took
a fair bit of their time, was for nothing. Those four
members have been used by this government. There
was a predetermined outcome right from the very start,
yet this government went through the charade of
holding an inquiry that lasted some 12 months.
Many people met with the task force and wrote
submissions, including The Nationals, who I might add
went to considerable effort to do so. All of that was for
nought, because there was a predetermined agenda and
this government would not have allowed the task force
to come up with anything other than the flavour of
findings it wanted to match its 1999 election policy of
removing all grazing from the national park. The
government stands condemned for the charade it put the
people of Victoria through, particularly the mountain
cattlemen, in suggesting it wanted any sort of genuine
input into the report.
I also want to comment on the process employed by the
government in establishing this task force. It chose to
assemble together a backbench committee of four
members, but with due respect to the abilities of those
members — I am not going to reflect on them
individually — it seems to me the government would
have been far better served had it chosen people with a
more diverse knowledge of and interest in the subject of
the task force investigation. It has already been
suggested in other forums that perhaps it would have
been more appropriate and more legitimate, or at least
more open and transparent, to have utilised an all-party
parliamentary committee to look into that issue. The
history of the all-party parliamentary committees is that
at least you generally get some consensus on those
reports. On this particular matter, which I acknowledge
was highly political and sensitive, if we had had an
all-party parliamentary committee making a report
there may have been some credibility to it. You cannot
place any credibility on a report that has been published
under the direction of the government by four
government backbench members.
I also suggest that it may have been appropriate to
appoint a completely independent task force to review
this issue. If it was seen that there needed to be a
review, the government could well have appointed an
independent expert panel. At present we have those
established for matters like planning appeals, and it
seems to me that some fairly learned people sit on
planning appeal panels. There could have been an
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independent panel like that appointed, and it would
have given more credibility to the report on which this
decision by the government is based.
The task force made 47 findings, but interestingly did
not make any recommendations. If one reads the
findings they will see that the flavour of the findings all
point in a single direction, and that is to ban grazing in
Victoria’s high country. I do not have sufficient time to
comment on each of those findings, but I will comment
on some of the general themes of those findings that
have been broadly reflected in the second-reading
speech.
I remind the house of the context of this debate and
what we are actually talking about. We are talking
about the Alpine National Park. The park is Victoria’s
biggest national park, covering some 660 000 hectares.
The grazing-licensed area across that park is
310 000 hectares or 47 per cent — just under half of
it — and cattle graze on only 100 000 of those hectares,
or 15 per cent of the park. Those are not my figures,
they are figures contained in the task force report.
Cattle in the park number 7914, and all but 182 of that
number are up there for only four months of the year.
They are the maximum numbers. Each year seasonal
conditions have been assessed and if conditions in the
park do not allow for the maximum number of cattle up
there, the number is significantly reduced, as they are
currently because of the impact of fire on some of those
grazing-licensed areas.
If you read the propaganda put out by the government
you would think that alpine grazing takes place right
across the Alpine National Park. One would think there
is a proliferation of cattle up there and that wherever
you go cattle have been and are there now. The reality
is that if you go to the Alpine National Park you are
lucky to see cattle at all. The ratio of cattle per hectare
in the grazing-licensed area alone is 1 head of cattle to
every 40 hectares, or 100 acres. If you take that ratio
across the whole park area it is about 1 head of cattle to
85 hectares. If you put 1 head of cattle — as Mr Baxter
and other farmers in this place would know — in a
40-hectare paddock, it is pretty sustainable. It is not as
if the grass would ever be eaten out of that paddock
with 1 beast per 40 hectares.
The cattle would not leave any damage around the
place because they just move around to where the best
spots are and continually rotate around that area. You
could leave them there and come back in 12 months
time and you would not notice the impact of 1 beast per
40 hectares. Let us make sure we know that when we
are talking about some of the comments the
government makes in the second-reading speech and in
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the propaganda. It would have us believe there is a
proliferation of cattle in the Alpine National Park, when
the fact of the matter is that the cattle only graze over
15 per cent of that area. At best the ratio is 1 head of
cattle to every 40 hectares — not a great impact.
On page 2 of the second-reading speech the minister
said:
… cattle grazing is currently permitted in the Alpine National
Park. It has long been recognised as a damaging activity in
Australia’s high country national parks.

It was not recognised as a damaging activity back in
1989 when these grazing licences were established.
There was no consideration then of the impact the cattle
have. Of course cattle and humans have a momentary
impact there, but grass grows again and vegetation
recovers. That impact is not permanent, so
consequently with that ratio of 1 to 40 hectares the
damage that may be caused is only temporary damage
and the vegetation will soon recover under normal
conditions.
On page 3 of the second-reading speech the minister
said:
… cattle grazing is not compatible with the ideals of this great
national park, nor is it compatible with the community’s
desire to better protect our natural environment.

What are those ideals? They have never been spelt out.
Is bush walking compatible? Is four-wheel driving
compatible? Is deer hunting compatible? Is camping
compatible? These are all issues the government does
not want to spell out. It simply makes the bald
statement that cattle grazing is not compatible with the
ideals of this great national park. There is no
substantiation of that at all.
This government’s ideal of a national park and of
public land is far different from that of The Nationals.
We believe there should be a balanced use of public
land. People should have legitimate access to it, and
part of that balance is to allow grazing. I turn to page 4
of the second-reading speech, where it talks about the
need for change. It says:
The continuation of grazing in the Alpine National Park does
not make environmental or economic sense.

I say that on both counts the government has got it
wrong. It does make environmental sense in some ways
to graze cattle in the Alpine National Park. For
example, cattle grazing reduces fuel build-up and
therefore is a good ecological management tool when it
comes to bushfires. I can well recall the fires in the
Caledonian area in the Alpine National Park and sitting
down in 1999 with representatives of the Department of
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Sustainability and Environment after that fire and
looking at overlays showing where cattle were grazed
and where burning was most intense. It was very clear
that burning was most intense where cattle were not
being grazed. Where cattle had grazed and the fuel
level had been reduced the intensity of the burn was far
less, and consequently the impact on the vegetation was
far less and it recovered much more quickly. So there is
an environmental benefit.
Another environmental benefit is the fact that the
presence of cattle keeps tracks open. To keep the huts
open in the high country is also of environmental
benefit, especially when one has to access those park
areas for fighting fires or rescuing people et cetera. The
banning of grazing in the high country does not make
economic sense either, because it is important for those
local economies, as I have said before. On page 6 of the
second-reading speech the minister stated:
… that grazing … (on public land) in the high country will
continue in state forest outside the park.

The Honourable Graeme Stoney put that to rest very
adequately in his contribution to the debate when he
said these grazing licences in the state forest were
created only when the boundaries of the alpine park
were put in place. Before that it was one contiguous
grazing licensed area. Consequently the areas are still
run contiguously. As Mr Stoney said, there is an
invisible barrier there; there is no fixed structure to
separate the park from the state forest outside the park,
so it is going to be almost impossible to contain cattle
within the forest area on the boundary of the park. In
many of the areas that could legally be used for grazing
it is going to be totally impractical. I agree with the
assessment made by Mr Stoney that probably 1000 or
1500 head of cattle are all we will see grazing in those
state forest areas just outside the boundaries of the
national park. I know the mountain cattlemen have
come up with the same conclusion.
Page 7 of the second-reading speech talks about
compensation and suggests that over a three-year period
licences will not be renewed. I simply want to say about
that what I said before: people in country Victoria want
to do a good day’s work for a decent living. They do
not want handouts. They do not want to live with a
handout mentality all the time. Compensation is a
terrible thing for people, because it is taking something
away from them; that is why it is paid. They do not
want handouts; they want the right to continue to earn
their livelihood with a good day’s work.
Also on page 7 of the second-reading speech the
minister made the comment that there could be some
additional areas of state forest available for mountain
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cattle grazing. Once again the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria (MCAV) makes sensible
comment on the provision. What it says in commentary
is:
Putting more cattle into state forest licences is almost
impossible.
…
As much as the MCAV would like to be able to find new
state forest licence areas, several detailed investigations of
maps and discussions with licence-holders indicate that this
will be virtually impossible.

It goes on to explain that after fires in 1991, 2003 and
2004 it searched for such areas and simply could not
find them. The government believes there are areas
where the cattle can be moved to, but they could not be
found last year, the year before that or in 1991, so one
hardly thinks they are going to be found now.
Page 8 of the second-reading speech talks about weeds
and pest animals. It says the government is prepared to
put in $2.2 million over the next three years to address
these problems. I do not think the government
understands the enormity of the problem of weeds and
pest animals in our national park. Quite frankly,
$2.2 million over three years is a token gesture. Some
areas of the Alpine National Park and other parks in
Victoria are overgrown with blackberries. If you try to
get access to the Wonnangatta River in the
Wonnangatta Valley, there is virtually no point in the
valley area where you can get access to the river
because of the proliferation of blackberries. It is the
same with the wild dog problem in those park areas,
especially since the fire, as the problem has become
more exposed. It is an enormous problem and the
$2.2 million over three years is purely a token gesture.
I want to quickly comment on tourism, which is
mentioned on page 9 of the second-reading speech. I
have always believed a significant attraction of going to
the Alpine National Park was to try and spot cattle. It is
one of the great traditions that we learnt about when we
were kids, and it is great to see living history. I am keen
to see cattle when I go to the Alpine National Park. If I
want to avoid the cattle, I know I can go to the 85 per
cent of the park where I can do that, but going up and
having a look at some of those mountain cattle huts and
seeing cattle graze is one of the great attractions. I do
not think there will be any net benefit to tourism from
banning grazing in the alpine park. I think it will be a
negative: people will be less inclined to go and look at a
noticeboard which tells them about what used to
happen there than going and seeing what is happening
there. The government mentioned that it will be
spending $2 million to seal the Bogong High Plains

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK GRAZING) BILL
Thursday, 16 June 2005

COUNCIL

Road. I say that is a great project, but it is a $6.5 million
project. This government is putting in $2 million and
leaving local government to fund the rest.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — No, the feds are supposed to
be putting in as well.
Hon. P. R. HALL — So it is $2.5 million from
local government and the federal government is going
to put in $2 million and the state is going to put in
$2 million? Then let us make sure the state does not
claim it is the big guy in this. It is putting in less than
one-third of the funding for the sealing of the Bogong
High Plains Road. The government has promised
$265 000 for tourism promotion for Omeo. It is well
needed, but will not in any way compensate for the loss
of cattle grazing and the effect that will have on the
Omeo economy. The final thing I want to say about
tourism is that $240 000 has been earmarked for
signage to say that, ‘Australia’s icon tradition of
mountain cattle grazing was once practised here’. That
will just rub salt into the wounds and be of no benefit
whatsoever.
Before I get to the amendment I desire to move I want
to say that this decision to ban grazing in the Alpine
National Park sets an awful precedent which has all
other users of public land in Victoria extremely
worried. Less than 18 months ago, in November 2003,
the Minister for Environment in the other place said
that cattle grazing was a legitimate and legal activity in
the Alpine National Park and would continue to be so.
Less than 18 months after the minister made that
statement that promise has been broken. Who could
now believe this government if it said it was not going
to ban grazing under other bush licence-holdings? The
people in the Gunbower and Barmah forests must be
terribly concerned that they will be next in the gun
sights. If I was a four-wheel driver, a recreational
hunter, a duck hunter, a prospector or a firewood
collector — all users of public land — I would be
extremely worried that I would be the next in the gun
sights, that my activity would be the next to be banned.
I want to quickly mention duck hunting. I heard a
rumour just yesterday — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I would be happy for
government members to put this to rest, but the rumour
I heard yesterday was that this government is going to
ban duck hunting for next year because it happens to
coincide with the Commonwealth Games being staged
in Melbourne. If I am wrong about that — as I said, it is
just a rumour I have heard — I would be delighted for
members of the government to give me an ironclad
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guarantee that duck hunting will continue next year
despite the Commonwealth Games being held in
Melbourne. That is the rumour, and it is pretty hard to
believe this government when the Minister for
Environment told us less than 18 months ago that cattle
grazing would continue and it now will not.
I hope in the time I have had today I have made it
abundantly clear that The Nationals will oppose this
legislation with every strength it can muster. It is
terrible, terrible legislation that I think is indicative of
the way that this government treats country Victorians,
and it will pay for it at the next election. I hope some
government members reflect on this decision, think
about their personal standing on this and consider
moving to this side of the house when the vote comes. I
must say I am not holding my breath, but I am giving
them a way out. I am giving them a halfway chance to
come along with us because I am going to move a
reasoned amendment relating to the current action
initiated by Senator Ian Campbell who is seeking
heritage listing for this area. I move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place ‘this house refuses to read this bill a
second time until the Australian Heritage Council completes
its assessment of whether to permanently include the Alpine
National Park on the National Heritage List’.

That is the decent thing to do — to follow the processes
of law in this country at both the state and federal level.
The federal law allows for consideration of including
this particular area and this activity on the National
Heritage List. That process has begun. At the very least
we should allow that process to conclude before
passing this terrible piece of legislation.
It is a very sad day when this government destroys a
170-year-old icon Australian tradition by banning cattle
grazing in Victoria’s high country. More so, it is sad
because this decision is based on politics. It has nothing
to do with science or environmental values; it is purely
politics. The public of Victoria has time and time again
shown its support for mountain cattlemen activity. If
you look at the opinion polls in newspapers and on
radio, something like 96 per cent of people support the
mountain cattlemen and their associated activities. I
reckon this government has got it wrong. It certainly
got it wrong with its propaganda and advertising
campaign — $250 000 on doctored photographs
appearing in newspapers. That has got up the craw of
people who live in country Victoria and I am sure it
will be seen through by people in Melbourne as well.
By supporting this bill government members
demonstrate that they have no understanding of country
life or country Victorians. They do not care for country
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Victoria. That will be proven in the November 2006
election where justice will be done. Today this
government has voted out the mountain cattlemen after
170 years in Victoria’s high country. In November
2006 justice will be served when this government is
voted out of office. It deserves to be.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am very proud to
rise in the house this afternoon to speak in support of
this historic legislation, the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill. The Bracks government
has made a critical decision to protect one of Victoria’s
most significant natural assets and important water
catchments. It will do this by ending cattle grazing in
Victoria’s Alpine National Park. The passage of this
bill will herald a new era of protection for Victoria’s
fragile alpine environment and therefore deserves the
support of every member of this house.
I would like to acknowledge the contributions of the
Honourables Graeme Stoney and Peter Hall. I
acknowledge that they have differing views to members
of the government and they believe in their hearts that
they were representing the people in their electorates
when they made their contributions. I know they spoke
with sincerity from their point of view. However, there
are differing views about this issue and the government
has a very different view. Mr Stoney said he was
disappointed that the second-reading speech did not
acknowledge the contribution of the mountain
cattlemen and the 170-year history of grazing in the
Alps. That is not correct.
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who is the chair; a member for Central Highlands
Province, the Honourable Rob Mitchell; the member
for Carrum in the other place, Jenny Lindell; and the
member for Prahran in the other place, Tony Lupton.
They have all worked extremely hard.
Victoria’s Alpine National Park is home to some
300 rare and threatened flora and fauna species, as well
as the headwaters of many of our major rivers,
including the Snowy and the Murray. The decision that
we have taken, as I said, has not just been the result of
the work of the alpine grazing task force, but is also
based on scientific evidence that cattle grazing is
damaging the sensitive alpine environment. I will talk a
little bit more about that later. The task force — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Ms CARBINES — I sat and listened with a lot of
respect to the contributions of Mr Stoney and Mr Hall; I
expect Mr Drum to afford me the same respect. The
task force received over 3600 submissions. It met with
85 individuals and groups. It met with key stakeholders,
such as the mountain cattlemen, the Victorian National
Parks Association, scientists, Parks Victoria, farmers
and individuals. It took in submissions, and I know The
Nationals put in a comprehensive submission. I can
remember a few weeks ago when we were debating this
issue that I thanked The Nationals for doing that. I was
pleased that they engaged in the process — unlike the
Liberal Party, which did not put in a submission to the
process.
Honourable members interjecting.

The second-reading speech acknowledges the history. I
refer the member to the subheading ‘The history of the
high country will be recognised’, under which it
acknowledges that cattle grazing in various parts of the
Alpine National Park is an important part of our history.
The decision the government has taken has not been
taken lightly. It has been taken after a very lengthy and
thorough consideration and we have, as in every
decision we take, aimed to strike the right balance. This
is a decision I am actually very proud of. I fully support
it and have certainly advocated securing the protection
of the alpine environment for a long time.

Ms CARBINES — The task force visited the high
country — —

It is a considered decision that came out of a very
painstaking process that the Minister for Environment
in the other place set up last year when he announced
the establishment of the alpine grazing task force. I
would like to acknowledge the contribution those
members of the task force have made, not just to the
government but to all Victorians, by working extremely
hard to consult with all stakeholders on this matter. I
would like to put on the record my thanks to the
member for Narracan in the other place, Ian Maxfield,

Hon. Bill Forwood — On the point of order,
President, if the lead speaker of the government wishes
to throw across the chamber the accusations that she
just threw in relation to the behaviour of the Liberal
Party in its dealings with the task force established by
the government — —

Ms CARBINES — That is to its shame.
Honourable members interjecting.

Ms Broad — On a point of order, President, the lead
speakers for the opposition and The Nationals were
heard with a great deal of respect and I call on members
of the opposition and The Nationals to be reasonable in
their treatment of, in effect, the lead government
speaker in this debate.

The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood!
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Hon. Bill Forwood — She can expect to get it back
in spades!
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
sit down.
An honourable member interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask all members to
be quiet. I do not uphold the point of order in the sense
that there was not really a point of order, except for the
fact that it is disorderly behaviour to interject when a
member is on their feet. We have had a lot of that
today, and I ask honourable members to give some
respect to their colleagues and act like members of
Parliament.
Ms CARBINES — The task force worked
comprehensively to present a range of options to
Minister Thwaites, and it canvassed many viewpoints.
Parks Victoria also commissioned a scientific
assessment on fire-affected grazing to monitor the
recovery of areas burnt by the wildfires of 2003. The
report and work — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If Mr Drum and
Mr Mitchell want to hold a conversation, they should
get out!
Ms CARBINES — The scientific advisory panel
chaired by Professor Nancy Millis concluded that
grazing should not be returned to the Alpine National
Park for at least 10 years to allow for regeneration of
the fragile flora and fauna. So the clear message from
the scientists and the clear message as a result of the
work of the task force was that the protection of our
fragile alpine environment and cattle grazing are
mutually exclusive. Cows and sensitive alpine
ecosystems cannot co-exist and both survive.
Governments have an obligation to make decisions that
are in the best interests of not just our generation but of
the generations that will come after us. I am very proud
that the Bracks government has made the decision to
place the protection of the alpine environment above
cattle grazing by not renewing the current licences
when they expire for the Alpine National Park. It is the
right thing to do, and I believe generations will thank us
for taking this step. It is a decision that we have taken
based on broad scientific advice.
However, it is important during my contribution to this
debate to dispel the myth that is being put around that
somehow a cultural legend will die as a result of our
decision. Cattle grazing will still continue in state

1527

forests outside the Alpine National Park. The tradition
of cattle grazing will live on in state forests. The Bracks
government has announced a very generous financial
package to those licence-holders to facilitate the
transition from grazing in the Alpine National Park —
of some $100 per head of cattle over three years, to a
maximum payment of $100 000 per licence. There is
also a tourism package that has already been
announced, including some $500 000 in tourism
benefits and $2 million towards the sealing of the
Bogong High Plains Road.
We have seen enormous reaction around the state, both
in favour of and against the government’s decision. We
expected that. We expected political posturing from the
Liberal Party. We expected The Nationals not to
support this outcome. Its submission to the task force
was clear about its views, and I respect that. But I have
to say to the Liberal Party, whose leader told the
Victorian community some time ago that the
environment was going to be his no. 1 issue, that its
leader is yet to prove that; he is yet to put on the record
any initiative to actually protect the environment. There
is no evidence before the Victorian community that the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place, Mr Doyle,
and the Liberal Party give any regard to the
environment. He has actually declared that if he is ever
re-elected — in the unlikely scenario — he will rescind
this legislation and allow cattle grazing back in the
Alpine National Park. I think he will be held to account,
and I say: if he wants to fight a state election on that
issue, he should bring it on. I have to say that I am very
disappointed in Mr Honeywood, as shadow Minister
for Environment, that he has not been prepared to stand
up to protect the environment. I noticed — and
support — the comments he has made over the last
week about voluntary student unionism, and I
appreciate that and support him — and more strength to
his arm. But I wish he would stand up and speak about
the environment. One would have expected him to do
that.
We saw the Leader of The Nationals in the other place,
Mr Ryan, on the news the night the decision was
announced. He had a great one-liner about Mr Bracks
killing the Man from Snowy River. It got a lot of
publicity. It is a great one-liner, but I would say to
Mr Ryan: don’t ruin a good poem with the truth! It is an
absolute joke for him to parade that nonsense. That has
been answered by many, many people writing letters to
editors and by editorials over the last few weeks.
Mr Hall tried to put words in the mouth of the
government backbenchers by saying that he thought we
would think that the Minister for Environment in the
other place had plunged a knife into country Victoria.
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We do not think that at all and I ask Mr Hall not to
attempt to put words in our mouths. We support
entirely the decision by the government. It is the correct
decision.
I have to say that I cannot let this debate go by without
talking about Senator Ian Campbell’s attempt to
perpetrate the cruellest hoax of all on the mountain
cattlemen. His is a very disingenuous attempt to raise
false hope. It is a very dishonest action on his part. The
senator’s own department submitted to the Alpine
Grazing Taskforce that it wanted to see the end of cattle
grazing. The submission from his own department in a
letter to the task force signed by Mr Tom Harley clearly
states that alpine grazing should end. It says:
Any heritage-related benefits from the ongoing activity of
grazing would appear to be more than outweighed by the
adverse impact of the activity on the natural heritage values of
the alpine and subalpine areas.

There is also a letter written on behalf of Dr David
Kemp, who at that time was the federal Minister for the
Environment and Heritage. The letter from the
Department of the Environment and Heritage clearly
says that alpine grazing is highly inconsistent with the
sustainable protection and management of the park’s
natural heritage values in the alpine environment. I say
to Senator Ian Campbell, who is attempting to parade
himself as the champion of the environment on the
world stage in relation to whaling by Japan — and I
applaud him for that and support him — that the
environment, just like charity, begins at home. It does
not start when you leave Australia. I am very
disappointed with Senator Ian Campbell’s actions, and I
think it is a cruel hoax he is perpetrating at the moment.
Eventually the mountain cattlemen, The Nationals and
the Liberal Party will come to realise that. I think
Mr Honeywood in the other place already does realise
that.
Last week I was talking to farmers in the Mallee, and I
have to say I took the opportunity to talk to a number of
them about cattle grazing. They said to me, ‘Those
cattle graziers have had it too good for too long, and
worse than that they are ruining the environment’. I
could not find a farmer in the Mallee last week who
was prepared to support the continuation of cattle
grazing in the alpine environment. That was very
interesting.
An honourable member — They were all down
here riding in the rally.
Ms CARBINES — No, they were not all down here
at the rally. They were working, because it was the day
that the drought broke and they wanted to be out there
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preparing their farms for the sowing of their crops. On
12 June, last Sunday, the Sunday Herald Sun carried a
very interesting editorial titled ‘Cattle’s time up’. It
says:
The Man from Snowy River has had a good run.

It talks about the highly subsidised agistment that the
Victorian taxpayers have given to those mountain
cattlemen and their licences. It concludes:
The state government is not killing the Man from Snowy
River, as the more hysterical of the protesters have insisted. It
is acting in the best interests of all Victorians, from both bush
and town, in moving his cows to less fragile pastures.

I think that is a very good sentiment expressed by the
Sunday Herald Sun. I have seen the damage done in the
alpine environment by cattle. I have seen the erosion, I
have seen the denuded vegetation, I have seen the
trampled moss beds and the springs. I have to say that
the heritage of our alpine park deserves better
management and protection. Removing cattle grazing
and providing protection will allow this to occur. I
applaud the Minister for Environment and the task
force.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — This is,
as both Mr Stoney and Mr Hall said, a sad day for
Victoria. This is a decision that is very, very sad — a
decision that we will live to regret. In 1952 the
Victorian National Parks Association started the push
for an alpine national park, and 28 years later in 1980,
when Dick Hamer was Premier and Bill Borthwick was
the lands minister, we got the first of the alpine national
parks: Bogong, Wabonga and Wonnangatta-Moroka. In
1989 it was with the support of the Liberal Party that
the Alpine National Park legislation was passed, and I
will talk in some detail about that in a moment. My
own firm belief is that the balance is being lost today.
The balance achieved in 1989 with the establishment of
this extremely large park with access rights for high
country people was the balance that was put into
legislation at that time, and the action being taken today
is the repudiation of the actions of the government of
the time and of the agreement that was entered into by
all parties. I think that when a government decides to
rip up the actions of other governments it needs to
seriously consider the reasons why those agreements
were entered into in the first place.
I want to make a couple of comments about
Ms Carbines’s contribution. Ms Carbines quoted
Professor Nancy Millis and the scientific panel.
Professor Millis said:
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Grazing should not be returned to the high elevation
areas … of the Alpine National Park for at least
10 years …

True — but she did of course go on to say that:
2.

Grazing should not be returned to the severely burnt
montane and other lower elevation areas … for at least
10 years.

3.

In lightly burnt or unburnt areas … grazing may be
permitted but only with very clearly defined conditions.

She went on to say:
4.

These conditions must ensure that cattle are contained in
the agreed unburnt portions of the licensed area …

5.

Weed control post-fire must be a very high priority.

Let me make the point that, as we always see from this
government, on this occasion we got a selective quote
and not the full story. In particular, we did not get the
quote ‘weed control post-fire must be a very high
priority’, and as a person who has farmed extensively
on land that abuts a state park, let me tell you that the
worst neighbour you will ever get is the government.
As honourable members in this place know, I have
served the Liberal Party in a number of capacities over
a long time, including a period as shadow minister for
the environment. At the time that I was shadow
minister, this party joined with the government in
passing legislation that established the Box-Ironbark
National Park, and I am very proud of the work we did
on that and do not resile one step from that work. I
thank the people who contributed to my knowledge at
that time when we worked with the government on that
process. I think my credentials in relation to the
environment are as sound as those of anybody in this
place, including those of Ms Carbines and Minister
Thwaites from the other place. But I say to the
Parliament today that the balance has been lost with this
piece of legislation.
I want to put that into context. Ms Carbines asserts that
the Labor Party task force was painstaking in its work
and that by inference it was independent and operating
under the terms of reference given to it by the minister.
I see a member of the panel nodding his head in
agreement that it was independent. I sometimes
unfortunately get information from the Labor Party, and
I have seen the briefing note that was handed to the
caucus in December last year about this particular
issue — the spin sheet. Part of the spin sheet says that
seven-year licences were due for renewal in August
2005 and therefore significant changes to the status quo
would require autumn 2005 legislation to amend the
National Parks Act. It was pretty clearly known in the
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caucus before Christmas that the legislation was on its
way in autumn this year. The decision was made.
I am quite happy to go through the task force
findings — it did not want to make
recommendations — and interpret what they mean.
Finding 26 says:
Despite grazing being specifically provided for in the
National Parks Act, the task force finds that cattle grazing in
the Alpine National Park is inconsistent with the primary
objects of the act …

You do not think that is heading in the direction we
want to go! What about finding 27:
Cattle grazing is not compatible with national and
international standards for a national park.

Really! That is an independent finding by four
members of the Labor Party described elsewhere as the
C team. What we do know is that one was a lawyer
from Prahran; one was Mr Mitchell, whom we all know
well; one was Mr Maxfield from Narracan, rocket
scientist extraordinare; and the final one was
Ms Lindell from Carrum. I pick up the point the Leader
of The Nationals made when he said that if Labor had
wanted an independent report it would not have given it
to a backbench committee of the Labor Party and told
them to come up with the results it wanted. It is easy to
pick another set of quotes, such as the findings on the
recreation and tourism benefits and the impacts of cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. Finding 22 states:
Cattle in the high country appeal to some visitors, but for
many visitors their experience … is spoilt by the presence of
cattle and their impacts …

Oh yes! I would like to see the evidence for that.
Finding 23 states:
The presence of free-ranging cattle in areas used by family
and other groups for camping and walking, and the sharing of
drinking water sources, is a health and safety issue.

I have actually spent time in the high country. I know
this country well. I do not believe that either. What
about finding 24:
The traditions of the mountain cattlemen are being capitalised
on by many businesses —

I do agree with that —
with the tourist economic values generally derived from the
history of grazing rather than its ongoing practice.

It could not even say unequivocally that it was based on
the mountain cattlemen, it had to say it was based on
the history and not on the ongoing practice.
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When I was shadow minister for environment I visited
Licola, up through the Wellington Plains, with the
Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria, and
when I play golf I proudly still wear the hat they gave
me.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Did you ride a horse?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am allergic to horses.
I cannot help it, I get asthma. I can walk in the country.
The minister laughs at me because I get asthma. That is
about his standard. I visited the Wellington Plains with
the mountain cattlemen. I saw the country, walked the
country with them and talked about what was
happening in the high country. I know that country
well. I am confident of standing here and saying that
the bill before the house does nothing at all that is
scientifically proved to improve the country. I am quite
confident in saying that we are throwing out the baby
with the bathwater. I am saying that the government
uses scientific evidence when it feels like it and
disregards it when it does not want it. If you want an
example you should talk about the scientific evidence
that said you could log the Otways, which Labor ripped
up without any hesitation in 2002.
What is the real reason that we are doing this? It is very
simple. This is about pure, raw politics. The Labor
Party believes that the Greens are their Democratic
Labor Party. Just like the DLP kept the conservatives
and the Liberal Party in government for many years
through taking a group of votes, the Labor Party
believes that the Greens will provide that. Where are
the Greens voters? They are in the suburbs, that is
where they are. What does this government do? It sells
out heritage and country Victorians for the sake of
urban votes. There is absolutely no doubt about that.
A piece of legislation comes in here today purporting to
be a scientific analysis that will preserve values, that is
historic, in the words of Ms Carbines, but the historic
agreement was made in 1989, when the parties got
together and came up with the best solution after very
heavy negotiations over a long period. That was the
historic agreement, this is pure politics. I say bring on
the politics, because I am happy to say that the Greens
have got it wrong and the government has got it wrong.
I am quite prepared to take up the challenge issued by
Ms Carbines and have this campaign around these
values — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — You are getting out.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am not going that far
away that I will not stump through your electorate and
point out what sort of a member you have been in the
very brief time that you will be in this place.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr Forwood will speak
through the Chair.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I was being provoked.
I am happy to have the argument about the influence of
the Greens on the Labor Party at any time. I point out
that the decision that we are dealing with today is not
based on science. It is not based on any rational criteria.
It is based on green politics. We are happy to take the
government on with this. I look forward to the
opportunity of pointing out wherever I go out that this
government does not govern for all of Victoria. For all
its rhetoric it does not govern for all of Victoria. What it
does is try to drive the wedge and look for the
opportunities to divide people, particularly in the
country.
I have an extraordinary quote that comes from a former
Leader of the Government in this house, the
Honourable Mark Birrell, in the debate on the creation
of the national park in 1989 that I want to finish on. He
said:
There is a spirit of goodwill between all three parties in the
negotiations that have lasted an exhausting seven days.

Mr Stoney talked about that. The then National Party,
the Liberal Party and the government negotiated for
seven days, and in the end they all traded and ended up
with the passing of that legislation in 1989 and the
establishment of the park. I can say unequivocally that
if that agreement had not been reached the Alpine
National Park would not have been created in 1989. We
would not be having this discussion today about taking
cattle out of the park because there would not be a
national park. Today we have the betrayal by the
current government of the legislation put in place that
defined the agreement which was reached after seven
hard days — and I might add five or six years before
the seven hard days — and which established the
Alpine National Park in 1989.
It is a very sad day when the government comes in here
and rides roughshod over the forms of this house,
which it has done — it brings this in one day and passes
it the next — and amends the business program in order
to jam legislation through.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The minister knows
we never gagged one person who wished to speak. I
have 46 seconds left. We never gagged
Mr Theophanous when he was in opposition. He spoke
for 3 hours on one piece of legislation. Give me those
rights.
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Is the minister giving
me those rights? No, he is not. It is a very sad day when
the government tramples on the rights of Victorians,
rips up the rule book and destroys the agreements
entered into by its predecessors with the agreement of
other members of this chamber. This is a very sad day
for Victoria. It is not based on science, it is based on
pure raw politics. This decision will come back to haunt
the government.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — It is always
interesting to follow Mr Forwood in these debates. He
is obviously a great showman, and I am sure in a future
life he will make his career on the stage. But I am afraid
showmanship is absolutely no substitute for substance.
We have had no substance from Mr Forwood in this
debate.
I would like to compliment Mr Stoney on his
contribution this morning. It was obviously sincere and
heartfelt, and I would like to acknowledge that his
sentiments are recognised by this side of the house. We
may not agree with his sentiments, but certainly we
acknowledge his commitment to those sentiments.
This debate thus far has been about symbols, emotion
and passion on one side. On this side it is about the
science. If there is a competition between the emotion,
the passion and the science, unfortunately, I have to
side with the science every time. You cannot make
policy based on emotion; you have to make policy
based on reasoned argument, logic and fundamental
underpinnings of scientific analysis in a situation like
this. As I understand it, one of the main reasons why
cattle grazing should continue is that it has been a
tradition for 170 years. I would suggest that there is
absolutely no reason why it should continue just
because it has existed for 170 years. Because it has
always been so does not mean that it should continue to
be so. Attitudes change. We get more information; we
decide that past practices are not appropriate. We used
to hunt whales. We do not do that any more because
they were being hunted to extinction. We used to drive
cars with leaded petrol. We do not do that now because
it has been proven that that is putting severe risks on
public health.
Recently in the United Kingdom fox hunting has been
banned, and I am sure the UK went through similar
debates. People’s attitudes change and people’s attitude
to the environment is changing. What this legislation
does is eliminate grazing from the national park. It does
not eliminate grazing from the state forest. National
parks are the highest conservation areas we have in this
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country. They need to be protected for present and
future generations, and this is what this bill does. I point
out that there are other national parks in Australia
where cattle grazing has been eliminated — in New
South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory.
Many years ago cattle grazing was eliminated in those
national parks. Victoria has been slow in that process. I
am very pleased to see that now we are recognising the
absolutely important environmental values that we
place on our national parks.
There is an argument that grazing reduces fires. The
170 years of grazing in the Alpine National Park did
not reduce the 2003 fires. It has been estimated that the
land would take 10 years to recover. I think it was
Mr Hall who said that he did not agree with the findings
of the committee which examined the 10-year period
which is required for the land to recover. I am not a
biologist or a botanist, but members of the committee
were, so far as I can see from their biographies, eminent
scientists. If they say it takes 10 years then I agree with
them that it takes 10 years. I am happy to accept their
evidence.
I turn to the damage that cattle do to the national park.
There is science which supports that assertion. I quote
the Minister for Environment during the
consideration-in-detail stage of the bill in the other
place last night. He quoted a Commonwealth Scientific
and Industrial Research Organisation scientist who in
1988 analysed grazing in the Victorian high country.
His conclusion is:
Results of scientific research assessed in the study on the
effects of excluding grazing on vegetation composition in the
high country of both New South Wales and Victoria, without
exception, reveal the deleterious effect of grazing on native
plant biodiversity, and to a lesser extent, water yield.

There are other quotations in that
consideration-in-detail stage of debate from eminent
scientists who support the suggestion that grazing does
damage the national park. Ian Campbell, the federal
environment minister, has tried to get emergency
heritage listing for this area. There was a submission to
the committee from the Department of the Environment
and Heritage which said:
The grazing of domestic stock in national parks and
wilderness areas is widely regarded by scientists and public
land managers as being inconsistent with the primary
objectives of management of such reserves. The grazing of
cattle in the Alpine National Park falls significantly short of
constituting world’s best practice for national park and
wilderness management and is considered to be a
significantly inferior management regime compared to that in
place in other reserves in the Australian Alps —
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including the Kosciuszko National Park. Further it
states:
Grazing in the Alpine National Park is highly inconsistent
with the protection and proper management of the national
heritage values of the park and if continued into the future
will result in the further deterioration of those values,
particularly in relation to the alpine and sub-alpine areas of
the park. As such, it is recommended that the Victorian
government does not continue the practice and that it
implements a program to remediate the impacts of grazing
activity on the alpine and sub-alpine environment.

So there you have it. The federal minister’s own
department is saying that alpine grazing is inconsistent
with the protection which should be expected of our
national parks.
I would also like to make some comments about the
people on the task force. I believe the member for
Narracan, Ian Maxfield, the member for Carrum, Jenny
Lindell, and the member for Prahran, Tony Lupton, all
from the other place, and Mr Mitchell did a tremendous
job. They took the evidence, they listened to many
people and decided to give some options to the
minister. They did not make recommendations. They
did their job with a commitment to getting what they
believed is the right outcome for all the stakeholders
who are involved in the national park. I believe they
have done that and should be commended for doing
their job so well.
I would like to mention the symbolism of the Man from
Snowy River. He has been mentioned a number of
times in this debate. The Man from Snowy River is a
poem. It is not fact. If you look through The Man from
Snowy River you will not see a single reference to cattle
or cows. This poem has been — I am tempted to use
the word ‘hijacked’ and maybe I will use it — hijacked
for the purposes of people who have their own vested
interests in maintaining some mythology of activity of
what is happening in the national park. The activity is
totally incompatible with the values of that park.
Sometimes there are debates in this place which
illustrate why the opposition is in opposition and why
the government is in government. This has not been an
easy decision for the government. I cannot see how
anybody could think that this decision made by the
government would not create a great deal of public
concern. That was evidenced by a comment by Melissa
Fyfe in an article in the Age which I cannot find. I
believe she said words to the effect that it was very
dangerous to tamper with a myth. This government is
prepared to tamper with a myth. It is prepared to tamper
with a myth because it believes that the decision it is
making today is the right decision. It is the right
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decision for the environment, the national park and for
future generations.
Mr Hall said that the overwhelming sentiment of people
is on the side of the mountain cattlemen. I am not sure
where he gets his figures from. There is a vox pop in
the Herald Sun. I know that sometimes the opposition
takes its policies from the vox pop of the Herald Sun.
This may make the opposition a bit careful. The vox
pop asks:
Should cattle grazing be banned from the Alpine National
Park?

The response was that 52.4 per cent said yes and
47.6 per cent said no. That shows me that the readers of
the Herald Sun who responded to that vox pop are
saying that they do not believe grazing in the national
park is compatible with the values of the national park.
I am very prepared to admit that the cattlemen in the
high country care for the high country. I am very happy
to say that because I am sure it is true. Mr Stoney’s
contribution demonstrated that. The cattlemen may care
for the high country, but the cattle do not. Their cattle
can graze in the state forest. They should not be grazing
in the national park. The government has shown
courage in bringing forward this legislation. It is a piece
of legislation which defines the parties. The
government has taken evidence and made rational
decisions based on scientific evidence, while the
opposition, despite Mr Forwood’s showmanship, is just
looking for an issue that it can use to win some votes in
country Victoria. Maybe it can. The government is
prepared to take that risk because the government is
governing for all of Victoria.
The government is governing for this generation and
future generations. I am very pleased and proud to
support the bill before the house today.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Those of us
who were in this chamber this morning heard a
poignant speech full of integrity and passion from our
colleague the Honourable Graeme Stoney. Who
amongst us will ever forget Harry’s poem — not one of
us. He had credibility, knowledge and intelligence. He
is a great Victorian who is a true mountain cattleman.
He spoke about all the people he had known over the
years amongst the cattlemen. He spoke of some very
great Victorians and fine cattleman. But in this chamber
we must all acknowledge that amongst our colleagues
we have a very fine mountain cattleman.
I would like to quote from Mr Stoney’s inaugural
speech in this place. He explained how he knocked at
the door, came to the bar and his involvement in this
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chamber on behalf of the mountain cattlemen in this
state. When he became an elected member, this is what
he had to say:
I have always subscribed to the philosophy that nothing in
this world can take the place of persistence, so at last, seven
years later, I am privileged to speak in this place. That
particular occasion in 1985 was a very emotional time for the
cattlemen, who believed they had acted correctly, and they
had appointed me to be advocate on their behalf.

All mountain cattlemen were very proud to have the
Honourable Graeme Stoney as one of their advocates.
He goes on to say:
On my wall I keep a very large photo of a mountain peak.
That mountain is called Mount Eadley Stoney after my late
father who was a well-respected bushman, cattleman and
Mansfield shire councillor. I keep it there to remind me of
where I came from and the issues I have been speaking about
today.

That was Mr Stoney’s inaugural speech on 28 October
1992. Today we heard another very fine, impassioned
and knowledgeable speech from our colleague.
In her contribution today Ms Carbines spoke about the
lengthy and thorough program gone through by the task
force. She said it came to the right balance. She said it
was a painstaking process. I suggest it was none of
those. I suggest it was preordained, predetermined and
cynical. She said that the second-reading speech
acknowledged the role and heritage of mountain
cattlemen. I take issue with that, because I have
searched through the second-reading speech and I
cannot find any reference at all to the role and heritage
of mountain cattlemen, and I suggest that she has
another look.
Then we heard from Mr Hilton, and although he tried to
give a balanced approach to the debate, he spoke about
the fact that the Labor Party has based its decision on
science, but the only evidence he could come up with
was built upon the evidence of a vox pop. I take issue
with that too. I do not believe that is good enough.
Today we have seen what this bill represents, what is
behind it and what the Labor Party is all about. There is
a litany of broken promises and betrayal. But a pattern
is emerging from the Labor Party. First, it makes an
announcement. Then it makes a policy decision,
establishes a task force or a specialist committee, and
calls for submissions. It then seduces people into
thinking that they are going to be listened to.
Ms Carbines spoke of a cruel hoax — she was speaking
about the federal government. I believe that each one of
the approaches that the Labor Party has made to a
whole range of issues in this state is a hoax. It knows
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what it is doing. It is encouraging people to spend time,
effort and money into looking into these issues in the
belief that they are going to be listened to, and the belief
that they are going to have input, when in fact it is only
a cynical, rhetorical exercise. I feel that the mountain
cattlemen have been led astray in this issue. All
Victorians understand the time and effort that has been
put in. We should all thank Mr Stoney for the time that
he has put into this whole process.
I would like to look at the betrayal of cattle grazing. Let
us look at the time line. In 1989 a national park was
created. In 1989 and 1991 restrictions were put on cattle
grazing. In 1993 legislation was established to make
special provisions for cattle grazing to continue. In May
2005 the government announced that it would ban
cattle grazing. In fact, it is interesting to see that Robert
Doyle, the Leader of the Opposition in the other place,
has said in 2005:
The only reason Victoria had the national park was because
mountain cattlemen had agreed in 1989 to give up their land
on the ‘legislative promise’ from the Cain Labor government
that they would continue to be allowed to graze cattle in the
park.

Today we have heard quoted evidence of that betrayal.
The Minister for Environment in the other place, John
Thwaites, said in Parliament on 6 November 2003 —
only a very short time ago:
Alpine grazing is a licensed activity and will continue as a
licensed activity.

Those who believed him will not do so in the future.
The alpine grazing task force received
3600 submissions. The Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria, The Nationals, the Victorian
Farmers Federation and bush users groups — a whole
range of people — put in submissions. They spent an
inordinate amount of time doing that and they may well
be forgiven for thinking that their time, effort and
money was misplaced and indeed at the end of the day
was a waste of time.
This government, as I said before, is now establishing a
pattern of doing exactly this sort of thing. Let us have a
closer look at the toxic waste dump. In 2000 the
government announced that it was looking for a site for
a toxic waste dump. In 2001 a committee was
established to find and establish a site. In 2002, the
committee reported that it could not find any suitable
sites. In 2003, the government began another search. In
November 2003 the government sent letters to people
in Tiega, Baddaginnie and Pittong, saying that their
private land must be compulsorily acquired for a toxic
waste dump. In May 2004 Mr Bracks changed his mind
and said, ‘Now it is going to be on the Hattah-Nowingi
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site’, and that is where it was going to be. In 2004 the
Bracks government refused to release documents under
freedom of information. It was told by consultants that
the site was inappropriate. However, Mr Bracks said:
Only if it is environmentally sound and sustainable we’ll go
ahead and that’s the message we want to get to the
community, to get involved.

Members of the government have not been listening to
the people in the three groups near Ouyen, Benalla and
Ballarat. They have not been listening to the people of
the Nowingi area. They do not listen; yet again we have
seen a cynical approach and heard rhetoric.
It is the same with the box-ironbark forests. We were
all involved in the box-ironbark forests debate. We saw
huge submissions from people, including members of
the bush users groups and four-wheel-drive
associations, and from gold prospectors, bushwalkers,
horseriders, and beekeepers. All those people put a
huge amount of time and effort into the entire process
only to have their view disregarded, only to be ignored
and in fact excluded from that park — another case of
being forced out of an area.
Today members heard Ms Carbines say how pleased
and proud she was to have been with the Premier at an
announcement for the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council. She was at Moggs Creek with the
Premier to announce the establishment of the Great
Otway National Park, which is another very good
example of what this government is doing to country
Victoria.
Let us look at the litany of betrayal: it starts with the
mountain cattlemen, and includes the toxic waste dump
and the box-ironbark forests. We do not have to look
too much further into the Wombat forest. If we look at
the Otways, we find there have been thousands of
submissions. We had members of the government
assuring the loggers that they could continue to work in
the Otways. Then suddenly on the eve of an election
Mr Bracks said, ‘No, all the licences are going to be
out. All logging is going to be over by 2008’.
We now have a huge new park. It is supposed to be an
integrated park with a whole range of uses. They have
said they are putting $13 million into this park, but let
me have a look — and I call upon the government to
make certain — that there are no feral animals and
there are no weeds. The $13 million could be spent on
ragwort alone and that would make no difference at all.
Parks Victoria is an appalling neighbour. It has an
appalling record and I am ashamed to say I was an
inaugural member of the Parks Victoria board. Parks
Victoria started out with hope and vision for the future,
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but in fact it has become a bad neighbour. It is a poor
manager and any of us who were involved with that
first Parks Victoria board are ashamed of what Parks
Victoria has become. How right country Victorians are
to question and ask who will be next? Who in country
Victoria will be betrayed by this Labor government?
Who next will have to go through a submission?
Country Victoria knows it is going to be next. The
Bracks government is marching over all country
Victorian concerns.
Today marks the end of an era and the Liberal Party
would like to thank the mountain cattlemen and assure
them that we will never ever forget the contribution
they have made to the heritage of our state. They can be
exceedingly proud of their advocate, the Honourable
Graeme Stoney. He is truly the Man from Snowy
River!
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
rise to speak in support of this bill, the National Parks
(Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill. I thank the
Minister for Environment for considering our report
before bringing the bill into the houses. The aim of the
bill is to improve our national parks. I also want to
commend and thank Mr Stoney because there have
been many times when I was not sure about bits and
pieces and I would ask him, and accept his advice, and I
appreciate the help he gave me on those different
things.
Members would be aware that I was on the task force
set up to look into alpine grazing. Commissioned on
11 May 2004, we were to look into the issue and report
on options relating to grazing in the Alpine National
Park. Our terms of reference were to consider the
potential benefits and impacts of cattle grazing in the
park. We were also asked, based on our considerations,
to examine possible options for grazing in the national
park. The task force comprised Ian Maxfield, the
member for Narracan; Tony Lupton, the member for
Prahran; Jenny Lindell, the member for Carrum, all
from the other place; and me. It was a good mix of
members who each brought a different perspective to
each question raised and ensured that all of us
considered each side of the equation fully before we
moved forward. I put on the record my thanks for the
hard work and dedication they showed during that
process.
We visited many sites and spoke to many people in this
process. On 9 May the task force went up to the
Bogong High Plains, though I could not be part of that
trip organised by the member for Benalla in the other
place, Dr Bill Sykes, and the Alpine Conservation and
Access Group. I thank Bill Sykes for getting on board
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early and being involved in the process. On 24 May we
went to Bennison and Wellington Plains in the
south-west of the park with Parks Victoria staff. On
21 June we went to Buenba Flat, north-east of
Benambra with representatives of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria (MCAV), and the
Independent member for East Gippsland in the other
place, Craig Ingram, and Mr Ken Norris. On the very
same day that we were up there, going through the area,
meeting, talking and discussing it, The Nationals were
on the radio calling for the task force to visit country
areas. They were that far behind.
We also went up to Wonnangatta Valley with Parks
Victoria staff to have a look up there. In November we
went to the Bogong High Plains with representatives of
the MCAV, and on 26 November we went to Buckety
Plain and the Bogong High Plains in a joint inspection
with the MCAV and environmentalists. That was an
opportunity to provide all individuals and
representatives of the organisations in the region to
meet with the task force. We had also been to
Bairnsdale, Omeo, Bright and Mansfield over a
four-day period back in June 2004. We met about 85
individuals in 49 meetings. They included many of the
families directly involved in grazing. They included
councils and representatives of the six municipalities
involved. Many of those people reinforced a lot of the
words, feelings and sentiment described in the
3600-odd submissions that we received.
Hon. W. A. Lovell — Did you read them all?
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Yes, I did. I thank
Ms Lovell, she has just shortened my sentence. I did
read every one of them. I have seen each one and I still
have every single one of them in my office.
But there was a glaring omission. Not one single person
from the Liberal Party involved themselves in any way,
shape or form. They will sit there and say, ‘We support
the cattlemen’. They will throw on an Akubra, put on a
very ill-fitting Driza-Bone, and say, ‘We are there to
support you’. But they do not support the cattlemen.
Their deputy leader does not support them. The
member for Warrandyte, Phil Honeywood, in the other
place is on the record as saying that he does not believe
that what the Leader of the Opposition in the other
place, Robert Doyle, has promised will actually happen
because he knows he cannot deliver it. Robert Doyle
was on the record in January, stating that the Liberal
Party has no position in regard to mountain
cattlemen — not one!
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Last Wednesday or Thursday or whenever, when the
rally was here, he got up and went ‘Blah, blah, blah’ —
—
An honourable member — It was one day when
you were not in town. If you had been around, you
would have known.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I was in Sale on
regional and rural telecommunications issues. That is
where I was going. That is where I was staying,
because I am committed to making sure we get the best
services in rural and regional Victoria.
We met these people and we listened to everything they
said. To even try to attempt to have a cheap shot, to say
that it was already a done deal before it was started is
an absolute lie in the highest order. I take a lot of
offence to that. I am sure Mr Stoney would agree that I
did not get involved in this process with a
predetermined outcome. Many on my side would know
that I am not exactly the greenest of Labor members.
But when we went to the high plains, when we looked
through it, when we sat down and went on the facts and
evidence presented before us, even I came away
thinking that cattle do have a severe impact on sensitive
environments.
That is why we took up the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria and the Victorian National
Parks Association submissions together, because if we
were not sure about something we would listen and say,
‘Yes, that sounds fair enough’. We were able to get
together and go through it. On many occasions — and
both sides were there — where they would be saying
one thing and the other side would say something else,
you would get semi-agreement on different bits and
pieces. I reject totally that this was a pre-done deal,
because it was not. It is just another show of the policy
bereft mob over there who will say and do anything to
get a headline, but they will not deliver. Mark my
words: they will not deliver to the mountain cattlemen!
I am not going to talk too much on the environmental
stuff, because that is covered. I want to talk about some
of the things that were presented to us and some of the
people we met. I want to express special thanks to
Simon Turner, Harry Ryder, Peter Attiwill and the
licence-holders we spoke to. Despite the rhetoric and
the suspects and all the rubbish that we are going to
hear about from the other side of the house, apart from
Mr Stoney — I exempt Mr Stoney from the Liberal
Party when I talk about it, because I know he is genuine
in what he says — I appreciate Simon Turner, Harry
Ryder and the other licence-holders for their time and
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what they did. Those people gave us a lot of time and a
lot of assistance as we went through the process.
Issues were brought up to us such as the licences. Most
of the licences in the national park are due to expire
next year and two are due to expire the year after that.
The licences range from 3 adult-equivalent cattle up to
867 adult-equivalent cattle. They contain a range of
conditions relating to management of livestock and a
fee of $5.50 per adult-equivalent cattle per year. Many
of those who made submissions thought that that was
unfair, that it was too cheap and — —
Hon. David Koch — They’re managing the park for
you.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Great interjection!
Look at the park as a national park; look at it as a
natural environment. Try to take off your blinkered
view of it being a grazing pasture because they are
different. There are different values that need to be
added to it. Weeds are a great issue. Many people
accept that weeds are carried by cattle, so if you take
the cattle and horses out you will take some of that out.
Many things were asked and many people suggested
that the delivery of the licensing regime was not in line
with the federal government’s national competition
policy. I personally do not believe that is a matter to
consider, but it was one of the major things raised with
us.
The first and foremost reason people grazed in the
national park was to have a financial return to their
businesses. They were quality beef producers and they
used these runs in conjunction with their home property
operations. The value of the licence is that in some
areas you can carry higher stocking rates on your
property if you can move some stock up and rest your
home pastures during the summer. The stock can have
a higher sale value because they develop well in the
high country, and when they return and you put them
into feedlot conditions they can fatten up and gain
weight a lot more quickly. In addition, the businesses
are generally family businesses and part of large
operations. They are managed by husbands and wives
and sometimes adult children who work there unpaid.
The heritage issue is the one which brings out the most
emotion and stirs up the sort of hysteria the opposition
has tried to use to grab a political vote. Heritage is a
core issue in the grazing issue and one I do not take
lightly. Some, if not many, of the families I have met
and spoken with have been involved with grazing in the
high country for many generations. By
European-Australian standards this is a long tradition
and a link to our pioneering past. They are genuine
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people whose businesses have utilised their licences to
their benefit. The submissions we received generally
supporting grazing argued that grazing is a link to a
bygone past, a tradition and an iconic feature of
Australian history. It is a feature of Australian history
and it should not be forgotten. That is why the
government is putting some $765 000 into supporting
cultural heritage including mountain hut maintenance,
signage and support for heritage festivals.
Let us have a look at what the federal government has
said:
… perceptions of exclusive hereditary property rights to
alpine grazing leases held by some families engaged in cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park are not considered to be
cultural or heritage values themselves, as important as those
views may be to those who hold them.

That comes directly from the federal government
through the Department of the Environment and
Heritage. What was said before about Senator
Campbell pulling a stunt is exactly right because:
As the commonwealth list relates only to land owned or
controlled by the commonwealth and its agencies, it is not
relevant to either the Alpine National Park or to the task
force’s investigation.

That is another direct quote from the federal
government’s Department of the Environment and
Heritage. It is a cruel, cruel thing to do.
I know the decision we have made will cause some
discomfort to those families. I realise it will be hard for
them. However, as was said earlier, we have to look at
the big picture. Looking at it overall, we have a very
small alpine environment and we need to look after it.
That is why the government has committed money for
transitional payments to help the cattlemen adjust their
businesses and move on.
I could speak for hours on this because there is so much
I would love to be able to say. As I said, I have not
touched on the environmental side because there is a
wealth of information there and I am sure others will
cover it. However, I would like to say that it was a hard
decision. It was something I spent a hell of a lot of time
on. Many nights were spent reading and discussing and
finding out these things. The challenge for opposition
members is to come up with facts and figures to prove
what they are saying. Instead of choice words like
‘suggest’, ‘I suspect’, ‘we think’ or ‘we reckon this is a
secretive plan’, members opposite should drop the
rhetoric and come out and talk about the facts as they
are, and we will watch their argument go to water. I
commend this bill to the house.
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Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I rise to join the
debate on the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill and to show my support for the mountain
cattlemen and the heritage of which they are about to be
robbed. Following the Honourable Graeme Stoney, the
Honourable Bill Forwood and the Honourable Andrea
Coote is no easy feat because at least they understand
the issues. When I listen to some things from the other
side, I just shake my head in wonderment.
I must say at the outset this is the most hypocritical
government since I came to this place in 1999. It talks
about the Kennett era and when this place was used as a
rubber stamp. I was previously in the lower house as
the member for Warrnambool. In 2002 I moved into
this house as a member for Western Province. The
Labor Party had the numbers. It was democratically
elected, so it had the numbers to out vote the
opposition. But as we heard Graeme Stoney say, in
1989 there were seven days of debate in this house on
this very important issue. It did not last for just
15 minutes or 10 minutes — people then could speak
for as long as they liked on issues they passionately
believed in. Members should contrast that with now —
2005, six years later.
This bill was rammed through the lower house
yesterday. Today it is in here, and we have been told
that by dinnertime tonight, by 6 or 6.30 p.m., that will
be it. Then the bill will be rammed through tomorrow,
and if we do not get back onto this bill before then,
which we probably will not because there is other
legislation coming in which we have not had the
privilege of talking to constituents about, it will be
guillotined at 4.00 p.m. tomorrow. End of story! Bang!
Nobody can speak anymore; that is the end of that. It
will be law.
We all were told and the government has said that the
new, reformed upper house is a house of review. How
can you call something a house of review when you do
not get the opportunity to review anything? It is
ridiculous. People out there in the community,
especially in rural Victoria, are starting to notice that.
I was elected to the lower house as member for a
Warrnambool in 1999. I sat in the lower house and
watched as this government slowly started to divide and
conquer in rural and regional Victoria. At least between
1999 and 2000 the opposition still had the numbers in
here and this place actually was a house of review. So
when the marine parks bill, for example, was brought in
at least the worst excesses could be taken out.
Where I come from, the Port Campbell National Park
area, we fought hard to look after the fishermen.
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Everybody wanted a marine park but they did not want
the area taken off them. So we fought hard and got
some amendments through this house. The marine park
was shaped differently and was made a bit smaller.
Because we still had the numbers here we could force
the Bracks government to actually listen. That
happened on the box-ironbark parks, on the farm dams
legislation and all sorts of legislation which really
affected rural Victoria. Because we had the numbers in
this house, people actually had the opportunity to be
heard.
Since 2002, since the Bracks government has taken
control of both houses, this has all gone. These sorts of
bills are just rammed right through. I heard the
Honourable Robert Mitchell speak earlier, and I have
no doubt he spent many hours in the high country
talking to lots of people. But the end result was already
there. When I went to school I was not very good at
arithmetic so I would look at the back page to see what
the answer to the sum was, and then I would work my
way through it. That is exactly what these people do.
They pretend to consult and to be listening but the
answer is ready. The photos and advertising were
already prepared before the bill even came into the
house. The government knew it had the numbers and it
did not have to negotiate. It just pretended it was
negotiating. The end result was the same.
Today the National Parks (Otways and Other
Amendments) Bill was second read in the lower house.
That will be passed through in exactly the same fashion
as this bill. Already today I have had people from Port
Campbell ringing me and saying, ‘There are lots of
things in there about Port Campbell, about the beach
and the surf club. We have not even been told what is
going on’. I said, ‘I have not even seen the bill yet, but
when it has had its second reading I will fax it to you’,
which I have done.
They can now sit there and look at it, but they know
that if there is anything in it that they have not heard
about, it will not change. It is a fait accompli. That is
bad government and poor government.
I proudly stood on the steps of Parliament last Thursday
and watched the mountain cattlemen come up the
street — women, children and males. I thought World
War I was coming there were so many horses coming
up Bourke Street. It was a fantastic sight. It was not
only the mountain cattlemen but also beekeepers
holding up signs, sporting shooters, the Victorian
Farmers Federation, prospectors and miners, irrigators,
four-wheel drivers, the Bush Users Group et cetera.
They all rightly believed they were being ignored by
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the government. The government is doing this at its
peril.
There were people from the Barmah forest, a red gum
area. I say to those people that they are next on the hit
list. There is an election coming up next year and just
before the election the government will again pretend it
wants to talk and listen to them. In the meantime, the
government is busily cutting up red gum sleepers for
the farce rail, as we call it. That is okay, but when all
that has happened the government will lock the rest up.
I warn these people that they should not be sucked in by
being told they are being listened to, because they will
not be listened to all. This is a political agenda for
Greens preference votes in Kew and Richmond —
Melbourne suburbia. I love Melbourne, but when I talk
to people in Melbourne I learn that they basically see
rural Victoria as their playground. They want to go to
the high country or somewhere and see it like it was
200 years ago. That cannot happen. The biggest
despoilers of Australia are the city people. Look around
here. This area was probably covered in lovely wattle,
not red gum — there probably would not have been
much red gum here. This would have been a fantastic
spot when Batman arrived. Now 5 million people live
here, and they have taken over. We are not going to
throw them out because we cannot and nor should we,
but there is one rule for city people because they have
the voting power and another rule for the rural people
of Victoria.
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because of tourism. What a joke that is! The
government says, ‘Tourism will fix everything’. It
always says, on the second page, ‘But the dollars lost
will be replaced by tourism’. It just will not happen.
This line will feature in the Otway matter, it was in the
box-ironbark matter, it was in the marine park matter,
and it will be in the Barmah forest matter. There is
always this line that the government is supporting
tourism — in this case in the high country — through a
range of significant initiatives.
This bit gets me: the government is contributing
$2 million towards sealing the Bogong High Plains
road. Now, being an ex-councillor in a rural shire, I can
say that $2 million for fixing up a local road will
probably do 3 or 4 kilometres. I would assume that
country is rather hilly and difficult to work in, so
$2 million is a pittance. It is not even a VicRoads road,
it is a local road. The Alpine and East Gippsland shires
will finish up having to pick up the tab for all this. They
have been trying to get VicRoads to take over that road
for many years — with no luck at all. The government
does not want it: it is going to cost money. Two million
dollars towards sealing the Bogong High Plains road is
a pittance. Anybody up there will see through that
rubbish.

This state could not survive without rural and regional
people. They provide the income for the state to work.
If you go to the port of Melbourne, you will see that its
largest exporter is the dairy industry. Nobody in the city
would even understand that; they would not have a
clue. Then there would be grain, beef et cetera. Those
exports keep the dollars from overseas coming into this
country. Listening to the debate today you would think
there were cattle all over the high country. It is my
understanding from Mr Stoney that 660 000 hectares
will be locked up in this park. At present 90 per cent of
this is protected. We are talking about 10 per cent of the
park being used at the moment. When I watch
television I see the government’s fraudulent ads. The
government has doctored ads to make the pristine park
look beautiful and the areas where the cattle have been
look absolutely shocking. If it were being fair, it would
also show areas which have been locked up and not
touched but have been razed by fires. That does not get
shown.

I get very frustrated when I see the things that are
happening in rural Victoria. It is typical of the
government that when the marine park was announced
at Port Campbell, Ron Cashmore, a diver there for
many years, had produced a video of the underworld of
the marine park at Port Campbell. It is beautiful: there
is fish, there is seaweed, and it looks fantastic. He
produced this video to show the government that this
area was actually still in pristine condition — how
beautiful it all was. It was given to the government to
say, ‘Look, we have been fishing here, using this area
for 100 years; we have not actually damaged it’. So
what does the government do? It uses that video then
against the fishermen. It used that video on television to
show whoever wants to look at it what a beautiful
marine park this would be, and that that was what the
government was going to make it, because it was in
danger. The government used the resources and
evidence of the fishermen themselves, who believe
everyone is honest, against them. I am sure that is what
happened up in the high country. The government went
and picked the brains of the mountain cattlemen and all
the people up there, and then used it to slaughter them
in the end.

When it comes to every one of these bills — the
Otways bill, the box-ironbark bill and the alpine parks
bill — the government has said the parks will all
survive and everyone in the country will be better off

What we will see in the high country is quite obvious,
and this is what will happen in the Otways, eventually,
after this one goes through. The mountain cattlemen
will disappear, the tracks will close, the blackberries
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will take over, and there will be the feral animals. In a
few years’ time we will have a hot summer. Nobody
will want to go in there, because the local knowledge
and the skills of the local people will be gone. The fires
will come, and they will do 100 times more damage
than the mountain cattlemen were doing while they
were up there. It will be the same in the Otways. When
a fire like the Ash Wednesday fire does come again in
the Otways, it will burn 3 miles out to sea; there will be
that much rubbish in the undergrowth. It will be a hot
fire, and it will burn. You would not want to be on the
Great Ocean Road or even fishing a kilometre out in the
ocean, because by the time that fire goes out, it will
have done enormous damage.
In conclusion, I hope the federal government has
success in listing the lifestyle and heritage of the
mountain cattlemen. The Leader of the Opposition in
the other place, Robert Doyle, said that if we win
government —
An honourable member — When!
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — When we win government
in 2006, we will do all we can to make sure the
mountain cattlemen are allowed back in their heritage
areas. If we win government but do not control this
house, I have no doubt that that lot over there with their
Greens supporters, whoever they be, will make it very
difficult. But we never thought we would win the
Senate either, and we have won the Senate, so anything
is possible. I would say, ‘Hold onto your seats. Country
and rural Victoria has had a gutful of the Bracks
government — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN (Ballarat) — I love the
high country, although probably not as much as the
Honourable Graeme Stoney and all the country
cattlemen in the area behind me. But I do love that part
of the world. Why do I love it? I can give some
examples — Mansfield, Kevington, Woods Point and
Greta, which is not quite the high country.
My great-grandfather came to Australia from Scotland.
He arrived in Greta in 1853 and then raised a family.
My grandfather was born in that area. He then moved
to Ten Mile. Not many people would know where Ten
Mile is, but it is 10 miles up the road from Jamieson on
the way to Woods Point. He was a miner.
My father was born in Mansfield. He also lived and
worked in that area until 1940, when the Second World
War was on and he joined the air force. In 1939 on
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Black Friday he lost 17 mates in the fire at one of the
mills in that area. I think it was at Matlock. My brother
was born at Woods Point in 1945. I had my honeymoon
in, of all places, Kevington, at the Kevington Hilton, in
1972. It was a brief honeymoon, I am telling you — it
was two days — but it was a lot of fun. I recently went
to Kevington and launched a book written by my
cousin, whose name is Roy Lloyd, on the history of that
pub, which is one of the oldest pubs in the area.
So a lot of my family’s history was involved in the high
country area. In fact, in two weeks I will be going to the
Jamieson cemetery where we are going to replace a
headstone for Charlie Lloyd, who is a person I think
people would know. It will be replaced by my cousin,
John McCormack. I noted that Mr Stoney mentioned
the McCormacks earlier. There is a relationship, not
with my Uncle Dan but with his brother Jack
McCormack, to high country grazing.
I had an uncle, his name was Jack Seymour, who had a
partner called Charlie Hearn. They actually had a
licence in the high country. I believe it was somewhere
near Clear Hills, which is pretty close to Mount
Stirling. So my involvement and my family’s
involvement in this area is long and is deep. That is the
reason I love the high country. I love history and I
always advise my kids and other young people to never
forget your roots, never forget where you come from.
Because of all of this history and my love of the area
this issue became a real problem for me in trying to find
some balance between what I thought was the right
thing to do in terms of our national park, but what is
clearly going to hurt a lot of very good and
hardworking people. This is a conflict between a
national park and birds and animals and plants and
trees — and human beings, who will all be hurt. I know
they will be hurt. It really is a painful and hard decision.
I believe it has been tough on the Honourable Rob
Mitchell. Rob and I have had many discussions about
the process and about all the people he was meeting. He
has had a hard time on this. He has really worked hard.
I know Graeme Stoney. I listened to his speech, and I
congratulate him. I thought it was a wonderful speech.
It was heartfelt. I did not like it when he criticised the
government of course, but it was clearly heartfelt. He
has put a lot of his life into this, and I respect him for it
and I honour him for it. It was a wonderful speech.
But again it is this dilemma between human beings and
national parks. I think we need national parks to
preserve the environment for all the future generations.
I am really concerned about climate change and global
warming, of which I am convinced. I have a vineyard
just outside Maryborough, and I have had an empty
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dam now for eight years. Some of the trees I planted on
that property are now nearly 30 years old, and I have
lost seven of them — they are dead because there is no
subsoil moisture. I hear people saying there is no global
warming, there is no climate change. I am not
convinced, because I seem to be watching it. It is either
a case of a 500-year drought or there are some changes
in the climate.
The environment is changing. It is incredibly important.
I am working on some other projects which I hope may
one day help, in terms of solar energy and brown coal
drying. They are important matters for the state of
Victoria and the globe. But we come back to this
national park and a group of people being hurt, and that
is really hard — a group of people that my family was a
part of many years ago. I do not have any easy answers.
I do not think there are any answers. One group of good
people will be hurt because of a decision to protect the
park. I do not want to go into the science. I really do not
want to talk about the science — in fact I will not talk
about the science. I am more concerned about the
human factor in my contribution here today. That is
incredibly important for all those involved — the
families, the wives, the children. It is going to affect
their businesses. They clearly just love their job. They
must love their job; I know they do. A part of that, and
it is a reasonably big part, is being taken away from
them. I feel for the families. I feel for the cattlemen.
And I have to say sorry, and it is a personal sorry,
because I know these people really are being affected. I
know it is going to hurt, but I have to support the bill. I
have to support what we are doing in the long term, the
big picture, but it is painful to support that view.
I think I have probably said enough, except that
Graeme Stoney brought up that there had not been any
acknowledgment of what the high country cattlemen
had done over 170 years. I was reminded by my cousin
this afternoon that Jack Seymour and a number of the
country cattlemen went out looking after a double
murder in the 1930s. They helped police by going
around and looking. I do not know the outcome. That is
just one personal example of members of my family
going around the countryside, looking in that case for a
double murderer.
That is the sort of thing you guys over there in the
gallery have done over a long time, and I want to
acknowledge your contributions over all these years. I
believe the government may have slipped up in not
putting that in the second-reading speech. I would like
to acknowledge on my behalf all those wonderful
things that you have done over the years.
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Now I am going to be a bit political. Some have used
this issue to beat up the Bracks government. I do not
like it, and I do not play that sort of politics. Having a
go that we have not done this and we have not done that
is just nonsense. It really is — excuse the French —
bullshit, because in the last five or six years we have
spent more money in the area I work in, the
Maryborough, Ararat, Stawell and Ballarat area, than
was spent in the previous 50 years on hospitals, schools
and new police stations. We are pouring money in, and
I am incredibly proud of that.
Hon. Philip Davis — How is the gas to Avoca
going, John?
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr Davis!
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN — We poured $800 000
into the Avoca Race Club, that is what we did. We have
helped the — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr McQuilten, without
assistance!
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN — I am really proud of
what we have been able to achieve, and there is a lot
more to achieve. Yes, I would love to get gas to Avoca,
and we will just have to keep working on it. But I
believe this is a government that has made and is going
to continue to try to make a real difference to country
Victoria. When you had the fires up in the high country
they were horrific, but not as bad as the 1939 fire that
my father told me about when he was working the
battery at the Morning Star mine. He had to run from
the battery down to the Creek, which is the Upper
Goulburn, and jumped into the creek just in time to
watch the flame go from one hill to the other. It was just
all flame, just a sky of fire, and then it came down the
hill. I always have the image in my head of how bad
that 1939 fire was, which brings up the issue that in
terms of the Alpine National Park and other national
parks and state forests we always have to be mindful of
doing burns and controlling growth so that we do not
have a fire like the 1939 fire ever again, where in one
mill 17 men died.
I will finish by saying again that I acknowledge the
contributions that members on the other side and their
forebears have made, and I am sorry that this is going to
hurt you and affect your families.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — For me this
issue is at least 20 years old in the sense that this is not
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the first time that this government or a Labor
government in this state has attempted to do what is
being done here today — that is, remove the mountain
cattlemen from the high country in any meaningful
way. They have done it before. They tried to do it in
1985–1986. In my contribution I intend to talk a little
about the history of what happened back then and why
it is that I believe this is just a revisitation of exactly the
same process that Labor tried on 20 years ago. I am
also going to try to establish in my contribution,
probably for the benefit of some of the newer members
opposite, what I believe to be a longstanding agenda of
their party to remove cattlemen from that area along
with and hand in hand with the more extreme elements
of the conservation movement in this state and in this
country. That is something that needs to be covered in
this debate and I will attempt to do that.
At the outset I want to pay an enormous compliment
and tribute to my friend and colleague Mr Stoney who
hails from the region: his heritage is there, his family
are there and his livelihood for a very long time was
there. We know from the passion with which he spoke
and from his detailed knowledge of the region that this
house and this Parliament could not be any better
informed by his contribution. It was one of the best
contributions I have heard in the six years I have been
in this place. One would expect that someone of the
calibre and standing of Mr Stoney would be able to
inform us in a very real and pertinent way. It was not
just a personal and passionate view about the high
country, but a very informative and salient contribution.
He outlined some of the myths and detailed some of the
problems with the so-called independent process that
the government went through. He did put the lie to the
fact that it was an independent process particularly on
scientific grounds. I say to Mr Stoney, thank you from
all members on this side who not only pay tribute to
you but also agree with you and support you and your
people, unlike the members opposite.
The biggest question I took out of Mr Stoney’s
presentation was the rhetorical question of why the
Bracks government sought to vilify and was seeking to
insult and attack the cattlemen. I think it is a very
salient question to ask. I believe there are two key
reasons for that. I believe they are historical and go
back 20 years. The first is that the Bracks government,
like the Cain and Kirner governments before it, seeks to
use this issue of the Alpine National Park to lock in
support from extreme elements of the conservation
movement. Labor sought to do it in 1985, when it did a
deal with the Australian Conservation Foundation
which publicly stated through its spokesperson,
Dr Mosley, on ABC radio that come hell or high water
he was going to get cattlemen out of the high country.
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He said he would make sure that the Cain government
went along with that agenda. He made that very clear
before the 1985 election and supported Labor Party
candidates on the basis of the Labor Party’s promise to
do that, to initiate the national parks bill in 1985. The
Labor Party narrowly won that election. The foundation
needed to be paid back, so that is the first reason the
Bracks government is behaving in this way because it
wants to do exactly the same thing. It wants to lock in
elements of the Victorian conservation movement and
the Greens in particular for the next state election that
will occur in November 2006. History does repeat
itself.
I also think there is a second reason for the vilification
and insults. They are happening because of a revenge
issue. There is a strong element of punishment politics
in the bill and the way it is being handled. I believe that
because when the last attempt was made in 1985 to do
this it was defeated after a protected battle and
campaign by the mountain cattlemen, their families and
supporters and a political campaign in the Parliament. It
was in this upper house where it happened. It happened
as a result of the Nunawading re-election. Members
might recall that the state election of that year returned
an equal vote for the member of the then Nunawading
province and Mr Bob Ives, who was elected when the
returning officer drew a ballot out of a hat. That was
challenged in the courts by his opponent, Mrs Varty,
who won, and there had to be another election.
The mountain cattlemen, rightly, took that opportunity
to support Mrs Varty in that re-election campaign to
prevent the alpine parks bill being passed by the
Parliament. They made a strategic move. They
campaigned long and hard for her in that by-election. It
was at the very beginning of my involvement in
politics. I was part of Mrs Rosemary Varty’s re-election
campaign team and well remember the contribution
made by the mountain cattlemen, their families and
supporters when they came to Nunawading Province,
which now goes under another name but is part of my
electorate.
At the time they came to Ringwood in particular and
campaigned against the National Parks (Alpine
National Parks) Bill and in favour of Mrs Varty because
the Liberal Party said it would not allow the bill to go
through the upper house. The campaign was a long one
and many groups got involved. The conservation
movement was also involved but the cattlemen and
their families came to our electorate and supported us in
every possible way.
I remember that they set up a camp in Eastfield Park on
the edge of Ringwood. They were there pretty much
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full time during that by-election. They invited the local
community along and many of the city people of
Nunawading province in the Ringwood area learned
first hand from the cattlemen about their custodianship
of the high country and the real economic and
environmental arguments of that time.
I shall quote a little bit about that re-election campaign
from Bryan Jameson’s book, which has already been
quoted from by Mr Stoney, called Movement at the
Station. At page 103 he writes:
On the afternoon and evening of 8 August, stock transports
and floats disembarked 130 horses at Eastfield Park, on the
fringe of the city of Ringwood, the major shopping centre in
Nunawading province. A tent town sprang up, and that night
it was a bit like a get-together or a high plains muster, with
barbecues going and a bit of mild carousing. MCAV
associates from all over Melbourne and local residents from
the nearby streets came to join in the fun. When everyone
finally turned in for the night, it rained, and a few families
fled leaky tents to weather the night in the horse floats.

That campaign not only drew a lot of cattlemen and
their supporters to the electorate but they worked hard
throughout the campaign to convince city people that
they were the true environmentalists, conservationists
and custodians of the high country. They came to
convince city people that we could have faith that their
activities in the high country were not detrimental to
real environmental values in that region; they actually
benefited that region.
I well remember a large, glossy, coloured brochure put
out by the mountain cattlemen for that re-election
campaign, setting out the arguments. They talked about
their history and heritage in the high country, the
custodianship and the environmental benefits and they
talked about fuel build up, fires and accessibility. They
did it in a very down-to-earth way that people in my
electorate could understand.
The people in the electorate responded. They
understood what the mountain cattlemen were saying
about the environment of the high plains. That brochure
had a strong impact. On its front it had a picture of a
cattleman on the high plains and a picture of the Lovick
family from the region. It was one of the strongest tools
used to educate and inform and to ask for the support of
city people in what was essentially a country issue —
and city people responded at that time.
The results of that re-election saw the primary vote of
the Labor Party drop by at least 15 000 votes. The
Liberal Party achieved a swing of around 9 per cent on
a two-party preferred basis. That was despite the fact
there was a host of environmental candidates in the
field; despite the fact that there were Australian
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Conservation Foundation people campaigning the other
way — for the Labor Party as part of the deal — and it
was despite the fact that the nuclear disarmament party
also campaigned, and that is a story in itself.
What I want to tell the chamber, particularly the
members sitting opposite, is that the mountain
cattlemen and their supporters will again campaign and
again make those arguments. They will again put a
balanced view in front of the people of Victoria. They
will not only do that in the country, they will do that in
the city, and city people will respond to those
arguments because the cattlemen have right on their
side — they have truth on their side. They will also be
informed about the deals that have been done with the
environmental movement to support Labor at the next
election, and it is our hope — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten — There is no deal with me,
Andrew; there is no deal with me, mate.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — There is certainly
one, Mr McQuilten. If Mr McQuilten is a candidate at
the next election he will be a beneficiary of it, and he
will accept those preferences from the environmental
movement. The price was getting the cattlemen out of
the high country. That is what the agenda of the Labor
Party is and has been for 20 years. After Labor lost the
election and the Liberals, with The Nationals, blocked
that legislation and that attempt to kick them out last
time, Ms Kirner is reported as saying, and I quote from
‘Victory without truce’, chapter 18 of Bryan Jameson’s
book:
There will be a contiguous alpine national park — if not in
the life of this Parliament, there will be a contiguous national
park in the life of some future Parliament.

There will be one in the life of some future Parliament.
Have a guess which one it is? It is this one. Her words
were very prophetic and it has been the agenda of the
Labor Party ever since then, and that is why I agree
very strongly with my colleagues that the process that
was run by Mr Mitchell and others, wittingly or
unwittingly, was a sham. This has been the agenda of
the Labor Party in Victoria for at least that long —
since 1985–86. Labor tried it before and now it is
getting it through. This has been the agenda for many,
many years; we know that the Labor Party has a very
long memory and we know that it does not give up very
easily. It has kept the campaign going for 20 years.
Labor members should not come into this place and try
to convince members on this side, knowing the history
as we do, that they went through a fair, open, honest
and balanced process, because they did not. In the
words of Ms Carbines, the only cruel hoax that was
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perpetrated here was the one that was perpetrated by the
Labor Party. We oppose it. We opposed it then; we
oppose it now. We believe that the people of Victoria
will join us in opposing it in November 2006, and we
invite the fine people of the high country to join us in
that campaign for justice when we reverse this terrible
legislation and when we achieve government in this
state.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — At the outset I want to
declare that I have family members who run a tourism
operation in the Bogong High Plains — a horseriding
operation — and whilst I have no personal interest in
that business, I think it is appropriate that I should
declare that interest to the house. This is the sort of
debate that occasionally comes along in one’s life in the
Parliament where there is serious consideration of a
matter that has conflicting interests and conflicting
viewpoints, but a matter that is about the long-term
situation in our state, and particularly in relation to the
environment as in this case. It is about how we leave
the place we temporarily possess on this earth for the
future.
Occasionally one such matter becomes involved in a
debate here. I think it is great to come into a debate and
hear the seriousness and the tone with which the debate
has generally been conducted.
At the outset I reject the comments made by
Mr Olexander. No member on the government side has
in any way been vilifying the mountain cattlemen. I
have not listened to all of the debate, but I have checked
with other members to see whether that has occurred
today. It certainly did not occur in any of the
contributions I have heard and the advice — even
though I have been in occasional meetings during this
debate — I have had from other members is that it has
not occurred at any time in this debate.
There has not been any vilification of the mountain
cattlemen, the good work they do or their absolute
commitment to the high country and their care of it. I
do not think anyone has argued in this debate that the
cattlemen do not care for the high country. I am
absolutely convinced that the cattlemen who have a
heritage in and relationship with the high country in this
state care passionately about the high country and the
way the high country is looked after.
It must be acknowledged that whilst the cattlemen
obviously care for the high country, their cattle do not.
The cattle that graze in the high country — in precious
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territory — cause damage. I think the cattlemen would
acknowledge that damage occurs. It is not the fault of
the cattle or the cattlemen that the cattle do not care for
the high country. They are cattle; they graze and they
need to drink water. Those two things in themselves
cause damage to the high country.
I have ridden over the Bogong High Plains with
members of my family who run their business there. It
is magnificent country. It is a very special place. Part of
what makes it so special has been history and heritage.
But one has to acknowledge that what makes that
history and heritage special is the environment. It is the
mountains, the heights, the valleys, the grassy plains
and the streams and rivers that run through that country.
It is the responsibility of the government of the day to
make sure those things that are particularly precious in
our environment are protected and maintained for the
future. That is the task that this government has taken.
The responsibility is a difficult one to take from time to
time because it affects people’s livelihoods. It
absolutely affects the livelihoods of a number of
families, but it is a responsibility that this government
will not shirk from. It is a responsibility because there is
a bigger picture. There is the big picture about how we
leave this place that we temporarily occupy to future
generations. As a member of this government, I think
the big picture is one that I am proud to be a part of.
We have grasped these issues in a number of
environmental areas in relation to marine national
parks, the Otways and again in relation to the Alpine
National Park.
In taking on this responsibility there are a number of
things the government has put in place to ensure it is
done as effectively as possible and to ensure there is
appropriate management of the park into the future and
reasonable and fair recognition of the impact on the
livelihoods of those families who are using the high
country for cattle grazing at the moment. That includes
a wide-ranging package of financial measures totalling
$7.4 million that will provide support for the licensees,
local tourism and cultural heritage. It will help to
improve the natural condition of the park. It is
important that when a government takes on the
responsibilities of protecting a park in the way we have
we also accept the state has a financial obligation to
ensure that people who are affected by that decision are
appropriately looked after.
I want to touch also on the issue of heritage. There is, of
course, still going to be grazing in the high country —
in the state forest in the high country. The heritage of
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the mountain cattlemen in those parts of the park can be
maintained.
Hon. Philip Davis — What part of the park?
Mr VINEY — I am apologise. There is still the
heritage available through cattle grazing in the state
forest surrounding the park is what I meant to say.
The heritage of high country grazing will be maintained
in those areas. I am hopeful that in the process of the
changes that are likely to occur some people may wish
to move out of grazing in the state forest and some of
the families affected by the Alpine National Park
decision may be able to pick up licence opportunities. I
hope there would be some commonsense in terms of
those sorts of transitional arrangements and
opportunities. But let us not pretend that the great
heritage and traditions of the mountain cattlemen are
lost forever by coming out of the national park when in
fact they can continue in the state forest.
We have correspondence from the commonwealth
government Australian Heritage Council. A letter of
2 July 2004 signed by Tom Harley says:
The history of alpine grazing should be managed as part of
the cultural heritage. Any heritage-related benefits from the
ongoing activity of grazing would appear to be more than
outweighed by the adverse impact of the activity on the
natural heritage values of the alpine and subalpine areas.

We have correspondence from the Australian
government Department of the Environment and
Heritage to Ian Maxfield, the member for Narracan in
another place, who was then chair of the alpine grazing
task force. A submission from that department signed
by Alison Russell-French, assistant secretary, heritage
management branch states:
The grazing of domestic stock in national parks and
wilderness areas is widely regarded by scientists and public
land managers as being inconsistent with the primary
objectives of management of such reserves. The grazing of
cattle in the Alpine National Park falls significantly short of
constituting world’s best practice for national park and
wilderness management and is considered to be a
significantly inferior management regime compared to that in
place in other reserves in the Australian Alps such as
Namadgi and Kosciuszko national parks.

These submissions indicate that the current
politicisation of this issue by the current federal
Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Ian
Campbell, is inconsistent with the submissions of his
own department to the task force and the views
expressed by the chairman of the Australian Heritage
Council, for which he has responsibility as part of his
portfolio.
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In the context of this debate I believe it is important to
be clear that there has been absolutely no vilification of
the mountain cattlemen. There is a recognition that they
do care for the high country, that they are passionate
about the high country and that they ought to be fairly
and properly compensated for any changes that are
made by this government in relation to the ongoing
protection of the national park.
I want to finally pick up on the attempt by the
opposition to use this issue as some kind of lightning
rod to reconnect with country Victoria. This is clearly
an attempt by the opposition to politicise an issue that is
a serious issue facing this state in relation to the
management of our national parks and the way in
which we leave them for future generations. I was in
Bairnsdale on the day when the last train went to
Bairnsdale under the Kennett government. I can assure
the house that that was a lightning rod for country
Victoria’s discontent with the then Kennett
government. At the community protest when they
highjacked that train there were representatives from
kindergartens, schools and hospitals because the mob
on the other side had closed them down. That was the
lightning rod that people were concerned about.
In contrast, this government has invested massively in
country Victoria. We recognise that this issue is a
difficult one for some people in country Victoria — for
a number of the people directly involved in the grazing
of cattle in the Alpine National Park — but it is not an
issue that represents the way that this government has
treated country Victoria. The government has invested
in its schools, rebuilt its hospitals, built its roads and
invested in jobs and regional growth. It is this
government that has said that it will create further
development and opportunities for country Victoria,
unlike the other lot that referred to country Victoria as
the toenails of the state.
It is just ludicrous for members on the other side to be
using this issue as a means of trying to reconnect with
country Victoria. They will have to do a lot better than
that. They will have to start by apologising for what
they did to country Victoria when they were last in
office. This issue facing this government is of
significant importance for the future. It is an issue for
which we recognise the need to protect the Alpine
National Park. We also recognise that in doing so it is
going to adversely affect a number of people who at the
moment depend on national parks for their livelihood
from cattle grazing. That is why we have put in place a
fair and reasonable and comprehensive package. We
are ensuring not only that mountain cattlemen are fairly
compensated but also that there are future opportunities
for economic activity through tourism and other related
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activities in those regions. I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — In rising
to speak on this debate I would like to firstly
acknowledge my colleague Mr Stoney and congratulate
him on his passionate contribution this morning. It
certainly made it evident why we need a wide variety of
people to be elected to places like this; otherwise we
would never have heard a contribution so passionate
and so informed about cattle grazing in the alpine high
plains as the one we heard from Mr Stoney. Cattle
grazing on the high plains is part of his heritage, part of
his family’s heritage and part of the heritage of many
other families. We have heard names in this debate like
Lovick, Hicks, Treasure, Commins, McGuire, Roper,
Mitchell and Cook, and there are many other grazing
families who are a part of the living heritage of this
country. Over the past 170 years cattle grazing on the
alpine high plains has not only become the heritage of
those families, but it has become the heritage of all
Australians.
Before coming into Parliament one of my roles was to
sell tickets for various concerts and events. One show
that I sold tickets to was called The Man from Snowy
River — Arena Spectacular. I would like to read the
first paragraph of the promotion for that show. It says:
When lone horseman Steve Jefferys galloped into the stadium
at the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games opening ceremony, the
Homebush audience gasped, the world held its breath, and a
nation’s pride soared as it watched one of its greatest legends
come to life.

I think the phrase ‘the nation’s pride soared’ is quite
pertinent because our nation really considers the
cattlemen of the alpine high plains to be an icon of
Australia’s heritage.
Support was evident at the rally held on the steps of
Parliament House last Thursday. Those of us who
moved through the city to watch the cattlemen as they
progressed on their ride from Yarra Park to the steps of
Parliament House witnessed the many metropolitan
Melbourne members of our community standing on the
side of the footpath and cheering on the mountain
cattlemen. They were proud of the heritage of the
mountain cattlemen and they supported their staying on
the alpine high plains, and the grazing staying on the
alpine high plains. I was proud to stand on the steps to
witness that magnificent spectacle.
For some reason the Labor government hates country
Victoria. It also hates heritage. I think that is because it
prefers to forget its own heritage, and prefers to try to
rewrite history. I guess when you have a legacy of
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leaving Victoria $35 billion in debt after the Cain and
Kirner years, and the nation $80 billion in debt after
13 years of Prime Minister Hawke and a federal Labor
government, we can recognise why it would prefer to
rewrite history and why it would prefer to forget about
heritage.
Ms Mikakos — Ask Alexander Downer about
rewriting Labor Party history.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — Sorry, I have just totally
lost my place. On this occasion we want to focus on
heritage. We should focus on our heritage and preserve
it. It is something that Australia has an opportunity to
do, and something that most Australians want to do. On
this occasion the Labor government has gone too far. It
has not only set out to destroy Australia’s heritage, it
also set out to destroy the reputation of cattle grazing
families; and it is using $250 000 of taxpayer’s funds to
do it through a misleading advertising campaign.
We will forever remember the doctored photograph that
appeared in the Herald Sun. The Liberal Party has
called for the Minister for Consumer Affairs to have
Consumer Affairs Victoria investigate that photograph
because it is misleading advertising. It should be
investigated and the government should be prosecuted
by CAV. I hope that the minister looks into it because it
is unfair; she would do it to a private enterprise and the
government should not be allowed to get away with it.
I would like to return to the events of last Thursday and
the rally. It was evident that Labor hates country
Victoria. It was also evident that country Victorians
have had enough of Labor’s city-centric views and
policies that are destroying a country way of life and
destroying country livelihoods, and it is all being done
in the pursuit of Greens preferences. In 1999 Labor
promised country Victoria the world, and it has
delivered nothing. What it has done is to mount and
maintain a sustained attack on country Victoria and
country lifestyles. The ban on alpine grazing is the
straw that has broken the back of country Victoria.
It was evident at the rally; a number of different country
groups were not only there to support the cattlemen, but
also to protest their own issues. Irrigators were
protesting against the white paper, against the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan and the 80-20 sales
deals. Groups were also protesting against the toxic
waste dump, child employment laws, the ridiculous
native vegetation laws and the government’s failure to
adequately address and control weeds and feral
animals.
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Many other issues were also protested on the day. One
issue that was pretty close to my heart was the Barmah
forest. The Barmah forest cattlemen were there, as were
the members of the Barmah Forest Preservation
League. They know they are next on the government’s
list. We recently attended the Barmah Muster, where
we witnessed the result of 155 years of heritage carried
on over six generations. These local families in the
Barmah region have lived and farmed in that forest for
six generations, and they have been the custodians of
the Barmah forest. It is because of their custodianship
that we have a magnificent forest today, but the Bracks
government wants to take that away from them.
The Honourable Andrea Coote asked in her
contribution to the debate, ‘Who will be next?’. The
people of Barmah know they will be next. Once again
the government will have a predetermined outcome; it
will lead the people of Barmah down the path of
consultation, and after the locals have spent
considerable time and resources consulting with the
government, the Premier, Steve Bracks, will deliver the
knockout punch of the predetermined decision. There
will be no consideration for the local economy or for
the local lifestyle that people have lived for six
generations or for people’s livelihoods. All that will be
swept away in the pursuit of Greens preferences.
The Honourable Robert Mitchell and the
Honourable Graeme Stoney both represent the Central
Highlands Province, yet they are diametrically opposed
on this issue. Both were elected to represent the people
of Central Highlands. During his career Mr Stoney has
been an excellent advocate for the Central Highlands.
He has been truly the people’s voice in Spring Street.
On the other hand, Mr Mitchell, who was also elected
to be the people’s voice in Spring Street, has instead
become the government’s mouthpiece in the Central
Highlands.
In closing my contribution to this debate I would once
again like to congratulate Mr Stoney on his excellent
contribution to the debate. It truly was an honour to be
here to witness it. I would also like to say to the
mountain cattlemen and to the people of Central
Highlands that they made a wise decision when they
elected Mr Stoney, as they could not have chosen a
more passionate advocate to represent them in this
place.
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — I rise to make a short
contribution to this important debate on the National
Parks (Alpine National Park) Grazing Bill. I am a city
dweller and I represent a city electorate. I have never
lived in rural Victoria and certainly do not pretend to
know the land and the people of rural Victoria in
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anything like the way rural members of this house
understand their communities and their histories. But I
respect their knowledge and their deep and abiding
connections to land and to the pastoral and farming
cultures of this state.
Mr Stoney opened the debate for the opposition by
declaring his interest in the issues that go to the heart of
the bill. In his passionately felt speech Mr Stoney also
spoke of his love for the land and the culture of the
communities he represents. I think I understand the
sense of loss that many of these communities feel at this
time, but the imperative to protect the environment is
what impels this legislation — not the wish to disrupt a
tradition, take meaning out of an important and
enduring Australian myth or take away the livelihood
of cattle people.
Some months ago a flier went around the Parliament
that showed two images of rural Victoria. The first
showed rolling verdure as far as the eye could see under
an azure sky. The second washed out image of the same
scene showed the landscape marred by monstrous wind
turbines. The message was clear. The first was of a
natural and beautiful landscape. The second was blotted
and damaged by industry. But there was a prior image
that was missing — the great forests that preceded the
rolling verdure. These farmlands are, after all, a
European industrial artefact. The forests were cleared to
graze the sheep and cattle for wool, meat and dairy
products. I am sure the indigenous Victorians of the
early 1800s who witnessed the unbelievable destruction
of their woodlands and their livelihoods across the state
would have been appalled by the ugliness of a denuded
land so beloved by Europeans who saw in it the
beauties of country England.
My point is that use of the land is a cultural artefact,
and the so-called beauty and value of its use are
inextricably bound up with our productive culture, so I
do sympathise with the cattle people and the
communities that will be changed by this legislation. I
think it is fair to say that today our society has a better
overall understanding of the ways that human
production impacts on the environment. I follow the
debate on these very complex issues as best I can, but
like most of us in this house I am to a great extent in the
hands of experts, and I do not only mean boffins from
our universities or armchair inner city
environmentalists. I try to understand what indigenous
Australians have to say without getting sucked into an
uncritical acceptance of romantic notions of
pre-European Australia.
I try to listen to and understand what rural Victorians
say about land management, but I also hear the voices
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of the environmental scientists who warn of the huge
and negative impacts on the land by human beings. On
balance I am persuaded that there is a need to keep
cattle out of the Alpine National Park — Victoria’s
largest — and that this must be achieved. By any
measure, the government has consulted. The minister’s
second-reading speech states that some
3600 submissions were received by the alpine grazing
task force and that it met with 85 individuals across
many Victorian towns. The task force also met with a
broad range of experts including representatives of the
cattle people.

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — One hour, I beg your
pardon. But I suppose we are the masters of our own
destiny in this place.

In my view, the need to change is made out
persuasively — cattle grazing adversely affects water,
soil and the flora and fauna. I know that there are
arguments the other way, but I believe the weight of
responsible opinion falls clearly on the side of caution.
National parks must be protected as far as possible from
the negative impacts of exotic species and human
industrial activity. This is significant legislation. I
support it and commend it to the house.

I was also part of the negotiations that Mr Stoney
referred to this morning. Yes, they did go on for seven
days and seven nights and there were concessions made
on all sides. There were negotiations in good faith;
there were areas that had been grazed for nearly a
century given up at Bogong, Mount Nelse, The Bluff
and elsewhere, and we had a tremendous amount of
goodwill expressed by people such as David Evans, a
former member for North Eastern Province, members
of the Liberal Party, Mr Stoney and Mr Commins from
the cattlemen’s association and members of the then
Labor government. I think we all felt we had arrived at
a satisfactory compromise all round. It was going to
enable a huge Alpine National Park to be declared, but
at the same time it was going to enable traditional
activities such as cattle grazing to continue — not
across that vast area at all, only upon part of it, and in
fact, as we now know, cattle have grazed only on
something like 10 per cent to 15 per cent of that area
that was declared a national park.

The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I call the next
speaker it has been drawn to my attention that the Chair
omitted to interrupt business at 4.30 p.m., and I propose
to do that now.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 27(a), the sitting be extended
to complete the unfinished government business program
determined on 14 June 2005, as amended on 16 June 2005.

Motion agreed to.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — That is a
fascinating procedural motion, President. I am not sure
how we can do it 2 hours and 8 minutes after the time it
was due, but nevertheless — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! One hour.

I was in this place in 1985 when Graeme Stoney led the
cattlemen up Bourke Street, and I thought that was
Graeme Stoney’s finest hour. But really, it was only
one of his fine hours. We saw his finest hour today in
his magnificent contribution at the opening of the
debate on this bill and I certainly congratulate
Mr Stoney for the very measured way he advanced an
absolutely compelling and cogent case to the house.

Listening to some of the contributors here today one
would have thought there was a very heavy carrying of
cattle right across the area of the national park. That is
clearly not so and indicates that many people who have
spoken in the debate today do not appear to have ever
visited the Alpine National Park. If they had done so
they would not have made such an erroneous assertion
in their remarks today.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, on most occasions
they would have been very lucky indeed to see a beast
at all. Where are we now? We have a Labor
government controlling both houses of Parliament. The
licences were inserted into legislation — I emphasise
that they were inserted into legislation back then; not
just a regulation, not just a policy but an actual statute
of the state of Victoria, the law of the land — and the
very first time they are due for renewal under a Labor
government, this government is taking the opportunity
not to renew them but to abolish them altogether. What
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faith can the mountain cattlemen or the community at
large ever have in politicians and in governments if that
is the situation? You negotiate in good faith, you make
concessions, you come to a handshake agreement and
that handshake agreement is legislated into the law of
the land, and then at the first opportunity the next
government comes along and completely overturns it. It
is no wonder there is such cynicism in the community
about politicians.
But I suppose I should say that it is no surprise that this
government has done that. It was part of its 1999
election policy. I could not help but notice the crocodile
tears in the other place from the member for Gippsland
East during the debate yesterday when he was
complaining about it. He put these people into
government. I thought the best placard out there last
Thursday was the one that said, ‘I didn’t vote for
Bracks or Ingram’. That is absolutely the truth. It is
because of the actions of Mr Ingram and his colleague
from Mildura, whom I notice still supports this
government even on this decision, that we are here
today. Nothing galled me more than to sit in the
Assembly gallery yesterday and listen to the Minister
for Transport gloating as he made his contribution to
the debate on this bill. It was a Nunawading revenge —
that is what I put it down to — because he saw what the
mountain cattlemen were able to do in 1985 at the
Nunawading re-election. He bided his time and now he
is getting his payback. And you could see it in his face,
you could hear it in his voice, you could read it in his
body language yesterday — and it was a disgusting
sight.
We saw this sham inquiry, with four junior
backbenchers despatched on a mission. Like some
other speakers on this side of the house, I have a degree
of sympathy for them because they knew they were on
a sham exercise right from the start. They knew of the
caucus discussions that had been had last year, which
Mr Forwood read out to the house. They knew what
their task was. They knew that they were to go up there,
use up the hospitality, goodwill and friendship of the
cattlemen and pretend all along that they were on some
sort of independent inquiry when they knew the
decision that was expected of them. They knew what
the government was going to announce once they had
produced and filed their report. Why did we not have an
all-party parliamentary committee look at this?
Hon. D. K. Drum — The Environment and Natural
Resources Committee.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Perhaps the Environment
and Natural Resources Committee, as Mr Drum says,
could have gone up and assessed the scientific
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evidence. The government talks about all this scientific
evidence it is relying on. If it is relying on scientific
evidence why did it send the caucus committee up
there? There is no need to go and consult if that is the
only reason the government is making its decision.
Again it shows the shame of all of this and what a sham
it was. Scientific evidence is the hymn sheet that they
have over there on the government backbench. I think
scientists are a bit like economists — you never get two
of them to agree on anything, and you can get the
answer you want if you hire the right scientist, just as
you will get the sort of answer you want if you hire the
right economist.
I would have thought they would have taken some
notice of the empirical evidence that is around the
place. Cattle have been up there for 170 years now. If
the damage is as great as the government says and some
of the scientists it has produced might allege it is, why
is the place in such good condition that it can now be
sought to be put on the world heritage register? Why is
it not some desolate desecrated landscape if the cattle
are doing the sort of damage that the scientists allege
they are and the government claims the scientists say
they are doing? I think it is absolutely false to base
allegations on the claims of some persons and the
misinterpretation of some of the science that has been
done by journalists and others.
In particular I refer to the Sunday Herald Sun of last
Sunday, which had a picture of the famous Maisie
Fawcett’s plot. I have been to Maisie Fawcett’s plot on
many occasions. I am not quite sure what it is meant to
prove. I certainly believe that when Maisie Fawcett
fenced it off in 1947 she was genuinely trying to trial
something to see what the outcome was. Is this article
in the newspaper meant to convey to the reader that
while the fenced-off area is lovely and pristine, outside
the fence appears to be trampled? The inference is that
this is damage done by cattle grazing.
However, as I look at it and looking inside the fenced
area, I see a lot of woody herbage, but I am not sure of
its quality. I see it is not burnt, and of course the reason
it is not burnt is because cattle had grazed around the
outside and had protected it. But the reason why the
area outside the fence appears to be somewhat trampled
has very little to do with cattle. It is because of all the
tourists who go up there and tramp across to look over
the fence to see what it is. It has nothing to do with
cattle at all. It is simply human beings that make that
difference. Again, this is the quality of the science that
this government has relied upon and misinterpreted all
the time.
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We have seen also that the government says, ‘We are
just taking them out of the Alpine National Park. They
will still be able to graze in the state forest’. What a
joke that is. Half the state forests are winter licences in
any event whereas the alpine grazing licences are
summer licences. It betrays a total misunderstanding of
the topography, the geography and the realities of
farming. Alpine grazing is on an open plain. The state
forests are generally much more undulating country.
The pasture on the high plains — they are called the
high plains because they are plains; they are not
covered in timber — is sweet. Most of the feed in the
state forests is rough herbage and of much lesser value
to cattle than is on the high plains. I say it is ridiculous
to think that one is a substitute for the other, to say
nothing of the fact — the points that have been well
made by other honourable members — that in many
cases there is only a magical, mythical and invisible
line between the state forest and the national park. How
is one owner supposed to keep his cattle on one side of
the line and stop them straying into the national park? It
is simply an impossible task. That is going to render
that forest lease unusable in any event, so the
government will achieve its purposes by this devious
means in any event.
What about the Barmah forest? I want to say a bit about
the Barmah forest in the little time I have left to me in
this debate. It is currently subject to a Victorian
Environment Assessment Council inquiry, as members
would know. Cattle have been grazed in the Barmah
forest now for longer than this Parliament has
existed — and they know they are next in line! That is
why they were here in force last Thursday. Kelvin
Trickey and Stan Vale, Peter Newman and their troops
came down to offer support to the mountain cattlemen
because they know that they are next in line and they
will get the treatment.
Are we going to get science rolled out in the Barmah
forest as being the reason the cattle have to go from
there? We hear the alpine area is very fragile and that is
why we need the cattle out. I sometimes wonder how
fragile it is, taking into account the weather conditions
and so on up there, but let us accept for a moment that
the alpine area, the high country, is fragile. You could
not say that about Barmah. It has low rainfall, it is flat
and it has clay soil — so what sort of science are they
going to devise to chuck the cattlemen out of Barmah
next?
Hon. P. R. Hall — They will find something.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Oh, they will find
something, Mr Hall. They are presumably going to
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ignore the science that was done by Barry Dexter back
in the 1960s when he demonstrated conclusively that
the cattle are not damaging red gum regrowth in the
Barmah forest and that to some degree they may be
helping regeneration by keeping down some of the
other growth. Presumably that bit of science that was
put together 30 or 40 years ago will be totally ignored
because the government will search around and find
something to hang its hat on in terms of science in the
Barmah forest. The Barmah people know they are on
notice, that they are next in line but they are not going
down without a fight. They will put up a fight the same
as the mountain cattlemen have done. They will be able
to demonstrate that what they are doing in the Barmah
forest is beneficial. Whether this government takes any
notice remains to be seen. We will be supporting and
backing them all the way.
In the final minute I have I would like to talk about the
amendment moved by my leader, Mr Hall. It beggars
belief that the government is forcing this legislation
through this Parliament in one week when there is a
process on foot which may change the whole scenario
and what is being done. That this government would
want to force the bill through without waiting for that
process to run its course is simply an illustration that it
is concerned about the commonwealth’s intentions and
is trying to jump the gun, get in first and make it a fait
accompli. That is absolutely wrong. It is a
dictating-type government. The government should
accept the amendment moved by Mr Hall. We should
delay this until the commonwealth process has run its
course. If it is successful, we will have another
argument on our hands. If it is not successful, then at
least an opportunity will have been given for the
process to be followed properly. I call upon the
government to accept that amendment so it is not seen
to be jackbooting this legislation through the house.
Applause from gallery.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I remind
members of the gallery that applause from the gallery is
disorderly.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — It gives
me pleasure to rise and speak briefly in support of this
bill. Like Mr Hilton, I begin by acknowledging
Mr Stoney’s contribution earlier today and the sincere
beliefs he holds, even though I do not share those
beliefs.
I support this legislation as it protects one of Victoria’s
most significant natural assets and important water
catchment areas. I find myself, most unusually, in
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agreement with an editorial in the Sunday Herald Sun
of 12 June. In regard to alpine grazing it states:
The real issue is our wild environment.
The Alpine National Park, with its herbfields and flowers, its
moss beds and native grasses, its streams and bogs, is no
place for hard-hoofed animals if it is to be nominated for
World Heritage listing.
Up to 40 000 sheep shared the summer grazing with the cows
many years ago, but they were moved to more appropriate
locations when it became apparent they were damaging the
biology of the mountains.
The time has come for the cows to follow suit.
The 61 remaining licence-holders, who send about
8000 cattle to the park for the summer, are to be given $100
per beast to adjust their businesses …
The cattlemen are not to be booted out of the mountains —
the national park will be out of bounds but the adjoining state
forests will remain open for grazing.

There is overwhelming scientific evidence that cows
damage sensitive alpine environments. That has already
been spoken about today.
The important cultural and heritage values of cattle
grazing will be preserved with grazing continuing in
high country state forests very close to the Alpine
National Park. Some 10 000 cattle are licensed under I
believe about 150 licences in state forest. This will
continue. The Alpine National Park is being improved
with $2 million going to upgrading and scaling the
Bogong High Plains Road. There will be an additional
$2.2 million for pest and weed control in the park and
over $650 000 will be spent on rehabilitating moss
beds, an important point of water collection. I reiterate:
the high country cattle grazing is not ending. It will
continue in the state forest but not in the national park.
There is generous assistance for graziers who are not
having their licences renewed. I commend this bill to
the house because it is a bill for all Victorians.
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — I must say that
from my point of view this is a very sad day for
Victorians. I have the utmost respect for mountain
cattlemen and women. Without a doubt they are
extremely special people in Victoria who make a
marvellous contribution not only to their own districts
but to our state economy. Normally I can reason with
the purpose of bills, but this is neither fair nor
reasonable. I certainly come from a background of
practicability, not from the theoretical side that seems to
thrive on the science it wants to live with and some of
the big picture movements.
I noted and commend the contribution to the debate of
my colleague, the Honourable Graeme Stoney, who in
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his own right is a very proud high country cattleman.
His contribution here in the house today should be able
to be bottled. What a recital of the history of the high
country and of the families who have carefully grazed,
managed and made an enormous contribution to the
high country plains under their annual grazing licences.
Being belted up on a false premise will never be
forgotten by the high country families, and neither
should it be.
These grazing licences have been in place for
generations. I do not think we would have any longer
licenses in Victoria. Their continuous duration over
170 years should say something to all Victorians in
support of the cattlemen and the families retaining their
licences. This is more than just a traditional effort. This
represents the livelihoods of those districts. It
recognises the skills and management used in breeding
some of the best calves in Australia.
There is little doubt that this government has an agenda.
I do not think any of us in the house query that. This is
not about science; it is about locking up large tracts of
land in the guise of national parks. We know the current
licences are all below the snow line. Only about
10 per cent of the licensed grazing allocations are
actually being taken up at the minute. We appreciate
that those who hold the licences have used their own
management skills and recognised the situation after the
disastrous fires that took place over the summer of
2002–03. I would not be the first to say it, but I
sincerely mean it: our mountain cattlemen are good
commonsense managers, in many cases against
immense odds.
I have picked up here today that many are unaware of
what in fact is grazed under these grazing licences. It is
not bullocks and it is not heavy steers. The cattlemen
earlier realised that sheep were doing some damage, so
they have been taken out of the equation. Today they
put up their lighter cattle, the cows and calves. They do
everything in their capacity to lessen any damage
taking place under these grazing licences.
We must look at the task force that was sent in. I know
the people who were involved have in their own way
done what they could, but it was a mickey mouse task
force involving people without any background in high
country activities. Half the task force was made up of
metropolitan people who had very little understanding
of or feel for what takes place in the country. They
would be caught between what they were told one day
and what they were told the next day. They had little
background to give them the knowledge to come to a
particular position and see the damage done to families
by removing this opportunity.
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My memory of the high country is now some 20 years
old. In those days the Richardson family and others had
Cobungra station. Don and Carol Richardson were
neighbours of ours at Nareen. I used to spend quite a bit
of time with Don at Cobungra with Dooky Spencer,
who managed the place and had for some time. Don
introduced me to the high country and what it meant to
the families up there. I was fortunate enough to meet
members of the Treasure family and others who do not
come to mind. It was very interesting to see how those
licences were managed.
The memory of the days when we would go out and do
the salt camps, call the cattle in and those types of
things will never leave me. I can assure members of this
house that although the time I spent up there was more
months than years, it certainly showed me the lack of
damage that was taking place during the grazing period.
In fairness to those involved, I think it only ran between
sometime in January and sometime in the middle of
March, when most of the cows and calves would walk
themselves out and the calves would be brought down
for the mountain cattle sales — the weaner sales. Those
weaner sales in the mountains are revered across this
country.
I assure members that cattle do it tough up there. When
you bring them down and give them a good feed, by
hell the fellas in the southern part of the state and the
lower country certainly do well out of these
opportunities. The blokes up there do a marvellous job.
The genetics of some of the cattle will be diminished
when further pressure is put on these people.
Regrettably, as we heard at the rally the other day, some
of them will no longer be able to maintain their
enterprises.
The rally in town last Thursday, which I and most of
my colleagues attended and also supported, was an
absolute credit to the people who participated. To see
that many horses in Melbourne — and I believe that to
be the last time we will ever have an opportunity to see
that many horses in the city — coming past us and
assembling, taking up the bulk of Spring Street, in some
cases with three generations of the one family on
horseback, demonstrated the feeling around the issue of
grazing licences. It was terribly disappointing to see the
law makers of this state keeping an arm’s length from
this action. They are certainly not comfortable with the
legislation they have pushed through the Assembly and
are determined to push through this house either later
tonight or tomorrow morning.
It was important to see the number of people from
regional Victoria who joined the ranks of Victorian
cattlemen in their disappointment at what is going on.
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People from Western Victoria were there in relation to
toxic waste. We had people from Lake Mokoan, timber
industry people, the four-wheel-drive association and
the Barmah forest cattlemen all expressing their
concerns and fears of where the axe might swing next
time. Regional Victorians are sick of this discriminatory
and anti-rural government and are very vocally
expressing that enough is enough.
We saw a scandalous campaign. It was deceptive and
grossly misleading. It cost the taxpayers of this state
$250 000 to implement. There is no doubt that there is a
lack of management of national parks by government.
That was expressed after the horrific fires of 2002–03,
where we saw fuel build-ups. Many of the tracks that
go through the high country have trees fallen over
them. People were unable to attend or try to control any
of the wildfires that took place. It was an absolute
disgrace.
It says in the second-reading speech that there will be
another $2.2 million afforded over three years for the
control of weeds in what will be seen as the biggest
national park in Victoria. I have to say that this is just a
total sham. That sort of money would not even put the
blackberries to bed.
I think this whole legislation is a sham. This
government has always had a known agenda and its
members have masqueraded through the high country
like foxes dressed in lambs’ clothes, carrying out a
mock consultation that has not really reflected on
earlier licence-holder support by the minister of
cattlemen’s livelihoods. It has held cattlemen in
contempt to appease its interest groups. It is about
chasing votes, and it was always against the livelihoods
of generational graziers. I, along with others on this side
of the house, certainly oppose this bill.
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — I am
pleased to make a very brief contribution to the debate
on this very difficult and sensitive piece of legislation.
On the one hand there are issues of heritage, tradition,
culture and financial livelihood. I thought Mr Stoney
gave a very emotional but dignified defence of the high
country cattlemen’s position. His description of the
contemporary and historical life of the mountain
cattlemen was edifying. On the other side of the
argument, which is what I would have thought until
today — and I still do think it — is scientific evidence
demonstrating that grazing on the high plains has
deleterious effects on the environment of the Alpine
National Park. As it turns out, the debate is not just a
simple dichotomy between science and tradition. We
have listened to speaker after speaker from both sides,
from all political parties, debating whether the
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conclusions by the scientific advisory committee are
actually based on science. I must add that none of the
speakers, I would have thought, are scientists, and so
that destroys the credibility of us parliamentarians a
little bit in deciding whether a particular document
comprised by scientists is scientific or not. I conclude
by saying that financial compensation for the loss of
heritage and tradition is never possible. But I do hope
the financial compensation given to the cattlemen for
loss of earnings is sufficient. With that I commend the
bill to the house.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I rise
today to speak against this despicable piece of
legislation. It is despicable in that it tramples on the
rights of a minority group of people. The group of
people that this legislation will put out of business are
the mountain cattlemen. It is an appalling piece of
legislation and I, along with all other members of the
Liberal Party and The Nationals, and I believe one of
the Independents, will vigorously oppose this
legislation. I have been very privileged on two
occasions in the last fortnight. One was this morning,
when I witnessed an outstanding contribution from my
good friend the Honourable Graeme Stoney. I think it is
wonderful that even members of the government
acknowledge the great contribution of the Honourable
Graeme Stoney today.
I have also had the privilege of being a participant in
the rally last Thursday. One of the things I decided to
do as part of that rally was to expose my nine-year-old
grand-daughter to democracy in Victoria. I felt that it
was important to demonstrate to the next generation
how one could form and put forward their political
views, and even at the age of nine she understood fully
what was going on. As we were driving in to the rally
we were listening to the Neil Mitchell show, where
both sides of the debate were being discussed.
Young Lauren listened with great interest to both sides
of the argument. I have allowed her to draw her own
conclusions. I guess, as she enjoys riding her horse on
her other grandparents’ farm at Tallangatta, she leans
more to the side of keeping the mountain cattlemen in
the alpine regions.
I have listened carefully to the debate today, including
the arguments that have been put forward by the
government, and they have certainly failed to persuade
me. I cannot accept the science. There is as much
science for as against the proposal to ban alpine grazing
in national parks. But I do not want to spend too much
time on the science. I know my friend the Honourable
Graeme Stoney is above all a keen environmentalist
and conservationist and I know that he, along with all
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the other cattlemen in Victoria, would not do anything
to jeopardise their futures.
In fact, if one looks at a book written in the 1980s by
Tor Holth and entitled Cattlemen of the High Country,
in the introduction, which was thoroughly researched,
he echoes some of the words of Graeme Stoney this
morning. He says that, yes, the high country was
sometimes overstocked early in the 20th century,
particularly when cattle and sheep were brought up
from New South Wales in the drought years and rabbits
infested the properties and the grass was eaten. I quote
part of the final paragraph from that book:
However, mountain cattlemen of the present generation are
aware of the long-term harm of overgrazing. They also know
that controlled grazing not only encourages the growth of
feed for their stock from year to year but also promotes
wildflowers and restricts scrub. Therefore, with their
experience and love of the bush and in cooperation with the
Soil Conservation Authority, they are not only preserving the
condition of their leases, so vital a support to their farms, but
also conserving the beauty of the high country for all.

That says it all.
We are also told that the decision to end cattle grazing
in the park was informed by the findings of the Alpine
Grazing Taskforce. I thought this must be some
high-ranking, intelligent group of people, so I thought I
would have a look to see who were actually on the
members of the task force. The names of the four
members — three from the lower house and one from
this house — have already been mentioned. I thought
they must have certain expertise to be able to make this
informed decision, so I thought, ‘How can I find out
how expert these people are?’. I went to the Victorian
Parliamentary Handbook, and found that, yes, these
people are experts. The first member is Jennifer Lindell,
the member for Carrum in the other place. What are her
qualifications for this committee?
Ms Carbines — She is the chair of the — —
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — She is chair of a
joint committee, but I am talking about this task force.
Before entering Parliament she was a radiographer and
an electorate officer for two former members of
Parliament. She has no qualifications in the
environment or conservation areas.
The next member is Tony Lupton, the member for
Prahran in the other place. He is a solicitor and
barrister. He should have disqualified himself from this
task force because he is a member of the Australian
Conservation Foundation, which has on its books the
aim of getting rid of the mountain cattlemen from the
high country. He became a member of that task force
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with a biased view. The third member is Ian Maxfield,
the member for Narracan. We have heard some of his
colleagues sing his praises. I am sorry, I cannot sing Ian
Maxfield’s praises. Before he entered Parliament he
was an electrician and a union organiser. He was with
the shop assistants union. What would a shop assistants
union official know about alpine cattle grazing?
The Honourable Robert George Mitchell, who
represents Central Highlands Province in this place,
was educated at Broadmeadows Tech. He has a
certificate of business management, so maybe that
qualified him. What did he do before he entered
Parliament? He was a sales representative, he was a
Royal Automobile Club of Victoria service contractor,
he was a tow-truck driver and he was an apprentice
bootmaker. They were eminent qualifications to put
him on this task force! We have on the task force four
people whom I would classify — and I hope I am not
being unkind to them — as dills. It was this task force
that informed this government on how to ban alpine
cattle grazing. I hope I am not being too unkind to
them, but I think their decision will be a decision that
they will have to wear to the next election.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, in the
interests of relevance the honourable member should
have mentioned that the principal qualification of the
task force members is that they are members of
Parliament.
The PRESIDENT — I do not uphold the point of
order.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — In the final
couple of minutes that I have I would like to put on the
record a quotation from Simon Turner, who says:
Sadly the Alpine Grazing Taskforce report utterly failed to
come to grips with the most perplexing issue about the
grazing of cattle in the Alpine National Park. This issue is
why textbook and urban-based theory conflicts with the
on-ground, experience-based knowledge. Unravelling this
conundrum is the key to understanding the conflict about
grazing cattle in the Alpine National Park.

I said when I opened that this is the most despicable
piece of legislation that I have encountered in my
12-plus years in this Parliament. What does one do
when one is confronted with a despicable law? I am
calling on the mountain cattlemen of Victoria to
organise a campaign of civil disobedience. Do not
vacate the Alpine National Park. Take no notice of this
legislation. Graze your cattle in the high country.
Interjections from gallery.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask members of the
gallery to refrain from comments, actions and noise.
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — President, I am glad you
gave that instruction before I began to speak. I was
going to be quite reserved and moderate in my
contribution on this debate until I heard that disgraceful
contribution from Mr Brideson, who personalised it and
attacked my colleagues on this side, so we go to plan B.
I start by saying this debate is about the environment
and about science, it is not about the romantic nonsense
that I have heard from every speaker on that side of the
house today. Let me say this: if I hear one more
reference to the Man from Snowy River I am going to
gag.
Let me give those on the other side the mail: he did not
exist, it is nothing but a poem, get over it! That talk
about the history of the high country and the mountain
cattlemen et cetera is right — that is what it is, history.
It is in the past. Times change; everything changes.
Every worker in this state, in this country, has been
subjected to massive change over the last 10 to
20 years. It is a part of globalisation. It is a part of life in
general, so I say we should deal with the facts, and the
facts are that this bill is based on science. It is based on
absolutely well-researched facts et cetera, and it is
responsible. It is not about politicising a small group of
people in the high country to garner their votes et cetera
with pathetic promises like those we heard from the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place. He said,
‘If’ — and it will be a big ‘if’ — ‘we are returned to
government, we will bring the cows back’. That has just
about as much credibility as his claim that, ‘We will
buy back EastLink at $6 billion or $7 billion’. What a
joke! These people deserve better than to be conned
like that.
It is pathetic. I also want to refer to the illustrious
people in the high country, and past president of the
Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria Bill
Bray — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SMITH — I have been wound up already and I
am filthy about this, because I have a lot more to say.
The fact is their own people are arguing that the cows
should be removed from the park. That is dead right.
They are doing enormous damage. The fact is that
25 plant species are put at risk by the cows. There is
evidence for anyone who wants to read or see it that the
area affected by cows is in a much poorer
environmental state than that which is protected from
the cows. That evidence is in the Herald Sun of 12 June
in a story about Masie’s paddock. It is there and easy to
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see. Blind Freddie could see the facts. The facts are that
we are right. This is good legislation that will protect
the environment for all Victorians. Get over it!
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — As an
environmentalist and a person who understands what is
happening in the high country, Mr Smith is surely a
good union worker. There is no doubt this decision to
ban cattle grazing from the Alpine National Park was
on the agenda in 1989. They put the mountain
cattlemen to the sword at the very first opportunity they
got, and after the expiration of those seven-year leases
this is the first opportunity. They will use their numbers
in this chamber to push the legislation through in a very
slipshod way. They are pushing the legislation through
in three days, so the way this issue is being handled by
the government is a sham.
I was unaware of the history associated with the
principal legislation and was unaware of the
compromise the mountain cattlemen made. They have
already been through this once before. They worked
with the National Party, the Liberal Party and the then
government and came up with a compromise and a
handshake that resulted in legislation. It put in place
what they thought was the legislation that had been
done and dusted. They gave up certain tracts of land but
at least they preserved their heritage, culture and
livelihoods for the foreseeable future. They now find
that this government, the first chance it gets, wants to
take that away, break that handshake agreement, amend
the legislation and head off in another direction that is
motivated by the Greens in Melbourne and the
insatiable lust this government has for securing those
Greens preferences. It has nothing to do with the areas
restricted from grazing, the families that will have their
livelihoods ripped away from them and nothing to do
with science or damage to the country; it has only to do
with gaining Greens preferences.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Smith knows that only
too well. In 2003 we had Minister Thwaites when put
to the test giving an assurance in the other chamber
during question time that the licences would be
renewed and grazing could continue. We thought it was
done and dusted and put to bed again.
I want to talk about the scam of this recent inquiry
involving sending backbench members of the
government to conduct an inquiry. If you have any
credibility or are serious about trying to achieve a
credible outcome you would send the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee to inquire into this
reference — an all-party committee, so that you have
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members of all parties in this Parliament. Why would
you send four members from the government’s
backbench to make a predetermined decision after
conducting this inquiry? There are members from all
parties of this Parliament. Why would you send four
government backbench members to deliver a
predetermined decision? I feel sorry for the untalented
bunch who were sent up there. It is not their fault that
they were sent by the government to deliver a
predetermined result. They should not be blamed for
that.
I take exception to the claim made in some quarters that
Mr Mitchell represents the people of the high country.
When he was elected he lived in Mickleham on the
outskirts of the airport — not exactly a regional area.
We thought he may go and live in the bush, but he
moved to Whittlesea so he could truly represent the
people of the high country! Those backbenchers are the
sort of people making decisions about people’s lives.
Last Thursday I saw a fantastic sight outside Parliament
House. I am concerned about the way the government
has gone about it. Members have gone to people’s
houses and accepted the hospitality of the families and
garnered the information from them. They took time off
work and spent money in preparing their submissions to
the inquiry. They went out and took the photographs to
prove their case, and while they were welcoming this
inquiry the government was preparing the legislation
and the advertising campaign that would follow their
decision forthwith.
The government spent hundreds of thousands of
dollars. It was already getting ready to doctor the
photographs that it thought would back it up and
support it in its push to convince the rest of Victoria it
was making the right decision. It is no wonder that the
government is on the nose in country Victoria. As
Mr Hall said this morning, it is no wonder that the
government is on the nose. For example, commercial
fishing licences have been taken away and timber
industry licences revoked in the Otways.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Smith, you should be
looking after the timber workers with your history in
the union, but you will stand by and let the same thing
happen again to the timber industry. People in the
riverine red gum area of Gunbower Island and the
Barmah forest are concerned about the Victorian
Environmental Assessment Council inquiry report that
will come before Parliament in 2007.
They also had the same fear of a predetermined
result — that their licences will be revoked. The four or
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five generations of timber workers who are creating red
gum furniture and sleepers will be finished as well.
That is the fear about this mob and country Victoria,
not to mention the native vegetation legislation which
will tell farmers in this country how they can operate on
their farms. It is all very dramatic. The coup de grace
about this government is helping — —
Mr Gavin Jennings interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Minister Jennings should get
out in the country a little bit more if he really wants to
help us out. Then there is the toxic waste dump in
Mildura — the government initially turned up to private
property and said it would acquire the land and put a
toxic waste dump there. It got beaten up on that one and
went 30 kilometres or 40 kilometres closer to Mildura
to dump it there. It does not matter if it falls out on the
road because the Minister for Finance will scoop it back
on the trucks. It would be a toxic waste spillage but it
will all be okay! We really have to make sure that this
government hears it and hears it clearly.
Last Thursday was a fantastic sight when 500 turned up
on horseback to tell this government what is really
happening. They were joined by other people from
country Victoria such as the Lake Mokoan group, the
toxic waste group and the Bush Users Group. They
were all there to tell the government that it is simply not
listening to country Victoria.
This government has to understand. The rally on
Thursday was truly a great sight for people who have a
real interest in country Victoria. As the Leader of the
Opposition said yesterday, a lot of government
members say they have an interest in country Victoria.
If it were not for the Honourable John Brumby in the
other place, this government would be in serious
trouble. It has only one person in the other chamber
with any idea of how country Victoria operates and
what needs to be done if this government is going to
serve the people.
It looks like this government should have waited for the
heritage listing from the federal government to run its
course and to see whether or not it is the correct course
of action. We are going to have to see how it is played
out, possibly in the courts. We also have to be very
aware of the results of the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council inquiry and when its report comes
before this Parliament. For the sake of the communities
along the Murray River, we hope that this government
has the decency to wait until the 2007 completion date
of the VEAC inquiry. We need to make sure that the
government does not make a decision prior to the
election in its chase of the Greens preferences, and we
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need to make sure that it inquires about the health of
those towns. Those communities are going to be
affected by that decision in coming years.
Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Sitting suspended 6.32 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Ms Hadden — President, I refer to the standing
orders of this place. During question time the
Honourable Robert Mitchell yelled out to me across the
chamber words to this effect, ‘You ought to resign for
stealing money from the ALP’. I was so offended by
those offensive words spoken by Mr Mitchell, a
member for Central Highlands Province, that I was
incapable of getting to my feet. I was only able to
confirm those comments during the dinner break with
other members in this place who clearly heard
Mr Mitchell’s offensive words to me. I therefore seek
an immediate withdrawal and an apology from
Mr Mitchell.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If the Honourable
Robert Mitchell did say those words, I agree with
Ms Hadden’s point of order. I ask the honourable
member to withdraw.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — I withdraw.

COURTS LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill I would like to indicate that the
opposition will not be opposing this legislation. Before
I get very briefly into the detail of it, I must say I would
like to commend the Attorney-General on bringing
forward this piece of legislation, which is very much an
omnibus bill. Members will recall that as we have been
confronted over the last couple of years with one-page
bills that make small amendments to various existing
pieces of legislation I have said, and Mr Baxter has
said, that that is a fairly nonsensical way to go. There is
a lot of merit in an omnibus bill that covers two, three
or four changes to legislation rather than producing one
or two-page bills. This is very much an omnibus bill.
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Although not everybody may agree with all of these
small amendments to existing acts, an omnibus bill for
each jurisdiction is the appropriate way to go.
This bill does things under about five heads, and I will
briefly run through them. In essence the opposition has
no problem with any of the issues raised. It amends the
Magistrates’ Court Act in relation to committal
proceedings. Currently as part of a committal hearing
the police are able to present what is called a hand-up
brief. This is a statement that is produced by a police
officer where a defendant makes a statement in front of
a police officer. This statement can then be tendered
during the course of the committal proceedings, and it
is termed a hand-up brief. This does not impact in any
way on the defendant’s right to cross-examine the
various witnesses that may come forward. It does not
inhibit their right to disagree with issues that are in that
statement and it does not prejudice the court in any
way. It is just a mechanism by which the process of the
Magistrates Court can be streamlined and time is saved.
It is a measure which expedites the process of the court.
At the moment it is only the police who can take
statements for hand-up briefs. The amendment will
allow other categories of individuals the right of being
able to provide a hand-up brief. The amendment to the
Magistrates’ Court Act inserts new paragraphs into
clause 8(1)(b)(vii) of schedule 5 which provide that
designated employees of Australia Post, the National
Investigations Unit of the Department of Education,
Science and Training and investigators of Insolvency
and Trustee Service Australia will also be authorised to
take hand-up briefs — in other words, to take a
statement which is then presented to the court. The net
result of that will be to expedite and streamline the
action of the Magistrates Court. The opposition sees no
problem with that process at all, given that the normal
safeguards still exist.
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the Chief Crown Prosecutor or a senior Crown
prosecutor for pension purposes if any of those
particular individuals so named should be appointed as
a County Court judge.
I must say this seems to be a very practical step. As I
understand it, it is not uncommon at all for people who
have held the office of DPP to become Supreme Court
judges during the normal course of their duty. Likewise
it not unusual, as I understand it, for a Chief Crown
Prosecutor or a senior Crown prosecutor to take up a
position as a judge in the Supreme or County courts. In
terms of ensuring that there is a significant pool of
highly qualified and motivated people who can move in
and take up positions as judges in these courts, we must
do everything we can to ensure that any entitlements
that may have accrued in their present employment do
not act as a disincentive for them to move on and accept
positions as judges. This is exactly what this does. It
states that if they move on to become judges, they will
not lose the entitlements that have accrued in their
previous employment in the courts. I think this is an
eminently sensible process to make sure no disincentive
is put in the way of people moving up to accept the
very important and critical positions as judges of our
courts.

The next of the omnibus measures is an amendment to
the Constitution Act and the County Court Act for the
recognition of prior service with respect to the pension
for judges. Clause 4 amends section 83 of the
Constitution Act 1975 to provide recognition of prior
service as the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP),
the Chief Crown Prosecutor or a senior Crown
prosecutor for pension purposes for a Supreme Court
judge. So if one of those three individuals were to take
up the position of a Supreme Court judge, their prior
service in that position would be recognised for pension
purposes.

The next set of amendments relate to the Koori court
and the drug court. Members may recall that it was not
that long ago that we brought in legislation regarding
the Koori court. Because it was to be a new court with a
whole different way of prosecuting the law, it was first
seen, quite wisely, as a bit of a trial, and there is a
sunset clause in that particular legislation which
provides that after a certain amount of time the court
will automatically be sunsetted and go out of existence
unless there is action to reinstate it. We often see with
legislation that once something is put in place it just
hangs around by virtue of inertia. I am very much in
favour of sunsetting, because it means reviews will take
place and premeditated action will be taken to keep
them going rather than their keeping going by way of
benign neglect. Both the Koori court and the drug court
were subject to sunset provisions when they were
initially introduced. Certainly from what I have been
led to believe from talking to quite a few people both
inside and outside this chamber, these courts have been
remarkably successful. The Koori court has worked
extremely well, and likewise the drug court has worked
well, so it is appropriate that these courts continue.
These amendments remove the sunsetting clauses so
that those courts will continue to operate.

Clause 5 is very much in a similar vein but relates to the
County Court. It provides that there will be recognition
of prior service as the Director of Public Prosecutions,

The next amendment deals with changes to the
Sentencing Act in relation to the drug court. The
amendment puts in place what is eminently logical, and
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one can ask how it was not put this way in the first
place. In essence it provides for somebody who comes
before the drug court and is given some sort of
supervision order in which good behaviour or
abstention from drugs is part of that order. Of course,
the drug court has a monitoring role so the court must
go through the whole procedure of bringing the person
to court to assess whether the conditions of the order
have been fulfilled. If for any particular reason the
person fails to appear before the court, this amendment
makes it quite clear that the time between the order first
being made and their failure to appear to be reviewed
will not be counted as part of their sentence. So quite
logically it says, in effect, ‘If your sentence is under
review we will count the time you have served only if
you come to the court to be monitored and reviewed. If
for any reason you seek to avoid that review by not
appearing, then we will not count that time’. So it is an
eminently sensible amendment with which we agree.
Clause 11 amends the Public Administration Act. This
is a more interesting issue which shows, as we on this
side of the house have often said, that the
administration of the Attorney-General’s office is fairly
slapdash. The government brings into this place all
sorts of things without thinking them through, and in
many cases the administration and drafting of those
pieces of legislation by the Attorney-General is pretty
slack. The amendment to the Public Administration Act
is nothing more than a result of that slackness. It
ensures that the office of Legal Ombudsman will
continue to exist past 1 July.
Perhaps I can very briefly explain the situation.
Members will recall that the Legal Profession Bill was
brought into this place about 18 months or two years
ago. It was a very significant bill. In terms of weight I
think it is one of the biggest pieces of legislation that
we have seen for some time; it is about the size of a
brick. I would guess that it was only a couple of months
ago that another half brick was brought in which
contained amendments to the first brick. At the time
both Mr Baxter and I highlighted the unfortunate
necessity of doing this simply because the first brick
was rushed through without adequate consultation. I
know the legal profession was very critical of the
Attorney-General; he produced the brick and gave
members of the profession three or four weeks to
comment on it. Not surprisingly, there were many
errors and changes were needed to correct them. The
Legal Profession Act has totally changed the structure
of how the legal profession is managed and monitored.
It in fact removed the position of legal ombudsman and,
as part of the new regime, set up a legal practitioners
board and all sorts of new people to take over the
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functions of the ombudsman, so the legal ombudsman
was wiped out and a new structure put in place to
replace the legal ombudsman. What has happened —
surprise, surprise! — is that the legislation to remove
the legal ombudsman is in the process of going through
and the legal ombudsman will cease to exist, but the
legislation that comes in to create the new structure that
replaces the legal ombudsman is not ready and will not
be able to come through maybe for 1, 2, 3 or
4 months — nobody knows. So what the government
has had to do is to move amendments to reinstate the
legal ombudsman for this intervening period until such
time as it can get its act together and make sure the new
regime is in place.
One can well say that the legal ombudsman has fallen
through the cracks of this change, or really a crevasse,
as it were, caused by the fact that unfortunately with
this large piece of legislation the Attorney-General has
not been able to get his act together. Nevertheless we
would support that because we see that it would be
inappropriate if there was an intervening period where
there was no legal ombudsman or no new structure in
place to stand where the legal ombudsman used to. We
do not disagree with what is being done. We simply
highlight the fact that it is unfortunate that we have to
do this simply because of misadministration.
The last amendments deal with changes to the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal Act of 1995. They allow the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal to consider additional
arrangements for leave. To be honest, we are not sure
precisely why these provisions have been put in place,
but we do not see any great danger in giving the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal the power, given that
the Attorney-General has already essentially gutted the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal, anyway, and further
they allow the Attorney-General to issue certificates in
relation to judicial conditions of service for the tribunal.
In conclusion, the issues dealt with by this piece of
legislation are certainly, in the view of the opposition,
small but essential and important steps in ensuring that
our judicial system continues to work appropriately.
The opposition has no problems with this bill and
wishes it a speedy passage.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — This is a
small bill and certainly does not meet any objections
from my party at all in the sense that basically it is
simply removing two sunsetting provisions on the
Koori court and the drug court and making some other
fairly minor amendments in the field of the law and
judicial officers. They all seem quite sensible to me.
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I, as the house knows, was a reluctant starter on the
Koori court when it was first introduced, and I share
Mr Strong’s sentiment that it was appropriate that a
sunset clause be inserted in that original legislation
because it was trailblazing and it was an opportunity to
see how it worked. There does not appear to be any
doubt whatsoever that it has been more than a great
success. I have been particularly impressed with
outcomes in my electorate, especially in Shepparton. I
have had the opportunity of meeting with officers of the
court and with people who work within the Koori court.
I have observed the response of the local indigenous
community to the court in Shepparton, which has been
very positive indeed. I have examined the incidence of
Koori court repeat offenders and compared that with
the list of repeat offenders in the ordinary Magistrates
Court, and one would have to acknowledge that it
appears to be having a remarkably beneficial impact.
Therefore it seems to me and my party that the Koori
court is a worthy initiative of this government, one that
ought to be now made a permanent feature of our
judicial system, and I am pleased to so acknowledge.
As far as I can tell, similar sentiments might well be
expressed about the drug court, although I have not
personally experienced the operations of that court at
all. That is my own failing and not a failing of anyone
else, but I have heard satisfactory reports and it does
appear to be operating beneficially as well. I note that
this bill includes an amendment which, to a degree at
least, imposes an additional penalty on those who
appear before the drug court and then take it upon
themselves to thumb their noses at an order of the court.
It is appropriate that that aspect be addressed so I have
no problems with that.
Similarly, in terms of counting prior service for pension
calculations for certain persons who become judges of
the Supreme Court and the County Court — and the
bill sets out the class of officers to whom that might
apply — it clearly is appropriate that pre-service be
counted in the calculations because the officers
concerned are very senior officers within our legal
system, not equivalent to a judge perhaps but
nevertheless at the top of the tree. We need to make
sure our judges are appropriately paid. Part of that
package clearly must include pension arrangements,
because skilled people at the bar are able to command
very high incomes and we will have difficulty in
attracting appropriate appointees to the bench if they
perceive the drop in income is of such magnitude that
they feel they cannot make that sacrifice. I pay tribute
to all those judges who do accept appointment to the
bench, because I know that at times it does lead to a
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loss of income. This is one way of equalling it out to a
degree.
The Nationals have no objection to the bill. Mr Strong
has gone through the clauses ad seriatim and I do not
see any need to add to what he has said.
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise today in support
of the Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Bill, which reflects the Bracks government’s
commitment to modernising our justice system and our
courts. It is an omnibus bill, as has already been
commented upon, and it deals with a number of
technical amendments to various courts legislation. I
will quickly outline to the house what some of those
changes are.
The bill will, for example, recognise prior service for
pension purposes of the Director of Public
Prosecutions, the Chief Crown Prosecutor and senior
Crown prosecutors in certain circumstances. The bill
will allow the Attorney-General to issue certificates in
relation to judicial conditions of service and allow the
Judiciary Remuneration Tribunal to consider additional
leave arrangements. The bill repeals sunsetting
provisions relating to the Koori court — and I want to
come back to that in more detail — and it also repeals
sunsetting provisions relating to the drug court. I note in
this respect that the groundbreaking A Fairer Victoria
statement, which was handed down as part of the
budget this year, indicates an investment of
$24.3 million over four years for the court intervention
program and the continuation of the drug court at
Dandenong. This clearly reflects that the drug court has
shown significant benefits and improved outcomes for
hardened drug offenders, as the document states on
page 38. The drug court will be established as an
ongoing program — something that I particularly
welcome.
The bill authorises certain persons to take statements
for committal proceedings — namely, investigations
officers of Australia Post, the Department of Education,
Science and Training and the Insolvency and Trustee
Service Australia. The bill makes amendments in
relation to drug court absconders. Finally, it reinstates
the legal ombudsman as a person with functions of a
public service body head under section 16 of the Public
Administration Act 2004. The reason for that is that, as
members would recall, when the bill which originally
made changes to the legal ombudsman was passed the
Public Administration Act received royal assent on
21 December 2004 and was to come into operation on a
day or days to be proclaimed. The act includes a
consequential provision, section 117(2), which replaces
the legal ombudsman with the legal services
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commissioner as a person with the functions of a public
service body head for the purposes of section 16 of the
act.
What had been intended was that that section would
commence at the same time as the new Legal
Profession Act 2004 under which the office of the legal
ombudsman will be abolished and the legal services
commissioner established. As a result of the inadvertent
proclamation of parts of the act, section 117(2)
commenced operation on 5 April, and from this date the
reference to the legal ombudsman under section 16 of
the act was replaced with the legal services
commissioner. This was unintended, and the bill seeks
to ensure that the legal ombudsman has at all times had
the relevant powers under the Public Administration
Act in relation to employees in her office.
I turn to the provisions in the bill relating to the
sunsetting provisions of the Koori court. As the chair of
the Aboriginal Justice Forum it would be remiss of me
not to focus my contribution on this part of the bill. The
Koori court reflects the commitment of the Bracks
government to invest in creative initiatives to deal with
crime, the causes of crime and making our community
a safer place to live for all Victorians. The Bracks
government is committed to problem-solving courts
which address the special needs of some defendants.
These courts are about modernising justice and
modernising our courts.
Members will recall that on a number of occasions I
have spoken about the Aboriginal Justice Agreement,
which was signed in 2000 and which committed this
government to ensuring that the administration of law
does not impact adversely on Aboriginal people and
their culture. An initiative of the agreement was the
establishment of a Koori court pilot program which
aimed to reduce the overrepresentation of indigenous
people in the criminal justice system and to reduce
perceptions of intimidation and cultural alienation
suffered by indigenous defendants.
Some further aims were to increase Koori ownership of
the administration of the law, to increase positive
participation by Koori offenders, to increase the
accountability of the Koori community families and
offenders, to encourage defendants to appear in court to
reduce the amount of breached court orders, to deter
offenders from reoffending, to increase community
awareness about community codes of conduct and
standards of behaviour, to explore sentencing
alternatives prior to imprisonment and to increase
community safety.
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It is well documented that indigenous Victorians are
massively overrepresented in our criminal justice
system. Statistics show that indigenous people in
Victoria are 12 times more likely to be imprisoned than
their non-indigenous counterparts. Indigenous males
make up approximately 5 per cent of the adult prison
population and indigenous young men account for
11 per cent of the population in the juvenile justice
system. So the Koori court was created under the
Magistrates’ Court (Koori Court) Act 2002 as a
division of the Magistrates Court, which sentences
defendants who have pleaded guilty. Offences
involving breaches of family violence orders and sexual
assault are currently excluded from the Koori court.
The court provides an informal atmosphere, which
allows greater participation by the Aboriginal
community in the court process. A Koori elder or
respected person, an Aboriginal justice worker, and
Koori defendants and their families can contribute
during the court hearing. This reduces perceptions of
cultural alienation and tailors sentencing orders to the
cultural needs of Koori offenders. The Victorian Koori
court model was developed by the local Koori
community and is unique to Victoria. The court
processes were designed to ensure that offenders
comprehend the consequences of their offending
behaviour from both a community and legal
perspective. As members would be aware, there are
currently three adult Koori courts in Victoria, located in
Shepparton, Warrnambool and Broadmeadows. I have
had an opportunity to visit the Broadmeadows court
and see it in operation. I encourage members to attend
and see the courts in operation; they are really
fascinating to observe. I take this opportunity to
congratulate all the magistrates involved in those three
courts and the other workers, such as the committed
prosecutors and Aboriginal justice workers, who make
those courts work very effectively.
Members would be aware that the Warrnambool court
is the first adult Koori court to sit on a circuit, which
includes Portland and the Hamilton Magistrates Court.
The court began sitting in January 2004. Again, I had
an opportunity to participate in the smoking ceremony
and the formal opening of that court. I know that the
local community, despite some initial reservations, has
become very supportive of that court, as is the case with
all the other Koori courts. That is because where we
have established a Koori court in a particular
community we have deliberately set up a process of
involving local stakeholders to guide in its
development. This has involved representatives from
local Aboriginal communities, the courts, Victoria
Police, the legal profession, Corrections Victoria, the
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Sheriff’s Office, local shire councils and victims of
crime.
I am very pleased to inform the house that in July the
Mildura Koori court will commence operation, and
plans are under way for a Koori court to be established
in the Gippsland region later this year. Also later this
year we will see the establishment of the first children’s
Koori court, which will be located in Melbourne. In
respect of the children’s Koori court I note that it was
an initiative that came out of the Aboriginal justice
forum and is something that was very much supported
by the Aboriginal community. I know that they are very
keenly awaiting the commencement of the work of that
court.
As I indicated previously, the Koori court and the drug
court were established as pilot programs. An
independent evaluation of the Koori courts has been
conducted by Dr Mark Harris of La Trobe University.
He looked at the operations of the Shepparton and
Broadmeadows courts over a two-year period. He was
not able to look at the work of the Warrnambool Koori
court because the evaluation had already commenced
prior to that court beginning its operations.
Nevertheless he did find that virtually all the stated
aims of the Koori court pilot program had been met,
and he found that it had been ‘a resounding success’.
In particular the evaluation report found that the Koori
courts have reduced the levels of recidivism among
Koori defendants, which in turn has direct ramifications
for the level of overrepresentation of indigenous people
in our prison system. The Shepparton Koori court had a
recidivism rate of approximately 12.5 per cent for the
two years of the pilot program while the
Broadmeadows Koori court reoffending rate was
approximately 15.5 per cent. Both of these figures are
significantly less than the general level of recidivism,
which is put at 29.4 per cent by the evaluator.
The evaluation also found that the courts had achieved
reductions in the breach rates for community correction
orders and the rates of Koori defendants failing to
appear for court dates. It also found an increased level
of Koori community participation in and ownership of
the administration of our legal system. The evaluation
found that the Koori courts provide a forum for the
sentencing of defendants that is less alienating for them
and has allowed them to give an account of the reasons
for their reoffending. The evaluation found that the
Koori courts provide a mechanism whereby the
sentencing process takes into account cultural
considerations. They have developed a particularly
effective means of integrating the various service
providers who might be involved in the tailoring of

Thursday, 16 June 2005

community-based orders. The report found that the
Koori courts reinforce the status and authority of elders
and respected persons thereby strengthening the Koori
community.
The evaluation of the pilot found that it effectively
broadcast the vision of the Koori courts such that they
have received support from some sectors that had
previously been sceptical about initiatives such as the
Koori court. I was particularly pleased to hear the
Honourable Bill Baxter acknowledge in his
contribution that while he had initially been sceptical
about the Koori courts he has changed his view. That is
reflective of some other members of the community,
including some parts of the legal profession, who have
also overcome their initial scepticism. I welcome
people being prepared to look at something, evaluate it,
see it in operation and acknowledge that it is working
well.
To round off my comments I want to provide a couple
of case studies, without mentioning names of course, to
indicate the uniqueness of the Koori court. The first
case involved a 35-year-old Koori man who had been
involved in the criminal justice system since the age of
12. At the end of the proceedings he shook the
magistrate’s hand, not because he received a
community custody order that involved a term of six
months imprisonment but because he was overjoyed by
the fact that his community had been involved in his
sentencing. In the second case a defendant was referred
on to alcohol counselling. He is still receiving treatment
and has not reoffended.
In conclusion, I am a strong supporter of the Koori
courts in Victoria. I think they have been an outstanding
success and are something all Victorians should be
proud of. I commend the bill to the house because it
works on modernising our courts and providing an
efficient and accessible justice system in this state.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak in
support of the Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill. I am always very pleased to speak
on justice bills, especially those which cover areas that I
am very familiar with such as drug rehabilitation and
the drug court, and the Koori courts in this state. I have
been a member of the parliamentary Law Reform
Committee since 1999. I am very proud to have played
a part in the preparation and tabling of the review of
legal services in rural and regional Victoria during the
54th Parliament. I was the deputy chair of that very fine
Law Reform Committee, and the chair was none other
than Murray Thompson, the member for Sandringham
in the other place. We worked very well and very hard
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on that committee for three years during the
54th Parliament.
I recommend that everyone in this chamber read the
recommendations of our legal services review. I
actually have this one — it is tabulated everywhere; it
has lines through it; it is my bible, so to speak. It is
amazing how the Attorney-General in the other place
always fails to mention this very fine Law Reform
Committee report, from which he pulled some
recommendations and has implemented them since the
report was tabled in 2000. I notice that the
parliamentary secretary has not recognised it either. I
am sure it was a slip on the part of Ms Mikakos.
But the Koori court was actually a recommendation of
the Law Reform Committee of the 54th Parliament. I
travelled around country Victoria looking at Aboriginal
communities and how we, as a Parliament, could
improve them. I also went to the Port Adelaide Koori
court, with permission as a white person, to sit in and
listen to the cases. The Port Adelaide Nunga court is
one that should have been implemented here. It is a
court separate from the white gubba courts, as the
indigenous people call them. You must get permission
as a white person to enter that court at Port Adelaide.
I was humbled to be given permission to sit for some
hours during deliberation on the case of a young Koori
male, with his family present. It was a very long
process. The Law Reform Committee members were
the only white people in that courtroom, apart from the
white magistrate. The Koori courts have around a 20 or
25 per cent success rate, which I think is much better
than our white criminal justice system. But there is also
the opportunity not to participate in the Koori court.
Once people are charged they can go through the
normal Magistrates Court system. It is their choice. It is
a pretty hard task to have to confront your elders within
the Aboriginal community. It is in effect a shaming
process — that is part of their culture. Probably we
could learn a heck of a lot from them.
So I am very pleased that the sunset clause in this bill is
to be repealed to enable the Koori courts to be
expanded across the state. Recommendation 121 of the
54th Parliament’s Law Reform Committee’s Review of
Legal Services in Rural and Regional Victoria
recommended that the state government establish an
Aboriginal court in a regional location as a matter of
priority. It took a couple of years but it has happened
and it has continued to go from strength to strength.
They have been opened in Shepparton, Broadmeadows
and Warrnambool.
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I was present with the Attorney-General and the
Parliamentary Secretary for Justice, Ms Mikakos, at the
opening of the Warrnambool Koori court. I might add
that I was the only country member of Parliament
present. In fact Ms Mikakos and I were the only two
state MPs present, which was a bit of the shame. I
would have thought the Geelong MPs could have been
present since they were a heck of a lot closer than the
distance I had to travel. But I was very pleased to be
there and to know members of the Koori community
there because members of that community in my
electorate at Ballarat attended that opening. They know
me because of my long association with Koori women
and Koori men and the elders in my electorate. I was
very pleased but I never got an acknowledgement then
from the Attorney-General, and I sure as heck will not
now because I am now an Independent member of
Parliament.
I am also very pleased to hear in this chamber from
Ms Mikakos that a Koori court will open in Mildura
because that is very much needed. It needs to have the
money put into the court. It needs to be properly
resourced because that court operates very differently
from the normal Magistrates Court and white justice
system.
I am also very pleased that Gippsland is being
considered for a Koori court later this year because
those rural areas were the ones on which we very much
concentrated our legal services review, because
Gippsland and Mildura might as well have fallen into
the ocean as far as the Department of Justice was
concerned.
I might also add that the white magistrate at the Koori
court at Warrnambool spent a year or so there. He has
now moved to Ballarat. He is a very fine magistrate but
I think the Koori courts burn out their magistrates. I
think they need to be selected properly and specifically
trained, and I go so far as to say they should possibly be
psychologically assessed to see if they are up to the job.
This is because you need to have an innate
understanding of indigenous culture before you can sit
there and say, ‘I am a magistrate in a Koori court’. I
understand indigenous culture. I urge people to look at
a recent Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
decision on the issue for which I was an objector, and
see that I was successful for my indigenous community,
the Djadja Wurrung of Mount Franklin.
I am also pleased to see that this bill amends the sunset
provisions in relation to the drug court to allow it to
continue as a normal court, so to speak. That court has
been operating in Dandenong, and with the sunset
clauses repealed further drug courts will no doubt be
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able to be opened, with proper resourcing by the
Department of Justice through the Attorney-General
and the Treasurer, Mr Brumby. Drug courts are very
different to ordinary magistrates courts, which are the
coalface of our justice system. Most people who appear
in court, appear there, and it is a very different regime
to the higher courts in our state. A drug court needs a
lot of resourcing and a lot of thought as to how it treats
the offenders who appear before it, because they are
well attuned to being drug addicted and do not quite
think the way the court system would like them to
think. They need to be nurtured through the drug court
system.
There are a few other minor amendments in this bill
that pick up on the issue of the legal ombudsman, who
is a very fine person and who did a marvellous job —
Ms Kate Hammond. She has been dumped, so now we
do not have a legal ombudsman. As I understand it
there was an inadvertent proclamation of the wrong
sections in April this year by the parliamentary
secretary for justice. There is now no legal ombudsman
to sit in the seat, so to speak. We have a phantom legal
ombudsman, because the legal services commissioner
cannot pick up the call yet because the relevant sections
of the Legal Profession Act 2004 have not yet been
proclaimed and will not be till next year. It is a pretty
big inadvertent error. I would have thought that with the
amount of staff this government employs and the
number of parliamentary secretaries, who get an extra
10 or 15 per cent on their salaries, it ought to be better
on the job than this.
Hon. C. A. Strong interjected.
Ms HADDEN — I pick up Mr Strong’s interjection;
it is pretty slack and is not good enough. The
government is quick to point the bone at someone when
they are trying to get to speak in this chamber, but when
it comes to it actually proclaiming bills, sacking the
legal ombudsman and then putting in a phantom
ombudsman, it is pretty well — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Back to the bill please, Ms Hadden.
Ms HADDEN — I am on the bill, Acting President,
I am on part 6, clause 11, which, to quote the
explanatory memorandum:
amends the Public Administration Act 2004 to ensure that the
legal ombudsman has the functions of a public service body
head under that act until the legal ombudsman is replaced by
the legal services commissioner under the Legal Profession
Act 2004.
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But as we have just heard from Ms Mikakos, that will
not occur until sometime next year, if I recall the dates
that she read from her copious speaking notes.
Kate Hammond did a marvellous job for this state for a
number of years. She used to come out to rural and
regional Victoria and meet with people who had
concerns about the legal profession and how they were
represented. I will be very keen to see how this new
body operates, functions and is accepted by Victorians.
Whilst this might be a small bill of 11 clauses, it has
some important ramifications and implications for the
state, especially in relation to the Koori court, drug
court and the inadvertent proclamation, or whatever the
explanation for what happened to the legal ombudsman
is purported to be.
Other than that I could go through chapter and verse of
the recommendations the 54th Parliament’s Law
Reform Committee made for the improvement of
justice in this state in rural and regional Victoria, which
is of course very close to my heart. But I am not sure
that the Acting President is interested. I have 3 minutes;
I can make him interested. As part of the — —
Hon. C. A. Strong interjected.
Ms HADDEN — Thank you, Mr Strong, I will pick
up the interjection. We did have some very good
recommendations — about 128 in this report — and
while the government has picked up a few of them, it
certainly should have picked up a heck of a lot more,
because that is a very important parliamentary report.
We recommended that the Department of Justice
address the stories of disadvantage across country
Victoria in rural locations such as Swan Hill, Echuca
and Robinvale, where the incarceration of young Koori
people especially was very high, as well as at
Bairnsdale, Horsham and Mildura.
The report also noted the overrepresentation of young
Koori men in the criminal justice system. We looked at
Warrakoo station, which is across the border from
Mildura in New South Wales, and how in its program it
rehabilitates young Koori males who have been drug
and alcohol offenders. We recommended that the
government look at implementing, setting up and
running a Warrakoo station initiative in this state. I refer
to recommendation 30 at page 141. Unfortunately that
has not been picked up yet, but I am quite sure
Mr Thompson, the member for Sandringham in another
place and a former chair of this very fine committee,
and I could give the Attorney-General and his trusty
advisers a briefing on the further work that is
desperately needed in this state to really put into
practice the reform and rehabilitation of young Koori
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males especially, but also of young Koori females, who
get caught up through disadvantage in their life cycles
and end up in the criminal justice system.

community raised that issue time and again with the
then Minister for Corrections, André Haermeyer, and
said that it was an inappropriate development.

We certainly need to turn around the very high statistics
for their offending and incarceration. I commend the
bill to the house.

At the same time we had the ludicrous position under
this government where the prison system had been
overcrowded and the government was intent on moving
ahead with the closure of Won Wron prison. For four
years the government had said that prison was not
suitable as a correctional facility. It is interesting that in
debating this bill we heard the rhetoric from members
of the government about the importance of the Koori
court. I support that and I support the amendment
which removes the sunset clauses, but the reality is that
the rhetoric of this government does not apply to the
real world.

Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
wish to make a brief contribution to the debate on the
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill.
The Liberal Party will not be opposing this bill, but
there are a couple of issues I wish to put on the record
about some of the areas that have raised concern.
The government on the other side indicated the level of
Aboriginals in our prisons. I think Ms Mikakos referred
to a figure of 13 times the non-indigenous rate. The
Productivity Commission’s latest report — in 2005 —
on my understanding puts the rate of Aboriginal
offenders in our jails at around 15 times the
non-indigenous rate. The rate in our jails is now
growing higher in comparison to that in jails in other
areas where you would assume there would be
significant rates, such as Western Australia and the
Northern Territory. Over the period of this government
Victoria has seen an increase in the Aboriginal
population in our correctional facilities.
The interesting and important thing about the removal
of the sunset clauses for the Koori court and the drug
court is the assumption that it is actually achieving a
desired result. You would hope that that would be the
case. We think it is, but there is certainly evidence
indicating that it is not achieving to the level of what
was suggested in the rhetoric from the government.
The government had announced its intention to
establish an Aboriginal correctional facility at Mount
Teneriffe, designed to be the conduit between the Koori
courts of, I think, Shepparton and Broadmeadows. We
have had speakers talk about the Broadmeadows Koori
court. That was meant to be the panacea, as it were, in
providing a correctional facility for Aboriginal
offenders in a controlled environment.
For a number of years the government went through the
charade of telling the people of Victoria generally and
the people of Longwood and surrounding areas of
Mount Teneriffe in particular that that was the
appropriate place. We know from the evidence before
us, that has been cast many times before, that this
government had decided to locate a correctional facility
for the Aboriginal community in an area that is a
significant high-fire danger zone and has no running
water or easy access to emergency vehicles. The

If the government had been so open and accountable in
the process of ensuring that the Aboriginal community
was well served with correctional facilities, it would not
have done what it did at 4 o’clock on Thursday,
21 April, when it announced via a press release that it
was not proceeding with the Mount Teneriffe
Aboriginal correctional facility proposal but was going
to establish a correctional facility at Won Wron prison.
That prison had closed on 4 February after the
government had been announcing its closure for four
years, saying it was not suitable as a correctional
facility. Yet at 4 o’clock in the afternoon of 21 April,
when the media had gone and all the stories had been
written, the government put out its press release.
What we find is that the government’s rhetoric and
what it pretends to do with the Aboriginal Koori
community does not line up with what it does in reality
and practice. It hid the fact that it stuffed it up. It hid the
fact that it did not know what on earth it was doing. We
now have before us a bill and the government is
pronouncing — almost in song, again as usual, from the
advisers that give it the hymn sheet — that this is great
and almighty, praise it all. As I indicated, the reality is
that the rate of imprisonment of Aboriginal offenders in
our prisons has now increased from 13 to 15 times the
non-indigenous rate. That is a disgrace in terms of the
way we are dealing with our Aboriginal community.
We also find that the overall reoffending rate of people
in our prison system has gone sky high, from 25 per
cent when this government took office to over 31 per
cent now.
I support other provisions of this bill, such as part 2,
which contains clause 3. That is appropriate. I would be
one of the very few people here who have actually
compiled a hand-up brief and provided it to a court.
Those on the other side who have been electorate
officers and tow-truck drivers and toenail repairmen
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would not have any understanding of the bill. Therefore
they do not speak on it. The fact is that we also have, as
the Honourable Dianne Hadden — we still use protocol
here — indicated, concerns about clause 11 in part 6.
That also is an indictment of a government that is bereft
of vision and unable to move forward and deal with the
real day-to-day issues. It has no idea and it has no
vision. On that basis, I indicate we will not oppose the
bill but it has significant flaws.
Motion agreed to.

Thursday, 16 June 2005

In doing so, I thank all members for their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUDGET PAPERS 2005–06

Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.

The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2005–06.

Third reading
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! I am of the opinion that the third reading of this
bill requires to be passed by an absolute majority.
I therefore ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
The PRESIDENT — Order! In order that I may
ascertain whether the required majority has been
obtained, I ask those members who are in favour of the
question to stand where they are.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

APPROPRIATION (2005/2006) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 June; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

Question agreed to.

DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT
(PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC).
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — One of
the most important roles of any Parliament is to ensure
that we have occupational health and safety rules and
regimes that are adequate, indeed more than adequate,
and that protect the people they are designed to protect.
In this place last year we debated at some length new
occupational health and safety legislation that was
based on the Maxwell report, and in preparation for
tonight’s debate I went back and reread all 417 pages of
Maxwell, which I wish now to share with the
Parliament.
I repeat the comment I made to the minister’s adviser at
the time we were briefed on this bill, for which I thank
him, and the minister himself, that I look forward to this
bill going into committee and being able to finish the
committee stage after we were so rudely truncated at
4 o’clock on Friday, the last day of sittings last year.
The bill today mirrors in two other acts — the
Dangerous Goods Act and the Equipment (Public
Safety) Act — the regime we put in place last year for
occupational health and safety. I find myself in a
somewhat schizophrenic state because on the one hand
we on this side of the house think it is very sensible that
we have uniformity across the three acts in question.
We think it is very sensible that there be a consistent
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regime of occupational health and safety rules,
inspections and prosecutions et cetera that applies to
occupational health and safety in the workplace, the
dangerous goods legislation and also the equipment
public safety legislation. In that sense I have no
problem with the legislation that is brought before the
house, because all it does is replicate the legislation that
this house in its wisdom — although we opposed it —
passed last year.
On the other hand, last year we opposed the legislation
because, despite our absolute and total commitment to
occupational health and safety, we regarded the regime
that was designed by Maxwell and amended, mucked
around by the government and brought to this place, as
deficient in some regard. I adumbrated them at some
length last year, and I do not propose, despite my
review of the Maxwell report, to cover the ground that I
covered so adequately last year.
Ms Romanes interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I pick up the
interjection from Ms Romanes who said that I was
extensive but not adequate. Perhaps it was not her so
much as Mr Baxter. While I am on Mr Baxter, let me
say how disappointed I am that when we rise to oppose
this legislation, in my schizophrenic state I will see my
friends from The Nationals seated with the government
on the other side. I find it incomprehensible that my
friends in The Nationals could arrive at a situation
where, given the choice that we were faced with — the
legitimate desire for uniformity across these acts on the
one hand, and our abhorrence at some of the powers
that have been given to various members of the
inspectorate, union movement and others — that they
could come to a different decision to the one which we
arrived at. However, I fully accept that The Nationals
consider these things in detail. As friends of mine I am
disappointed that they made the wrong choice, but I am
by no means going to hold it against them the next time
I need their support on some other piece of legislation.
This bill is almost a virtual replica — —
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — Only one half of your party is
opposing it.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection from the Honourable Carolyn Hirsh. No,
we are going to oppose this piece of legislation. On the
one hand we think it is sensible that we have uniformity
across the legislation; on the other hand we think if
legislation is bad you should oppose it. Yes, we think it
is good that we have uniformity, but unfortunately we
are not happy with the state of the uniformity and
therefore we are going to oppose the legislation before
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the house tonight. The bill, although it is long — it
covers over 100 pages — is in two parts. The first part
begins to replicate the provisions from the Occupational
Health and Safety Act that deal with inspectors and
enforcement and their appointment and powers. It goes
on to incident inquiries, search warrants, limits on entry
powers and return and forfeiture, powers to issue
directions and notices and the review of decisions as
well. Then once you get to page 58 you start afresh and
do it all again with the Equipment (Public Safety) Act.
The bill is in two parts with both parts virtually
identical, although with minor amendments to take into
account the differences between dangerous goods on
the one hand and equipment and public safety on the
other.
On this side of the house we make the point again that
we do not believe it is appropriate for inspectors who
go to the Magistrates Court and get a search warrant to
then have powers of arrest. We think it is extraordinary
that workplace inspectors would have powers of arrest.
I ask the minister to tell me that it is not the intention
that they exercise those powers of arrest. I thank the
minister for his acknowledgment of that statement.
However, we remain concerned about that prospect and
possibility. We are very pleased that the inspectors are
now no longer a law unto themselves as they were in
the past regime and are now subject to the directions of
the Victorian WorkCover Authority and by inference
therefore, through the board, the minister himself,
whom I know has a high regard for raising the
standards of the inspectorate and ensuring that the
decisions made by it are consistent, logical and in the
best interests of safety of workers and the public. I for
one am confident that the minister and the VWA board
will not stand by and watch the occupational health and
safety, dangerous goods and equipment (public safety)
rules used for industrial purposes. I am very confident
that the minister and others associated with him will
ensure that they are used appropriately. For that I am
grateful.
I am still extraordinarily nervous that we are at
5 minutes to midnight — or 20 past 9 today — because
the reason we are debating this bill tonight is that it
starts on 1 July. That brings in the starting date of the
occupational health and safety regime so we will have
all the acts starting at the same time. I know that there
has been an extraordinary amount of work going on
behind the scenes to ensure that the VWA is ready by
1 July, and I, like others in this place, wish them all the
best. We certainly have our fingers crossed in relation
to it, but I think it is extraordinarily disappointing that
so many of the rules on which this bill being passed
tonight and the already passed Occupational Health and
Safety Act will operate are not yet public. For example,

DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT (PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
1566

COUNCIL

where is the prosecution’s policy on which all this will
rest? I remember in the committee stages last year
having a discussion with the minister and saying, ‘Why
don’t you show us how this will work? Show us how it
will work’.
The minister said, ‘We are working on it. We have got
a committee, and we are consulting with the lawyers,
the unions and with Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry — —
Mr Lenders — And AIG!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — And, of course, the
Australian Industry Group and all sorts of people. This
is a great government for consulting. But I said to the
minister, ‘That legislation was passed before Christmas
last year’. I stand here today, which I presume is
sometime in the middle of June — I do not know what
day it is — —
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — It is 16 June.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It is 16 June and it is a
fortnight to the first of July. I ask the minister or some
member from the government who may speak on this
legislation, ‘Where are the guidelines for the
prosecutions? Could you please make them available so
we all know how it works?’. At the same I also point
out that we asked the same questions during the debate
on the dangerous goods and hazardous goods regime
last year as well. I now have the template that has been
circulated, as I am sure has Mr Baxter, but again it is
not good enough to bring in legislation and say, ‘It will
all depend on the things that happen after we pass the
legislation’, and then not give it to us so that we can
study what will happen and how these things will be
implemented.
With those few words let me say that we are pleased to
see the complementarity that will exist between the
Occupational Health and Safety Act, the Dangerous
Goods Act and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act. We
are disappointed that this bill replicates a system that
gives extraordinary powers to workplace inspectors and
by implication, dare I say it, unionists. I for one am
quite confident that a unionist now has the right to walk
down the street, see a dog in the yard and say, ‘There is
a potential that the dog will bite the postman. This is a
public safety issue’, and therefore enter the premises
and the house. There is no doubt that that possibility
exists under the legislation passed by this government.
We did not support it last year, and we do not support
its extension now. We accept that this is more sensible
than having three separate bits of legislation that people
need to get their heads around. With those few words I
indicate that we will vehemently oppose the legislation
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brought to the Parliament tonight. I look forward to
seeing how these bills will operate when the
government finally gets around to deciding how that
will be.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — Unlike
Mr Forwood I am not suffering schizophrenia on this
piece of legislation, but I am upon the horns of
dilemma. I think that is really where Mr Forwood is
rather than being schizophrenic. There is no doubt that
the occupational health and safety legislation which
was opposed so strenuously last year by both the
opposition and The Nationals is an obnoxious piece of
legislation, especially with respect to the right of entry
provisions for WorkSafe inspectors and more
particularly for union officials. It was on those grounds,
amongst others, that The Nationals were so strenuously
opposed to that legislation last year. We absolutely
abhor the concept of union officials being able to barge
into any workplace on the pretext of an alleged,
perceived or assumed breach of safety legislation.
We had other concerns about the powers that have been
given to the WorkSafe inspectors, not the least being
the power of arrest which Mr Forwood has alluded to
tonight. That being so, and because that piece of
legislation was passed by the Parliament, it does seem
somewhat clumsy and illogical to have a different set of
rules applying under the Equipment (Public Safety) Act
and the Dangerous Goods Act. That seems to me to be
a recipe for disaster and confusion not only for workers
but more particularly for employers. Given the dilemma
we found ourselves facing, we came down on the side
of saying that what is so distasteful to us is already the
law.
Is it in our interests or the interests of the people we
represent to make it even worse for them by resisting
having at least a commonality of power applying under
these three companion acts? It was on that basis that I
recommended in the bill report I prepared for my party
room on Monday that we not oppose this legislation. I
want to emphasise in that situation that as far as I can
understand the bill — and I might need to stand
corrected on the basis of the remark Mr Forwood made
a moment ago — I do not believe this bill gives union
officials under the Dangerous Goods Act or the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act the same powers they
are given under the Occupational Health and Safety
Act. It certainly gives the same powers to WorkSafe
inspectors. That seems to me to be a logical thing to do,
even if we do not like the powers they have got. It was
on that basis that we decided we would not oppose the
legislation.
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But we do find the occupational health and safety
provisions that go to inspectors and more particularly to
rights of entry for union officials to be absolutely
obnoxious. I would not want it thought for one moment
that our decision not to oppose this legislation is in any
way meaning to convey that we are weakening on that
point. We are not, but it is a little bit like shutting the
door after the horse has bolted. The horse bolted last
year with the Occupational Health and Safety Act. We
have got to make the best of it now.
Along those lines I absolutely support Mr Forwood’s
contention that we need to see what the rules and
regulations are going to be. We are 14 days from this
Occupational Health and Safety Act coming into force.
We have concern all over the countryside about what
this is going to mean, and I have to say to the house that
everywhere I go where there are businesspeople that is
the issue they are raising at the moment. They are dead
worried about the implications of this new occupational
health and safety legislation. They deserved to be
brought into the loop before this. One would hope that
they are going to get some advice before the balloon
goes up on 1 July.
I simply make that plea to the government, that it might
take it upon itself to instruct the WorkCover authority
to get on with it and have that out within the next few
days, because surely it must be near finality. If it is not,
it is an indictment not only of the authority but of the
government. Having said that, I indicate that The
Nationals are not opposing the legislation on those
grounds.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am pleased to rise and make a contribution to the
debate in support of this important bill. What this bill is
really about is protecting people whilst they are at
work. There is nobody in this house who would not
support that principle. It is disappointing that the
Liberals are not supporting this piece of legislation, but
it is most welcome that The Nationals are.
Our government made an election commitment in 2002
to ensure we have leading occupational health and
safety legislation. In late 2003 the government
commissioned an independent review by Chris
Maxwell, QC, of the existing Occupational Health and
Safety Act. His report was delivered in March 2004.
That Maxwell report included a recommendation to
align inspectors’ investigation and enforcement powers
in Victoria’s principal health and safety acts.
As was alluded to by the previous speaker, the new
Occupational Health and Safety Act was passed by the
Parliament back in December 2004. This bill amends
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the Equipment (Public Safety) Act as well as the
Dangerous Goods Act to make the investigation and
enforcement powers of the inspectors uniform with the
powers that are now available under the new
Occupational Health and Safety Act.
I want to briefly pick up Mr Forwood’s criticism that an
inspector’s power to arrest a person under a search
warrant will be available as a result of the amendments
that are put forward in this bill. I would like to reassure
Mr Forwood that this power is attached to search
warrants issued under the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989
and is consistent with the Occupational Health and
Safety Act as well as acts that are administered by other
safety regulators, such as the Office of Gas Safety and
the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector. So the
powers are no greater than those that exist in other
pieces of legislation and given to other inspectors in
similar circumstances.
As I said, we are very committed to ensuring that
Victoria not only has leading occupational health and
safety legislation but is also leading the way with
workers who are protected and able to work in safe and
secure workplaces. This bill aims to modernise
inspectors’ powers across the principal health and
safety act and in doing so, ensure that the laws are
administered and enforced in a transparent, consistent
and accountable way. As I have already said, the bill
also implements a specific recommendation to make
the investigation and enforcement powers that the
inspector has under the Dangerous Goods Act and the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act uniform with those that
exist under the Occupation Health and Safety Act.
Making our communities and workplaces safer is a goal
of all of us who are here today. I am sure that we all
share that aim. It is unfortunate that the Liberals find
themselves unable to support this legislation. We were
committed to implementing the recommendations that
were given to us in the Maxwell report. One
recommendation is that there needs to be an alignment
of the acts as far as possible, specifically around
inspectors’ powers and duties. Both employers and
employees seek to have greater certainty as well as
greater consistency, and this bill helps to create a
framework whereby the roles of inspectors are more
closely aligned across Victoria’s main health and safety
acts.
The powers of the inspectors are clearly defined, as are
the rights of the persons who are subject to those
powers. The reforms to the occupational health and
safety regime in Victoria are designed to ensure that the
Victorian WorkCover Authority is a more constructive,
transparent and effective regulator. This bill will ensure
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that public safety is improved by providing greater
certainty in regard to compliance issues and more
productive interaction between those who can be
described as the duty holders as well as the inspectors.
This bill is before us today after a rigorous consultative
process. As we all know, extensive public consultation
was conducted during the Maxwell review of the
government’s responsibilities. This bill is a direct
response to recommendations made in the Maxwell
report. The previous speaker pointed out that the new
framework will come into place on 1 July, and the
Victorian WorkCover Authority will continue to
communicate the changes outlined in the bill. It will
continue to make them available and known to the
broader community. A public information campaign
has been planned, which will follow the passage of this
bill.
This is a good bill because it is about making our
communities and our workplaces safer. It deserves the
support of all members of this chamber, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to make a contribution to debate on the
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill 2005, which bill fulfils a
government commitment. Last year we debated the
Occupational Health and Safety Bill 2004. This bill is
important for health and safety in Victoria and will
come into force on 1 July. It is a response to the
recommendations of the Maxwell report. We
understand the importance of health and safety in the
workplace and therefore want to adopt the report’s
recommendations.
The government did a lot of things before it introduced
the bill into the house. Lengthy consultation was
undertaken with stakeholders and people associated
with the workplace. In May, representatives of
10 organisations attended a meeting, including
representatives from the Lift Engineering Society of
Australia, the Australian Amusement Leisure and
Recreational Association, and the Plastic and Chemical
Industries Association. The Department of Treasury
and Finance communicated the nature and extent of the
changes to a representative of the Victorian Trades Hall
Council, so there were plenty of meetings to consult
with people.
Because we want the bill to be supported by the
community and to have its provisions implemented,
people need to be aware of it and be behind the
government so it can be implemented. I listened to
contributions to the debate by opposition members. The
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bill gives inspectors the power to enter a workplace. It
will give them more responsibility to enter a workplace
where an employer is in breach of the law. They will
work with the police who will ensure that inspectors are
doing their jobs properly, and that is essential for the
protection of employers. I understand there are some
concerns of members on the other side who think the
bill will give the inspectors the power of entry into
workplaces. The inspectors will not abuse their power
as the bill will ensure the inspectors do the right thing in
obtaining evidence and getting support.
The inspector now has more responsibility, not only in
doing the report, but in taking more action — for
example, obligations on inspectors are clearer, more
logical and easier to understand and follow. The key
new powers conferred on inspectors include the power
to advise on compliance, to issue non-disturbance
notices and require people to provide names and
addresses. There will also be new powers to issue
binding directions if there is an immediate threat and to
require people to answer questions; and also to issue
improvement and prohibition notices under the
dangerous goods legislation only. So if the inspector
has to do something urgently, they can react, or if the
inspector feels there is a threat to the workers and the
community, they have the right to ask questions to
make sure that the people who look after these areas
give the right information.
In applying the occupational health and safety
framework of inspectors’ powers and obligations to the
dangerous goods and equipment public safety
legislation, some modifications or refinements have
been necessary to reflect the different focus of those
acts — for example, the inspector has the power to
direct that spilled dangerous goods be cleaned up or to
stop, detain and inspect vehicles used for the transport
of dangerous goods. In these things the inspector has
more roles to more actively handle the case if he thinks
a person is dangerous to the public.
The bill more closely aligns the dangerous goods and
equipment public safety acts with the Occupational
Health and Safety Act in relation to the limitations and
safeguards on the exercise of inspectors’ powers. They
also have the right of entry to residential premises.
Inspectors will be subject to the Victorian WorkCover
Authority’s directions and procedures relating to entry,
the announcement of entry, the production of
identification cards and the giving of reports about
entry. The legislation will also provide a speedy and
transparent mechanism for the internal review of certain
decisions of inspectors, such as decisions to issue
improvement or prohibition notices. So the inspectors
will have more power. They have to make sure the
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safety provisions are followed, and they have to stop
operations if they think goods in the storeroom are
dangerous. They also have the right to inspect the
transportation of dangerous goods. Penalties will be
made consistent with the Occupational Health and
Safety Act. This will be a matter for any wider review
to more comprehensively align those acts with the
Occupational Health and Safety Act.
The bill replicates the Occupational Health and Safety
Act offences and penalties that relate to the
performance of the inspector’s role. For example, the
penalties for obstructing an inspector, impersonating an
inspector or for non-compliance with an improvement
notice will now be uniform under the three acts, so that
will be good. The bill will ensure that people who
handle dangerous goods will be more responsive and
careful when they handle these goods.
In conclusion, the government is taking this matter
seriously to ensure public safety is on the agenda and
that people who handle dangerous goods know what
they are doing. They have to put the safety of the public
first, and it is the goal of the government to ensure
everyone shares responsibility. The government will
implement the bill on 1 July 2005.
Before it committed to implementing the Maxwell
report’s recommendations the government consulted
with many people in the community who are involved
with dangerous goods — people from business, from
the unions, from industry, and experts in health and
safety. Also, the government knows that employers and
employees are seeking greater certainty and
consistency, and this bill will improve or create a
framework where the role of inspectors is more closely
aligned across Victoria’s main health and safety acts.
The Victorian WorkCover Authority will continue to
communicate these changes in the broader community
via their public information campaigns, so everyone
will take stronger roles and work together to ensure this
legislation will create great interest in the community. I
commend the bill to the house.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 26
Argondizzo, Ms
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Drum, Mr
Eren, Mr
Hall, Mr

Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr (Teller)
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
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Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr

Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 13
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr (Teller)
Hadden, Ms

Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr (Teller)
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I would like to thank all members for their
contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, notwithstanding any sitting of the Council on Friday,
17 June 2005, for the completion of the government business
program, the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday,
19 July 2005 at 2.00 p.m.

Motion agreed to.

HEALTH LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr GAVIN
JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care).
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Doncaster Park and Ride: public safety
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — Tonight I
seek the assistance of the Minister for Transport in the
other place. The issue I raise is the management of a
property known as the Doncaster Park and Ride.
Doncaster Park and Ride is basically a very large car
park facility off Doncaster Road near the entrance to
the Eastern Freeway. The concept of the park and ride
is that residents who want to catch regularly departing
freeway buses to the city, which are very convenient in
peak-hour traffic, can park their vehicles at the facility,
catch those buses and then pick up their cars on the way
home.
There are obvious benefits to the park and ride. It has a
capacity of about 400 vehicles, and it is at capacity
most times. Many people use it to cut their travel times
into town and home again or to work and school. It also
gets a lot of traffic off the roads, which improves travel
times for those using their vehicles on the freeway.
Anybody who has used the Eastern Freeway will know
that it can be a parking lot much of the time. This is
also an environmental issue — it takes a lot of cars off
the road and reduces the release of pollutants into the
atmosphere, so it is very well supported by the local
community.
The problem has been issues with the management of
the car park. The property is managed by the National
Bus Company, which has done a very good job of
trying to improve some of the public safety issues at the
site. The site has often attracted undesirable elements
after hours, who have created a lot of noise and
disturbed local residents until very late at night. In
addition there has been at least one report of a bashing
of somebody returning to their car late at night after
leaving the bus. This is a serious problem. It is made
even more serious by the fact that the inbuilt security
cameras at the site are operated by VicRoads. I am
advised that unfortunately many of those security
cameras are not operational. That is hampering security
measures designed to protect the safety of members of
the public when coming back to their vehicles after
using the bus service. This needs to be corrected as a
matter of urgency.
My request to the Minister for Transport is that he
urgently intervene to ensure that the security cameras
are repaired and brought up to scratch so the whole site
can be adequately monitored in the interests of public
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safety. I ask that he take this action as a matter of
urgency.

Neighbourhood houses: funding
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I to raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Local Government,
Ms Broad. The issue I raise relates to neighbourhood
houses. I am aware that through the Victorian
government’s long-term social policy framework
contained in the document A Fairer Victoria —
Creating Opportunity and Addressing Disadvantage,
which was launched by the Premier on 28 April this
year, an additional $12.4 million is to be made available
from 2005–06 to modernise neighbourhood houses. I
understand the minister has met with representatives of
the sector’s peak body, the Association of
Neighbourhood Houses and Learning Centres, and has
indicated that she will work closely with the association
in determining priorities for the allocation of these
funds, within the parameters established in the A Fairer
Victoria policy. The action I am seeking is for the
minister to have her department take the necessary
steps to ensure that the Geelong neighbourhood houses
get their fair share of the funding that has been
allocated, and if possible to outline what that amount
will be.
I was delighted with this announcement, which I hope
will expand the neighbourhood renewal program in
Norlane and Corio in my electorate. This successful
neighbourhood renewal program gives residents in
disadvantaged communities the opportunity to plan the
renewal and upgrade of their homes and streets. To date
various communities have benefited from housing
upgrades, new jobs, safer streets and better access to
essential services. Unemployed residents have carried
out much of the work through a community jobs
program, with many participants going on to further
employment or training. This program, which helps the
community take the initiative and build up its social
infrastructure, is growing in leaps and bounds and is
giving a real sense of worth to these communities. I
therefore seek the assistance of the minister in relation
to this matter.

Dental services: waiting lists
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Health in the other place. It concerns dental waiting
lists in Victoria. It is important to note that dental
waiting lists have blown out over the last two years
under the Bracks government. It is also important to
note that the average waiting time for general dental
treatment in Victoria is 31 months and that the waiting
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time for the fitting of dentures has blown out under the
Bracks government from 28.47 months in June 2003 to
34.59 months in April 2005.
However, my matter tonight particularly concerns the
areas close to the city. In Parkville there is still a
24-month wait, as of April 2005, for dental treatment.
That is two years. You need to wait 38 months for
dentures at Parkville. That is in the Minister for
Health’s own electorate and it seems to me that she
ought to intervene. If she cannot intervene around the
state where the results are so devastating and damaging
to many of people, she could at least do something in
her own electorate.
At Moreland Community Health Service, near her
electorate, according to the state government web site it
would take 22 months to get dental treatment and
38 months to get for treatment for the fitting of
dentures. At the nearby North Richmond community
health centre it would take 9 months to get dental
treatment — that is one of the best results in the state,
but I have to say that 9 months is still a long wait for
general dentistry — and 13 months for the fitting of
dentures. I do not think that anyone could support that.
At North Yarra Community Health, Fitzroy, the wait is
35 months for general dental treatment and 12 months
for the fitting of dentures.
The minister promised that she would fix the problems
in the public health system and with public dentistry. I
have to say that despite the warnings of the
Auditor-General in 2002 she has done nothing of the
sort. In fact the situation has deteriorated severely under
the Bracks government, and people are being forced to
wait in pain and discomfort, with general damage to
their health. I am concerned that the Minister for Health
has not taken these issues seriously, despite the fact that
the state government has been spending less than other
state governments in a comparative sense and less than
Queensland in an absolute sense for most of its term. I
ask the state government and the minister what she will
do on this — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired. The member required no action, so the
minister is not required to respond.

Mekong Senior Citizens Hostel: land
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like tonight in the adjournment debate to raise an
issue with the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad, so I am
glad she is in the chamber. I was approached a few
months ago by the Indochinese Elderly Refugees
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Association Victoria (ICERA-VIC). The association is
looking for land on which to build an aged care hostel.
The organisation has been around since March 1981,
having incorporated in June 1987. It has many
members and provides services for its community, such
as referrals, counselling, assisting with the settlement
and integration of Indochinese elderly persons, and
maintaining the cultural heritage and traditions of
members. It also develops community education
programs to meet the needs of the Indochinese elderly
community. It fosters and maintains a sense of
friendship and provides many excursions for the elderly
to other places in Victoria. It provides a good deal of
entertainment. When people get bored or do not know
where to go they can come to the centre to meet, play
chess or cards and do other things.
The association also provides services through the
Mekong Senior Citizens Hostel in East Keilor. Because
of the needs of its clients, the committee wants to
expand the hostel’s services. In the next 10 years it
wants to increase the hostel’s capacity from
33 low-care beds up to 200 beds. There is a big demand
in the community for beds and ICERA-VIC would like
to expand. It is looking for land somewhere in the
western suburbs, and I ask the minister to see whether
anything exists to assist it in this matter.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I call the next
speaker, I return to the ruling I gave on Mr David
Davis’s adjournment matter. I have checked with
Hansard. The member’s question did get on the record.
Action was sought by the member, so the minister
should respond to it in the appropriate manner.

WorkCover: claim review
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I wish
to raise a matter for the Minister for WorkCover and
the TAC. I seek his assistance in resolving one of the
bizarre anomalies that occur from time to time in the
WorkCover system. Pat Wilding is the theatre unit
manager at the Mansfield Hospital. She was injured in a
workplace accident on 1 September 1998. Some time
later, in 1999, her doctor wrote to WorkCover and said
the injury had healed to some extent but that it was
likely she would have arthritis in the future and at some
stage it may cause pain enough to warrant surgery. Six
years later it was time for the surgery. WorkCover has
paid for the operation which she has had but because
she has over 65 years of age she is not entitled to
weekly payments that the injury happened more than a
year ago.
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If a 40-year-old person had sustained exactly the same
injury on exactly the same day and were treated exactly
the same way, they would have had the operation and
would be entitled to weekly payments as well as the
costs of the operation. The only reason she is not
entitled to the weekly payments is because she is over
65 years old. This is one of the anomalies that occurs
from time to time but it is grossly unfair that a person
should be discriminated against in that way. As she said
in her correspondence to me, she is looking to continue
to work. People are being encouraged to continue to
work, and all she has done is gone back to work as soon
as possible and continue to work until the time the
doctor predicted she would need to have the operation.
She has had the operation, which was paid for by
WorkCover, but because of the sentence in the act that
says that a person is not entitled to weekly payments
after retirement age unless they were injured in the year
before, she fails to qualify for weekly payments.

Throughout that time and until now Mr Casement has
held a wrasse ocean fishery access licence, which is
different from the licence that was compulsorily
acquired by the government. The Department of
Primary Industries has now written to Mr Casement
using the show sufficient cause provisions of the
Fisheries Act, with the threat to refuse to renew this
licence. Essentially reason is claimed to be that the
licence was largely inactive between the financial years
2000–01 and 2003–04.

I do not know what can be done in these circumstances.
I do not think this will open the floodgates and wreck
the WorkCover scheme’s viability. I do think that as a
matter of natural justice and fairness she is entitled to
receive weekly payments. As I said, this is a case where
two people in identical circumstances but of different
ages would be treated differently. I do not think that is
fair and I look to the minister to use his good offices to
ensure that Mrs Wilding is treated appropriately in
these circumstances.

I might add that since the legislation was passed in late
2003 Mr Casement has made every effort to activate
the wrasse ocean fishery access licence but, because it
is an ocean access licence and not an inlet licence, he
needs to acquire a new boat and new equipment to do
so. Therein lies the problem.

Fishing: commercial licences
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Tonight I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Agriculture in the other place, Bob Cameron. It
concerns my constituent Mr Steve Casement of
Mallacoota and is regarding the renewal of his wrasse
ocean fishery access licence.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I know Steve.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Forwood knows Steve,
and most people in this chamber should recall the name
Steve Casement, as he was one of the holders of four
commercial fishing licences that operated in Mallacoota
Inlet that were compulsorily acquired by this
government about three years ago. Mr Casement took
legal action against the government over its right to
compulsorily acquire his licence. In the typically
heavy-handed fashion of this government, in late 2003
legislation was pushed through this Parliament —
retrospective legislation, I might add — that took away
his right to take the government to court over that
action. That legislation was colloquially called the
Steve Casement Bill by many of us.

Mr Casement has responded to this order to show
sufficient cause and pointed out to the Department of
Primary Industries that for the first two years of that
period he was actively using his Mallacoota Inlet
fishing licence. He could not use both at the same time.
For the next two years of that four-year period he was
actively fighting this government over the right to retain
his Mallacoota Inlet licence.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I simply say to this
government: you screwed this guy once, don’t do it
again. He doesn’t deserve it. I ask the minister to do the
right thing this time and ensure that the current licence
held by Mr Casement is immediately renewed without
further question.

Fishing: commercial licences
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Here we go
again. I direct my adjournment matter to the Minister
for Agriculture in the other place, who is responsible
for fisheries. A moment ago I listened to and noted an
interjection by Minister Broad, the Minister for Local
Government and a former minister with responsibility
for fisheries, about members on this side of the house
not having a clue about fisheries issues. Well, I am
somebody who does have a clue, and I will tell her that
fisheries management in this state is completely out of
control. It is out of control because the Premier of this
state went along to a ball one night and, after having a
jolly good time, got up and unilaterally said — without
any consultation with anybody, including I am sure the
minister responsible for fisheries — that there would be
another voluntary buy-out of commercial fishing in the
state.
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The Minister for Local Government can interject and
tell me if I am wrong, but it seems to be that everybody
connected with commercial fishing in the state knows
the Premier’s intervention was a fact. He was in a
position of social ambience, and I presume he was
wanting to ingratiate himself with a group of people
rather than actually putting a formal process in place.
That was properly done leading up to the voluntary
buy-out, which took 100 licences out. That was done
under the minister’s watch. She implemented a
program, which had already been started by the
previous government prior to the 1999 election, to have
a voluntary buy-out. That followed several years of
detailed industry consultation that included an
estimated expenditure of $750 000 on reports and a
detailed examination of the issues of resource allocation
and the sustainability of our bays and inlets.
It is a fact that Australia imports 60 per cent of the
seafood consumed in this country, that Victorian fish
resources are worth about $100 million and that clearly
most of them are not species consumed here — they are
rock lobster and abalone, which are exported.
I want to get to the point that there are a number of
outstanding questions. I would like the Minister for
Agriculture to advise me — because the industry has
not been advised, stakeholders have not been advised;
in fact, nobody knows what is going on — of what in
fact the process is to be and whether it is really the case,
as set out in the belated press release from the Premier,
that the Fisheries Revenue Allocation Committee is to
be the body to conduct this buy-out. If it is — and
Minister Broad would well know — this body was not
established to have administrative responsibility in
fisheries management. It was established to allocate the
revenues raised from fishing licences. I ask the minister
to advise me on what the government intends.

Responses
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The Honourable Andrew Olexander raised a matter for
the Minister for Transport in the other place regarding a
request for urgent attention to be given to security
concerns about a car park facility off Doncaster Road. I
will refer that request to the minister.
Mr Eren raised for me as Minister for Local
Government a matter concerning the allocation of new
funding for neighbourhood houses through the
government’s A Fairer Victoria plan. I can confirm for
the member that I will certainly be consulting with the
peak body, the Association of Neighbourhood Houses
and Learning Centres, about the allocation of those
funds in accordance with the criteria set out in A Fairer
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Victoria. I would also like to acknowledge the very
valuable contribution being made by neighbourhood
houses in his electorate and in particular in the
neighbourhood renewal areas in his electorate.
The Honourable David Davis raised a matter for the
Minister for Health in the other place concerning
waiting times for dental services, and I will refer that
matter to the Minister for Health.
The Honourable Sang Nguyen raised a matter for me in
my other capacity as Minister for Housing. He raised
the needs of older members of the Vietnamese
community in seeking access to land for an expansion
of facilities, and I will respond to the member with
further information about that request.
The Honourable Bill Forwood raised a matter for the
Minister for WorkCover and the TAC concerning a
workplace injury to a Mrs Wilding and the question of
qualifications for access to weekly payments for her,
and I will refer that matter to the minister.
The Honourable Peter Hall raised a matter for the
Minister for Agriculture in the other place concerning
Mr Steve Casement and a wrasse ocean fishery access
licence, and I will refer that request to the minister.
Finally, the Honourable Philip Davis raised a matter for
the Minister for Agriculture in the other place and
sought advice from the minister about the process to be
followed in relation to further voluntary buy-outs of
commercial fisheries licences, and I will refer that
matter to the minister.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 10.22 p.m.
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