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Wednesday, 29 August 2012
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have been informed
and wish to convey to the house that the Economy and
Infrastructure References Committee will be meeting
this day following the conclusion of the sitting of the
Council.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Swinburne University of Technology: Lilydale
campus
A petition to the Legislative Council of Victoria:
This petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council the state
government’s plans to cut hundreds of millions of dollars
from TAFE funding. In particular, we note:
1.

since these cuts were announced, Swinburne has
announced the closure of its TAFE and university
campus at Lilydale;

2.

240 local jobs will be cut, and the future of
2500 students is uncertain as a result of this campus
closure;

3.

with 49 000 full-time jobs already lost in this term of
government, skills training has never been more
important for Victorians.

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council
urges the Baillieu state government to abandon the planned
funding cuts, guarantee no further cuts will be made and work
to secure the future of Swinburne University Lilydale
campus.

By Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) (719 signatures)
and Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(719 signatures).
Laid on table.
Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan).

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Flood mitigation infrastructure in Victoria
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) presented report,
including appendices, together with transcripts of
evidence.
Laid on table.
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Ordered that report be printed.
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

This comprehensive report prepared by the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee is the
result of an inquiry into floods that were unparalleled in
Victoria’s history. Those floods occurred on three
separate occasions over a four-month period between
September 2010 and January 2011, and they were
predominately north of the Great Dividing Range, in
western Victoria and in Gippsland. The magnitude of
the floods can be gauged by the fact that
27 municipalities, 96 locations, 3355 properties and
7625 people were affected. More recently, in March
2012, a similar circumstance — but not of the same
dimension — took place north of Shepparton at
Nathalia and Numurkah, with similar impacts on those
communities.
The committee’s reference was comparatively narrow
in that it was required to identify the best practices of
monitoring floodwaters, including river gauges;
consider the ownership, management, maintenance and
responsibility of levees on both public and private land;
and look at waterway management, including the
clearance of vegetation and legal and zoning
implications. Of particular interest to the committee
was the manner in which the state’s levee banks and
waterways are owned, managed and maintained. The
committee found that historically there has been a
legacy of poor management of many state levees, and
there is a need to change the way in which they are
operated in the future. Similarly, in urban townships,
where the majority of levees are better maintained than
those in rural areas, there is the potential to improve the
management and maintenance of levees, especially
with vegetation growth.
The northern Victorian landscape, although badly
affected, benefited from the Murray River not being in
flood at the time, and gradients of generally 1 in 20 000,
or a 1-metre fall in 20 kilometres, demonstrate the
ongoing impact experienced in urban residential and
rural farming communities. This was especially the
case where power supplies had to be maintained and
where the movement of dairy produce was concerned.
Further south, in many small rural towns the greater
water velocity in waterways left a trail of damage never
experienced before, especially in places like
Carisbrook, Beaufort, Creswick, Skipton and Wickliffe.
The committee received 103 submissions from various
communities, business owners, local organisations and
government agencies. Due to the vast amount of

PAPERS
3866

COUNCIL

Victoria that was affected by the impact of these
floodwaters and the number of submissions that came
forward, the committee held public hearings in Swan
Hill, Kerang, Horsham, Beaufort, Mildura, Lakes
Entrance, Rochester, Creswick, Numurkah and
Melbourne. The number of people who attended the
hearings was certainly a testament to the grief and
frustration experienced by so many who were affected,
in some cases over long periods. Despite such a lengthy
inquiry and the amount of work undertaken, the
committee has endeavoured to deliver a concise report
that captures many of the aspects of the floods.
Noting many of the shortfalls relating to the passage of
floodwaters after they exceeded the banks of various
waterways, 40 recommendations have been made to
complement the terms of reference, with the principle
of beneficiary pays being recognised as well as the
principle that local councils and catchment
management authorities should be called on to play
greater roles in any such future events, especially those
involving levees and ongoing waterway management
and maintenance issues.
In closing, I would like to acknowledge my
parliamentary colleagues deputy chair John
Pandazopoulos and Tim Bull, Lorraine Wreford and
Joanne Duncan, the Legislative Assembly members for
Dandenong, Gippsland East, Mordialloc and Macedon
respectively, for their commitment to this inquiry,
which has been extensive. I would also like to extend
my acknowledgement to our past executive officer,
Dr Caroline Williams, for the fine work she undertook
in getting the inquiry off to a strong start in early 2011.
My special thanks go to Dr Greg Gardiner, successor to
Dr Williams, for his energetic approach in this, his
inaugural role as a parliamentary committee executive
officer, and to our research officers, Dr Ivan Zwart and
Kristin Richardson, and office manager Karen Taylor
for their support and commitment in the production of
this final report.
I commend the report not only to my colleagues in the
house but also to those various communities right
across Victoria that were affected by this tragic flood
event and also to those government and
non-government agencies that assisted all those
communities and the volunteers who made a
contribution on this occasion.
Motion agreed to.
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Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Office — Report, 2011–12.
Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Fare Evasion on Public Transport, August 2012.
Programs for Students with Special Learning Needs,
August 2012.
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Government
Response to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee’s
Report on the Review of the Auditor-General’s Reports
January–June 2009 and follow-up of PAEC Reports 82, 86
and 91.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Electoral Act 2002 — No. 86.
Health Records Act 2001 — No. 87.
Water Act 1989 — No. 88.

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
The Clerk — I have received a letter from the
Minister for Water headed ‘Legislative Council order to
produce documents — irrigation district update letter’.
Letter at page 3947.
Ordered that letter be considered next day on
motion of Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan).

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Mount Buffalo Chalet: development
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — Earlier this year
the member for Benalla in the Assembly, Bill Sykes,
thanked the government for contributing $500 000 to a
government development plan for Mount Buffalo
Chalet. This followed the government’s rejection of a
$50 million development plan put forward by a
community enterprise group last year. The
government’s $500 000 development plan is to be
completed by the end of 2012 and is being overseen by
a working group made up of government agencies. The
government has rejected requests for the community to
be involved in the working group and has rejected
representation by the Alpine Shire Council, which has
strongly advocated for the community.
The member for Benalla was very willing to be vocal
about Mount Buffalo Chalet prior to the last election.
However, since the election he has remained mute
about the exclusion of Alpine Shire Council and local
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communities from discussions inside the Baillieu-Ryan
government about the future of the chalet. It is well and
truly time for Dr Sykes and the government to show
Alpine shire and local communities the common
decency of trusting them with information about what
the government is considering for the future of Mount
Buffalo Chalet.

Gowrie Street Primary School: principal for a
day
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) —
There are few things more familiar or that bring back
more memories than a trip to a school. Last week I was
happy to take part in the principal for a day program at
Gowrie Street Primary School in Shepparton. It was a
wonderful visit to a school which, complete with its
three and four-year-old kindergarten programs, caters
so well for local children. Gowrie Street has taken an
innovative approach to education, including having an
early childhood centre. The centre gives local children
access to a strong educational program from the age of
three.
My tour of the school and meetings with the children
showed once again just how special Gowrie Street is. I
had the pleasure of reading a story to the kindergarten
transition students, who are preparing for their move
into prep next year. They will start their school years in
a warm, inviting, familiar environment. I would also
like to thank two inspiring people for their time during
my visit. Principal Travis Eddy’s devotion to the school
and its students is clear from the moment you meet him.
Assistant Principal Di Matheson is a former student
whose love and enthusiasm for Gowrie Street has
spanned decades. The school’s website says it all: ‘Care
for your school. Care for others. Care for yourself. Care
for your learning’. I think we can all learn a lot from
both the students and staff at Gowrie Street Primary
School.
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Teachers want a 30 per cent pay rise over three years;
importantly, reductions in class sizes; and, very
importantly, a reduction in the very high number —
almost one-half — of starting teachers who are on
contracts. These things need to be addressed to make
our teachers the best paid and to make the profession
attractive to new teachers and graduates. I agree that the
idea of performance pay is divisive. It is unproven, and
it is contrary to the approach that we need in schools of
teachers working in teams to get the best outcomes for
students and for schools. The Greens will be supporting
the actions of the teachers in seeking to improve their
pay and conditions.

Tony Davidson
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
About a week and a half ago a number of people,
including myself, were unfortunate enough to read the
Twitter thoughts of a self-styled Liberal who goes by
the name of Tony Davidson. The content was
unrepeatable — obscene, misogynistic and racist. It
seemed likely that the author would remove them the
following day, so a number of individuals took screen
captures. I am happy to provide copies of them to the
Premier’s office. I say that because this is a matter the
Premier cannot ignore.
What we know about Mr Davidson is that he is a
Victorian Liberal. What is likely is that Tony Davidson
is not his real name. Based on conversations I have had
with people close to the Liberal Party, it is probable that
he is a current Liberal Party staffer. If that is the case, it
cannot stand. There are people in the Liberal Party who
know who this person is, and anyone who has read the
material would agree that the Premier cannot turn a
blind eye and not look for fear of what he might find. If
this person works in government, he cannot stay there,
and the Premier must ensure that no stone is left
unturned in establishing his identity and removing him
without delay.

Teachers: enterprise bargaining
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Next
week Victorian teachers are set to go on the largest
strike in the history of Victoria. For the first time they
will be joined by support staff, including librarians,
administrative staff and IT technicians, in what is
planned to be the biggest education strike in the state’s
history. The Baillieu government promised that
Victorian teachers would be the highest paid in
Australia but instead is offering them a paltry 2.5 per
cent pay rise. Victorian teachers remain the lowest paid
in the country, and Victorian schools remained the
lowest resourced in the country.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I accept the item that
is raised and that it seems quite serious if somebody is
misusing this social media — it is one of the real
problems — but for the house’s benefit it needs to be
said that this person is alleged to be a member of the
Liberal Party, because I do not know that the identity of
somebody who is tweeting is necessarily confirmed. It
tends to paint a picture, and I am not sure that that is
necessarily fair at this stage. Mr Pakula seems to be
agreeing that he is prepared to suggest that this person
is alleged to be a member of the Liberal Party.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — President, your comments
are most reasonable.
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Belgrave Region Action Group: walking tour
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I was
pleased to join the Belgrave Region Action Group and
other members of the local community for the launch of
the group’s self-guided historical walking tour on
19 July. The walking tour is based on a series of
plaques throughout the town combined with an
informative flyer. It showcases Belgrave’s rich history,
pointing out the historical significance of buildings and
locations scattered across the township. The coalition
contributed $4000 towards the project.
While the government and Yarra Ranges Shire Council
were able to assist with funding for this local project, it
would not have happened without the tireless
dedication and labour of the passionate members of the
Belgrave Region Action Group. I commend Liz
Beaton, Ian Warburton, Dianne Hayes and other
members of the group for their commitment to
preserving Belgrave’s history and congratulate them on
a job well done.

Sir John Monash: commemoration
Mr O’DONOHUE — On another matter, on
10 August I was pleased to represent the Premier at the
Spirit of Australia Foundation’s Monash
commemorative service in the Legislative Assembly
commemorating the life of a truly great leader and a
great Australian, Sir John Monash.

Country Fire Authority: Yellingbo station
Mr O’DONOHUE — On another matter, on
Sunday, 19 August, together with my colleague Brad
Battin, the member for Gembrook in the Assembly, I
was pleased to attend the official opening of the
Yellingbo fire station. I pay tribute to the members of
the Yellingbo Country Fire Authority, in particular Paul
Spinks, the captain of the Yellingbo fire brigade, and
Brett Kerford, as well as everyone else involved in this
very important project for Yellingbo and the broader
community.

No to Homophobia
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I
congratulate the government, the Labor Party, the
Greens, the ALSO Foundation, the Gay and Lesbian
Rights Lobby, Transgender Victoria, the Anti Violence
Project of Victoria, the Human Rights Law Centre, the
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission, Victoria Police and the Collingwood
Football Club on their contributions to the launch of the
No to Homophobia TV and social media campaign.
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The campaign is a fine example of a collaborative
community initiative that tackles negative community
attitudes and behaviours towards same-sex-attracted,
bisexual, transgender and intersex people. The
promotions are a groundbreaking approach, and they
utilise social media such as Facebook, Twitter and
YouTube, a website and postcards as well as TV
advertisements. This single campaign encourages
everyone to get informed, take action and find support.
The fact is that there is widespread negativity towards
same-sex-attracted people and those whose experience
of their own gender is not the same as the gender which
they have been assigned. To be same-sex attracted or to
feel oneself to have been assigned the wrong gender is
no more a personal choice than it is for a heterosexual
person to choose to be same-sex attracted, yet many
people believe that sexual orientation is a choice — and
a wrong and perverted choice at that. The impact of this
negativity profoundly undermines a person’s sense of
self, their worth and their validity and can force them
into guarded and secret lives.
This campaign aims not only to show community
members the impact that their words and actions have
on GLBT (gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender)
people but also to validate GLBT people, encouraging
them to take action and find support.

Forget Me Not Foundation
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — Last
Sunday, 26 August, I had the great pleasure of being in
Frankston to speak at a conference on domestic
violence. The conference was put together by a
wonderful woman called Janine Greening, who has
started an organisation called the Forget Me Not
Foundation, which is affiliated with the Victoria
Homicide Victims Support Group.
The Forget Me Not Foundation was primarily set up to
establish a house or housing as a retreat where the
families of murder victims can stay during police
investigations and court proceedings. Its primary
purpose is to provide both crisis and long-term support
and advocacy for victims of homicide. Its secondary
purpose is to fill what it considers to be existing gaps
between current services. This is an excellent
organisation, and there was a wide range of speakers at
the event, including the mayor of Frankston and
members of the police force.
It is pleasing that in the 2012–13 budget the Baillieu
government has given more than $85 million to address
violence against women and sexual assault, and the
Minister for Women’s Affairs, Mary Wooldridge, and
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the Attorney-General, Robert Clark, are both very
supportive of any program at all that can help reduce
the incidence of domestic violence in Victoria.
I commend the Forget Me Not Foundation for the
excellent work it is doing, and I look forward to
working closely with its members into the future.

Bannockburn: library and community hub
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — This month I
was pleased to be in Bannockburn for the opening of
the new $5.1 million library and redeveloped and
expanded community hub. I first attended the site many
years ago with the federal Labor member for
Corangamite, Darren Cheeseman, for the
announcement of funding for this project. At that time
there were pigeons in the hall, such was its state of
decay, but it was fabulous to stand in the new library
with the Minister for Local Government, Jeanette
Powell, and to tour the adjacent multipurpose
community centre.
This project has transformed the old Bannockburn
public hall into an amazing modern facility which
includes the first library in the shire in many decades. It
is a joint project involving the Victorian government,
the federal government and Golden Plains Shire
Council, and it will become the heart of the
Bannockburn community.
Bannockburn is one of Victoria’s fastest growing
communities, and these much-needed vital facilities
have been developed in wonderful sympathy with the
period charm of Bannockburn’s main street. The
council had to take over direct project management last
Christmas, and it was able to get the work back on track
by February this year, ensuring its completion. This is a
testament to the highly dedicated and professional
council and to state and federal governments working
together to deliver fabulous community infrastructure.
I would like to congratulate all staff members and
councillors at the shire, particularly the mayor,
Geraldine Frantz, the CEO, Rod Nicholls, and Cr David
Cotsell, who has been a long-time advocate for this
project. It was a difficult project to deliver, and it has
been delivered in a spectacular way. It is a credit to
those staff members and councillors, and the
community should be very proud of the facility.

Collaborative Care Cluster Australia: launch
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) —
Managing a chronic disease such as diabetes often
requires a team of health professionals and close
monitoring to achieve optimum control. Collaborative
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Care Cluster Australia enables patients to have access
to an online program that will assist in managing their
health issues in collaboration with the patient’s
health-care team.
Recently I, along with the member for Prahran in the
Assembly, Clem Newton-Brown, attended the launch
of Collaborative Care Cluster Australia by the Minister
for Health, David Davis, at the Baker IDI Heart and
Diabetes Institute in Prahran. The launch, which was
attended by project partners from both the public and
private sectors together with a range of health-care
professionals, heard the many benefits of the
collaboration.
Many view this tool as a major advancement in
transforming patient management and care that will
provide ongoing personal, social and economic
benefits. It will be particularly beneficial for those
patients who need to closely monitor and manage their
conditions. As a former diabetes nurse educator, I
understand the enormous benefits that this type of
innovative tool will bring to both the patient and their
health-care team. As was noted by the minister, for the
first time in Australia patients with chronic illness will
be able to access their care plan with a health-care
provider such as their pharmacist using a simple
barcode. I look forward to more health professionals
across Australia joining the program.
I congratulate Professor Michael Georgeff, founder and
CEO of Precedence Health Care, Professor Mark
Cooper, deputy director of research at Baker IDI, and
all those involved in the partnership on their ongoing
dedication and commitment to improving patient
outcomes in the area of chronic disease.

Westgarth Kindergarten: bush kinder
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — On
22 August I had the pleasure of visiting the Westgarth
Kindergarten’s bush kinder in the Darebin Parklands in
Alphington. I was very impressed with the unique
program. All the children I spoke with seemed to be
enjoying themselves immensely, jumping in mud
puddles, climbing trees and exploring the natural
environment. When asked, the children said they
preferred being outdoors as opposed to the normal
kindergarten setting.
The bush kindergarten program is the first of its kind in
Australia and has been driven by the director, Doug
Fargher, together with very strong support from
parents. In fact when I was there another school visited
to find out more about the program. At the June
Kindergarten Parents Victoria conference Doug
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Fargher gave a presentation that was well attended and
demonstrated the high level of interest in this type of
program. Doug is to be congratulated on pioneering this
exceptional program.

Ness Reserve Preschool
Ms MIKAKOS — On 21 August, along with the
member for Yan Yean in the Assembly, I was pleased
to visit the Ness Reserve Preschool in Diamond Creek.
The preschool is run by a dedicated committee of
management of 20 parents. It services approximately
90 local families and runs two programs for
four-year-olds and two programs for three-year-olds. I
was very impressed by the quality of the kindergarten
programs and the family-friendly environment provided
by the staff, president Lynn Eid and the committee of
management.

Bubup Wilam for Early Learning Aboriginal
Child and Family Centre
Ms MIKAKOS — On 27 June I had the pleasure of
visiting the Bubup Wilam for Early Learning
Aboriginal Child and Family Centre in Thomastown.
Bubup wilam means children’s place in the Woi
Wurrung language. The children and family centre was
opened in June, having been funded by the federal
government and Brumby Labor government in 2009 as
well as by Whittlesea council. The centre targets the
needs of the growing indigenous community in my
electorate and provides a service for up to 68 children
from babies to kindergarten age. I congratulate the
board of directors and staff, in particular Janet and
Alister, on the work they have done to provide quality
programs for Aboriginal children and families.

Melbourne Heart Football Club
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise this morning to congratulate Melbourne Heart
Football Club on its commitment to the local
community. The club was established just three years
ago and was committed to retaining the highest possible
standards of professionalism both on and off the field
and embracing the local community, and it has done it
so well.
When I was first introduced to Melbourne Heart just a
few years ago I wanted to work with a club that was a
genuine community club that embraced Melbourne’s
north, captured the diversity of our multicultural
communities and galvanised the spirit and endeavour of
that vast array of communities, and the club has done it
so well. So much so that on Saturday, 18 August,
Melbourne Heart was bestowed with one of the City of
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Melbourne’s highest honours after receiving
recognition for its community program at the
10th annual Melbourne Awards.
This is a club that was established on the very notion of
developing a sporting organisation with the community
as a central pillar of its existence. I congratulate
chairman Peter Sidwell, chief executive Scott Munn,
manager of community programs Susen Crow and her
team, Louisa Bisby and Josh Bondin. I also
congratulate the Melbourne Heart Football Club
players, especially Clint Bolton, Maté Dugandzic and
Jason Hoffman, who give so much of their time to work
with the local community. That has been demonstrated
again in the last week when head coach, John Aloisi,
has been out with local sporting club coaches, giving
them tactical and practical advice on how to develop
young Australians.

Fire services levy: reform
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I take this
opportunity to acknowledge an important milestone in
this government that was announced yesterday in the
form of details of a new model to fund Victoria’s fire
service. This announcement is significant on a number
of fronts. It is one example of the Baillieu government’s
commitment to reform the state tax agenda, but, more
importantly, it is the honouring of a commitment that
we gave to the people of Victoria prior to the election
and one which I gave to the constituents of Western
Victoria Region as their local member. In my previous
role as president of the VFF (Victorian Farmers
Federation) I made a similar commitment to the
membership that I would fight tooth and nail to lobby
for reforms to the fire services levy (FSL) that provided
a fairer and more transparent property-based model that
removed the triple-tax effect.
I am delighted to say that day arrived yesterday, and I
congratulate both the Premier and the Treasurer Kim
Wells on having the courage and guts to do what the
Labor government could not, would not and did not
do — that is, reform the fire services levy. No more
will those who insure property have to bear the
financial burden of funding the fire service alone, no
more will those who do not insure not contribute, no
more will we see stamp duty and GST charged on the
levy and no more will farmers be unfairly discriminated
against. Best of all, we will see a reduction in the cost
of insurance and significant savings to households and
businesses.
While recommendation 64 of the 2009 Victorian
Bushfires Royal Commission recommended abolishing
the FSL in its current form, many groups like the VFF,
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the Australian Industry Group and the Municipal
Association of Victoria have been calling for FSL
reforms for decades and were stonewalled by the
previous government. John Brumby and former
Treasurer John Lenders showed stubborn resistance,
despite other states implementing property-based
funding models with success. It has taken a coalition
Treasurer with the fortitude to do the hard work to
come to a position where a newer, fairer and more
equitable model will be delivered to the people of
Victoria, as promised, in 2013. In true country parlance,
I take my hat off to Treasurer Kim Wells for a job well
done.
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Goulburn Ovens Institute of TAFE:
achievements
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Following the
state budget in May much has been said about the way
TAFE colleges are now funded. We know the previous
funding model for training in Victoria was out of
control. Labor allocated $850 million in assistance,
costing the state budget $1.3 billion. I note an article
from the Benalla Ensign of 29 August 2012 says that:
Under the demand-driven funding system, the government
will no longer specify how many student places it will fund
TAFEs to provide.

Northern Territory: election result

It goes on to say:

Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to most
warmly congratulate the new Chief Minister of the
Northern Territory, Terry Mills, and his Country
Liberal Party (CLP) team on their spectacular election
victory last Saturday. Terry is a straight-talking,
common-sense conservative who I know will be an
outstanding Chief Minister. Under his leadership the
Northern Territory will go from strength to strength and
all Northern Territorians can look forward to a bright
and dynamic future.

GOTAFE —

As great a triumph as it was, the CLP was not the
biggest winner last weekend; Aboriginal Australians
registered their most significant political victory since
1967. It was Aboriginal communities spread across
rural sections of the Northern Territory who really
elected the new government. There are now a number
of indigenous members of the new conservative
government, some of whom, I hazard to guess, will be
ministers. It is a very exciting time in our nation’s
history. We saw the result on Saturday because those
Aboriginal communities were sick of being taken for
granted by Labor. They were sick of being used and
abused by Labor for its own political purposes. They
were sick of being ignored by Labor and sick of the
neglect they suffer as a result. They were sick to the
back teeth of Labor policies that did not work and for
the first time gave Labor the kicking it has so long
deserved.
We in Melbourne’s west know exactly how the
indigenous population of the Northern Territory feel as
we fight decades of neglect and abuse by Labor. As
one, we in the west join together to wish our fellow
Australians in the nation’s north every success for a
new era of freedom, independence, strength and
prosperity.

Goulburn Ovens Institute of TAFE, which is one of the
largest tertiary providers in northern Victoria —
has successfully worked through a decision-making process
that will see no courses being cut for 2012. GOTAFE staff
have worked diligently to explore innovative ways of
delivering courses to meet current and future student
demand … A further initiative is the introduction of new
retention engagement officers roles that will assist teaching
staff to support and retain students in their studies.

The article goes on to mention that:
As the largest tertiary education provider in northern Victoria,
GOTAFE is making the necessary adjustments and
developing more innovative ways to continue to deliver
training programs to meet current and future demand across
the region.

I congratulate GOTAFE on the innovative work it is
doing; it is a shining example of how tertiary institutes
can get through this funding model.

Homemade Jam Concert for Cancer
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — On Saturday,
18 August 2012, I was very pleased to attend the
Homemade Jam Concert for Cancer held in
Warrnambool, which raised $13 000 for research into
cancer improvements and a campaign to fight for a
south-west cancer centre. The proceeds were split
between the Australian Prostate Cancer Research, the
National Breast Cancer Foundation and Peter’s Project,
with each receiving $4363. About 85 performers and
crew donated their time, and 420 people attended the
event, which was excellently organised by Mr Russ
Goodear and others. The event concluded with a very
inspiring collective singalong to Waltzing Matilda
orchestrated by Dennis O’Keefe, a local performer of
some note. He had researched the story of Waltzing
Matilda, and he also announced that unfortunately he

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME: AMENDMENT
3872

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 29 August 2012

had been diagnosed with cancer that week. I wish him
all the best, and I thank Russ Goodear and all the other
locals who put the event together.

access information and engage with government in an
efficient and informed manner. Again we are concerned
that that common-sense suggestion is missing.

Fire services levy: reform

There is no plan for hard infrastructure, which the
property council says is crucial to the success of
Fishermans Bend and its integration with Melbourne
and its future community. In particular the property
council is concerned at the lack of a plan for the public
transport that will be required. Light rail, bus networks
and other potential forms of public transport will need
to of link in with Melbourne’s existing public transport
network. It is clear from looking at the planning scheme
amendment that the types of issues that the property
council has raised are not part of the government’s plan
or agenda. There appears to have been no thought given
to them.

Mr O’BRIEN — Moving on to another matter, I
would like to also join my colleague Mr Ramsay in
congratulating the coalition government for bringing in
long-awaited reforms to the fire services levy and
abolishing what was an inequitable insurance levy, in
that some people would get the benefit of these very
important services without having to pay. These
reforms will save householders and businesses across
the state $100 million a year. It has been difficult, but it
is a substantive reform that the Labor government
failed to bring in in its 11 years.

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME:
AMENDMENT
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I move:
That amendment C102 to the Port Phillip planning scheme be
revoked.

This is one of three planning scheme amendments that
will see a significant expansion of the capital city zone
in what is known as the Fishermans Bend urban
renewal area. It is a move by the government to set up
Fishermans Bend as a future hub of development. It
will expand the capital city zone by more than 50 per
cent and add about 50 000 people and 240 hectares to
that zone. We on this side of the house have particular
concerns about the approach the government is taking
to Fishermans Bend regarding what is not in the
planning scheme amendment, and then secondary to
that, what has been put in this planning scheme
amendment.

I will now go through a couple of other issues the
property council has identified. The first is the lack of a
traffic management plan which is aligned to a transport
plan. The property council says this is going to be
crucial in managing changing traffic flow as the
precinct evolves. It is also concerned about the lack of a
plan for community infrastructure, which it says should
be up-front rather than an add-on at the end of the
development. It has identified community infrastructure
as schools, child-care facilities, sporting facilities,
streetlights and so on, which are vital to the life of a
community. These, the property council says, should
form the basis of planning so that community
infrastructure is delivered as and when the community
grows.
It is clear from this planning scheme amendment that
there is no plan for community infrastructure up-front,
as suggested by the property council. The property
council is concerned about the failure to provide a plan
for how this infrastructure is going to be funded. The
council also identifies the important need to provide
open space across the entire Fishermans Bend precinct.

There are many places we can go to see what is
missing, but the Property Council of Australia has, I
think, picked up some of our concerns in its plan for
Fishermans Bend. I will identify some of the
outstanding issues raised by the property council. It
notes what it sees as being required is a logical staging
process for the development of the Fishermans Bend
precinct. This is the starting point for the property
council: it believes the development should occur in
stages to ensure that existing and planned infrastructure
assets are used efficiently. It is concerned about the ad
hoc nature of what is proposed in this planning scheme
amendment.

We have a planning scheme amendment that has some
detailed provisions. It provides for the systematic
removal of individual rights and a substantial
enhancement of the minister’s powers, and I will
address some of those in a moment. In effect it provides
for the removal of the local council from the process. It
removes consultation provisions, yet there are some
fundamental gaps in the planning and staging, which
the property council has identified. That is just one
example of some of the obvious things that are missing.

The property council thinks that a one-stop shop for
information and engagement must be established
up-front so that stakeholders and investors are able to

These issues give us on this side of the chamber reason
for enormous concern, because they reveal an ad hoc
approach. The situation is such that every development
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comes forward to the minister and a decision is made
by the minister on an ad hoc basis. My concern is that
unless there is a staged plan — a plan for infrastructure,
open space and schools — you will not have a
community. This is not solely the opposition’s view;
this is the Property Council of Australia’s view. The
property council asks where the choices in affordable
and diverse housing are and argues that such choices
should be available at Fishermans Bend.
Members can look at a number of concerns and reports,
but I have just highlighted the property council’s view
about what is missing in terms of this government’s
failure to plan. As we know and as we have seen with
this government, if you do not plan, you will fail. That
is what the opposition is concerned about in terms of
what is missing. There is a failure to provide a plan for
the community, and instead of providing a plan for a
community the minister comes in as the arbitrator for
developers.
The property council asked for a one-stop shop, and it
will get that. However, it will get it by way of all
development applications coming through to the
minister without regard for community infrastructure,
open space requirements or some of the other issues
that the property council highlighted, like affordable
housing. That is a real concern to those who want to
make sure that Fishermans Bend is a success and that it
has a fine-grain community feel rather than becoming
home to high-rise towers, one after the other, without
any open space or sense of community.
In particular we are concerned about the intervention of
the minister in this planning scheme. The Fishermans
Bend precinct is now divided between the city of
Melbourne and the city of Port Phillip. When you have
a look at the city of Melbourne part, you can see that
there is some constraint on the minister; he only
becomes the authority when the gross floor area is some
25 000 square metres on that side. Then on the Port
Phillip side, the minister becomes the authority not on
25 000 metres but on 10 000 metres. That is important,
because that is the level at which the minister comes in.
It is important to consider what happens when the
minister comes in as the authority, because suddenly
community consultation rights are gone and council
input is gone, and the minister becomes the one-stop
shop. It is of real concern that the minister can look at
these sorts of development applications without having
regard to a strategic plan, to community infrastructure,
to community views and for the views of the local
council.
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Most fair-minded Victorians would not want to see
planning degenerate in that way here in Victoria. No
explanation is given as to why the minister comes in at
such a low threshold at the Port Phillip side of the
development. No explanation is given as to why on the
one side of the council line the minister cannot
intervene, but on the other side he will impose his will.
It is just another example of the ad hoc approach that
this minister takes, without any consistency and without
any long-term vision.
But what is most disappointing for those people living
in Port Phillip is that they have been part of a very
lengthy, detailed process with their council and they
have come up with a vision for their community. That
vision and structure for the Montague precinct was
released in June 2012 after consultation that went on for
years. In a matter of weeks all of that work and
community involvement has been trashed, and instead
of the vision that the community has had input into, we
are left with the minister’s vision. Instead of a plan that
makes sure you have schools — —
Mrs Kronberg — What’s your vision?
Mr TEE — I do not understand why Mrs Kronberg
has a problem with schools and public transport or why
she is happy to put all of that aside and have this
minister come in and ride roughshod over the wishes of
the community and the local council and impose his
Big Brother top-down view of what he thinks is right
for this community. His view is they should not have a
school. His view is that they should not have public
transport. None of that is included in this plan. All we
have is a very low threshold, which is not explained
anywhere, which allows him to intervene and to give a
tick to developers.
What is most offensive about this proposal is the
removal of rights to be notified. Before this planning
scheme amendment, if someone wanted to build a
high-rise and wanted to get a permit through, members
of that community had a right to be notified under
section 52 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987.
That right to be notified is gone. Again I would be
interested to hear why those opposite have supported
this planning scheme amendment which will result in
the local people who will be affected by developments
losing their rights to be notified. They have also lost
their rights to a review under section 82 of the Planning
and Environment Act.
Prior to this intervention by the minister the existing
residents had a right to be notified and a right to go to
VCAT (Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal) to
have any planning applications reviewed. That is now
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all gone. The local council, adjoining landowners,
occupiers and all those adversely affected by
development will have no notification rights and will
not have any rights to go to VCAT. I cannot see how
those opposite are able to stand up here today and
support the removal of those existing rights, which
those residents had prior to the introduction of this
planning scheme amendment.
I would like to hear from those opposite. I note a
number of government members will be speaking.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr TEE — I would like to hear from Ms Crozier on
why she is going to stand up here and vote for the
removal of the rights of those members in her electorate
who, until today, had the right to be notified and had a
right to go to VCAT. Under this planning scheme
amendment those rights have been thrown out.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr TEE — Ms Crozier might say those workers in
Melbourne’s CBD ought to have those rights removed
as well, but let me tell her that we on this side of the
chamber will not stand idly by while she and the
Liberal Party remove the rights of people to have their
views heard at local council, to be notified of
developments and to go to VCAT. These are
fundamental rights in the community that she will
remove, depending on how she votes.
I urge members opposite to have a think about the
precedent that this sets for the people of Victoria. I ask
them to think for one moment about those rights that
are being removed from community members now.
There are people living in this very area who, prior to
this planning scheme — —
Mrs Coote interjected.
Mr TEE — Mrs Coote will also have an
opportunity to speak, and I want to hear why she will
be supporting the removal of existing rights this
morning.
Mrs Coote interjected.
Mr TEE — There is nothing inaccurate about my
statement on the government’s removal of the existing
rights that members of the community have to be
notified. This is not some international benchmark in
standards; this is in effect a right to be notified about
what is happening, a right to have an opportunity to be
heard, a right to be able to go to your council and for
your council to express a view, and a right to go to the
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courts. All of that has been trashed by this planning
scheme amendment.
Mrs Coote interjected.
Mr TEE — Mrs Coote can try to distract me and
she can try to throw up a smokescreen, but the reality is
that this planning scheme amendment is her
opportunity to stand up for those in her community
who, because of this amendment, have reduced rights.
In fact they have no rights in terms of notification, no
rights to go to their council and express a view and no
rights to go to VCAT.
We are very concerned about this precedent. We are
very concerned about the expansion of the minister’s
powers at the expense of the local community. We are
concerned about him once again riding roughshod over
the local community. We know this minister has form
in this area. On the one hand the minister has given
himself this one-stop shop power to approve
developments at a very low threshold, and on the other
hand he has taken away the rights of people to have a
say and decide what development occurs in their
community and what their community and their future
should look like. The minister has given himself the
power to give a tick to developers, but in doing so he
has unequivocally and deliberately taken away the
rights of the members of the community to have a say
about their future.
Those on this side of the house cannot support this
planning scheme amendment because it takes away the
community’s rights — —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr TEE — Including to access VCAT, Mr Finn.
And we cannot support this amendment because there
is no plan in this amendment for the infrastructure that
is needed. There is no plan for schools, roads or public
transport. That is not just the opinion of the opposition;
the property council’s report also identifies all those
deficiencies. We are very concerned about this planning
scheme amendment. We are very concerned about the
loss of community rights. Unless we put these basic
fundamental structures in place, the future for
Fishermans Bend will be devoid of any sense of
community, devoid of any sense of hope, and it will be
a soulless wind tunnel in a sterile environment.
We urge members opposite, particularly those members
who purport to represent those who live in the area, to
think before they vote today, because the way they vote
will determine those reasonably fundamental rights of
community members to have a say. I particularly urge
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those who purport to represent that community to
think — —
Ms Crozier — We do think!
Mr TEE — No, you do not; you say you do, but
right now, this morning, you are going to stand up here
and vote to take away their rights to access VCAT, to
take away their rights to be notified and to take away
their right for their local council to have a say about the
look, feel and structure of their neighbourhoods. That is
why you do not represent your community, because if
you were representing your community, you would not
stand up here today and vote to take these pretty
fundamental rights away from these communities.
Again, before they exercise their vote today I urge those
members opposite, who purport to represent these
communities, to think clearly about what they are doing
to gut the rights of these communities. I urge members
to think about the powers this planning scheme
amendment gives to the minister to approve
developments and the power it takes away from
communities. This planning scheme does not get the
balance right. It is a radical shift, it is radically taking
away community’s rights, and those opposite should
join with us in opposing it.
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to make a contribution in response to
the motion moved by Mr Tee to revoke
amendment C102 to the Port Phillip planning scheme. I
advise the house that it is with the utmost surprise that I
find Mr Tee has the gumption to put up such a motion,
but it is my absolute conviction that the government
will oppose the motion and call members of the
opposition to account for their contributions and the ad
hoc way in which they have put up Labor’s lack of a
planning policy.
This is a significant amendment to the Port Phillip
planning scheme in relation to the Fishermans Bend
urban renewal precinct project that will deliver jobs,
certainty and integrated town planning to a very
important area at the centre of Melbourne and this state.
The ALP has again nailed its colours to the mast in an
ad hoc way without thinking through the consequences
and in the process confirmed its opposition to
productivity, jobs and construction. That is something
we see continually from the shadow Minister for
Planning, Mr Tee, and other members of the opposition
as they attempt to be all things to all people but operate
in a vacuum devoid of any policies — certainly they
did not have any planning policy released going into the
last election — and then seek to take some cheap shots
and score some points in relation to any particular
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proposal without thinking through the consequences of
their objection. In relation to this precinct that objection
effectively means that Labor is opposed to significant
reform.
In fact this is a huge opportunity for mixed-use urban
development on the doorstep of Melbourne’s CBD. It
will provide a huge competitive advantage for
Melbourne, the economy and the entire state. The
opposition at times decries our government, claiming a
lack of vision for this sort of project, but it went to the
last election without a planning policy and effectively
vacated the field. This government has articulated
through the Minister for Planning and the Premier, and
in relation to regional areas the Deputy Premier, a
coordinated, long-term vision for this state which
includes development where it is appropriate,
protection of our heritage, environment and amenity
where development is not appropriate and consideration
of community issues at appropriate sites.
Mr Tee’s contribution to this motion was even more
ironic because he sought to invoke backing from the
Property Council of Australia in regard to his
opposition to this proposal. He said that the property
council was concerned. It is concerned to ensure that
this government has learnt — which it has — from the
failure of the previous government at Point Cook,
Armstrong Creek, Torquay and other places to engage
in proper coordinated infrastructure planning. The
previous government’s proposal to put high-rise
development along our tramlines in Melbourne was
rammed through without community consultation, and
it was effectively overturned by Labor’s defeat at the
last election.
In citing the property council Mr Tee has failed to do
his research up to the latest point in time, because we
can see that as at 24 August the Property Council of
Australia — I have just printed this statement from the
internet — has released its plan for Fishermans Bend,
which states:
The property council has today released its plan for
Fishermans Bend. The property council believes that
Fishermans Bend provides an exciting opportunity for urban
renewal in Melbourne. A plan for Fishermans Bend is
necessary to establish certainty for the community, investors
and government stakeholders up-front.

In effect, that is a response to the failure by the previous
government to plan. The statement continues:
The plan for Fishermans Bend outlines what we believe
should be the top priorities for the precinct. The task ahead is
huge, but crucially important in order to get the most out of
Fishermans Bend for Melbourne as a city.
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For Fishermans Bend, it’s time to get stuck into the detail and
there’s no time like the present.

That is the full release dated 24 August. Instead of
getting stuck into the detail, instead of moving through
the coordinated structure plan process and precinct plan
process that this minister has put in place, the
opposition has put up a revocation motion. It is
effectively saying no to jobs and development in
Fishermans Bend.
In relation to Fishermans Bend it is important to
remember some of the targeted outcomes of this
long-term vision. They will not happen instantly, but
this is what this sort of renewal can achieve over the
long term. It is targeted to accommodate approximately
60 000 new residents in 24 000 homes, almost all of
them south of the West Gate Freeway. It is also planned
to become an important part of an expanded CBD. It
will include 200 hectares in Port Melbourne, which is
in effect a high-density area, and new community
facilities of primary and secondary schools, shops and
open space, which is again contrary to what Mr Tee has
claimed; he said they will not be there.
It is estimated that in terms of economic returns the
project will be worth almost $2 billion over 10 years to
the Victorian economy. A large number of construction
jobs are at stake. This week we have seen the attitude of
the federal government and the ALP to construction
issues that have been stirred up this week, especially in
the city of Melbourne. It is an absolute disgrace, and we
call on members of the ALP to again condemn such
brutal behaviour. Thuggery on building sites, cruelty to
animals, such as hitting horses, and hitting or engaging
with our policemen is an absolutely disgraceful way to
behave.
The ALP stirs it up, because it has lost sight of what it
was. If it ever were a workers party many years ago, it
is now a party that is designed to get its apparatchiks
into government, to secure power and then to stir up
issues in the community and in the construction
industry in order to hold onto power at all costs. We see
that with the federal government, we have seen that
with the state opposition and unfortunately we see the
outcomes on our building sites.
This morning I attended an Australian Institute of
Company Directors breakfast. Among the key issues
raised were productivity, construction costs and the
attitude of — I will not say workers — the union
leadership to construction issues and pursuing this sort
of thuggery for the sake of ramping up a political
campaign to secure the re-election of the federal
Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations,
Mr Shorten, or whatever he is trying to do in terms of
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his ultimate goal to get the prime ministership. The
consequences of that for our building and construction
jobs are horrendous, and it ought to be condemned by
each and every member sitting opposite. Instead what
we see is another opposition motion to turn back
productivity, to turn back construction jobs and to seek
to revoke this visionary amendment in relation to urban
renewal. It is completely the wrong step. If you talk
about ad hoc planning, what we have is an ad hoc
opposition.
Mr Barber — They’ve got no policies.
Mr O’BRIEN — They have no policies. Keep
going, Mr Barber, because you are right in that regard.
Labor members will say anything and do anything to
get a headline. They are like the boy who cried wolf,
and ultimately the public will start to bring them to
account for their hypocrisy in opposition. They are
putting up many of the things they opposed in
government, making criticisms that are in fact
criticisms of their term in government and failing to put
in place a positive, coordinated, strategic vision for
planning in Victoria.
Returning to the topic of the Fishermans Bend urban
renewal precinct, it is an important area and an
important project. It will concentrate on high-rise,
high-density development in this location, which is
presently made up of run-down warehouses. It is a
perfect location for similar development to that which
occurred at Southbank. Scrapping this development
would force hundreds of apartment projects back into
neighbourhood streets. I know many of the constituents
of Mrs Coote and Ms Crozier, who represent Southern
Metropolitan Region, would love to see the
60 000 homes being constructed not in an urban
renewal precinct but instead side by side with heritage
areas they fought so hard in opposition to protect!
Mr Leane — Are you being sarcastic?
Mr O’BRIEN — You are right, Mr Leane; I was
speaking with a hint of sarcasm. They would not like to
see that, which is why I am sure that when Mrs Coote
and Ms Crozier make their contributions in due course
they will articulate much more eloquently than I can the
concerns of their constituents.
For my constituents in Western Victoria Region urban
renewal is important not only for what it can achieve
for Melbourne but also for the models that can be rolled
out into our regional cities, such as Geelong, which has
opportunities for urban renewal. Again the minister has
put up the notion of extending the capital city zone to
other regional cities, including Geelong, but it does not
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stop at Geelong. The government is looking at the
whole wonderful western region, including Ballarat,
which, as you head further west, has a great future in
terms of long-term planning to give certainty to
industry.
Let us look at a town like Portland and what Labor did
to development in Portland over its 11 years in
government. It put a spanner in the proverbial works
with its development plan overlay (DPO) 7s and
DPO 5s and locked down town planning for the area,
which could be a future city. It was envisaged, as was
outlined by many people over many years, that Portland
would be the greatest deep water port in the state, and
as a result it would provide an opportunity to drive the
development of future cities over the next 100 years.
This government is proud to have as part of its senior
leadership team the hardworking, experienced and
capable member for South West Coast in the Assembly,
Denis Napthine, who is also the Minister for Ports and
Minister for Regional Cities — —
Mr Leane — That’s terrific; what else does he do?
Mr O’BRIEN — He is Minister for Racing, of
course. That is a very important industry to the
south-west as well.
With the work of the Minister for Regional Cities and
the Minister for Ports, together with the Deputy Premier
in his capacity as Minister for Regional and Rural
Development, the Minister for Planning and the
leadership of the Premier, we have a coordinated,
long-term infrastructure plan being rolled out through
the government’s regional growth plans, through which
the coordination of infrastructure and long-term
planning will be achieved for the first time in this state.
I note also that the G21 area has today adopted its
regional growth plan.
This long-term planning is not something that will be of
benefit to just the future residents of Fishermans Bend
and other residents in the electorates represented by
Ms Crozier, Mrs Coote and the Minister for Health,
Mr Davis; it will also be of benefit to the whole of
Melbourne and indeed the whole of Victoria, as will
other coordinated planning approaches. This is
absolutely contrary to the point made by Mr Tee.
This government is involved in a coordinated response
to town planning. It is in response to the failure to have
a coordinated town planning approach under the
stewardship of the four previous planning ministers,
most recently former planning minister Mr Madden,
that this government has formulated its very detailed
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policy, one it took to the election and one it is now
rolling out.
In terms of the social issues involved in planning, we
have been purchasing new school sites and picking up
land rezoning that was missed by the previous
government — for example, the previous government
left Torquay to grow in an uncoordinated manner. In
effect we have had to pick up the mess and purchase
land at a higher cost than it would have been if longer
term planning had taken place in the first instance.
In terms of Fishermans Bend the government is
committed to the purchase of a school site. Again Labor
had 11 years yet did nothing to assist with school
overcrowding. Port Melbourne Primary School is the
most overcrowded in the state. Martin Foley, the
member for Albert Park in the other place, was missing
in action on overcrowding issues. Unlike the previous
Labor government, the Baillieu government will buy
land and build a school in this location. It is also
making provision for a future tram extension to the
urban renewal precinct, and it will implement its
reformed development contributions regime so that
developers are required to contribute to social
infrastructure in the precinct, including open spaces and
maternal and child health-care services.
There was a time when there was some bipartisanship
on urban renewal. That seems to have vanished. It was
former Premier John Cain who began the development
of Southbank, but unfortunately he forgot one very
important part of governance and government, which is
that he actually had to keep track of the finances of the
state so that his vision could be achieved without
sending everyone broke, without losing the State Bank,
without guaranteeing Pyramid in a way that was most
irresponsible — and which in fact lost my
grandmother’s savings — and without creating other
economic messes including Tricontinental.
Sometimes Labor seems to forget its own role when
confronted with the consequences of sending the state
into financial disarray. Instead it talks about the
so-called cuts of the Kennett era. It forgets its own
irresponsibility, bad economic mismanagement and
failure to understand the importance of having a
combined long-term vision, a coordinated long-term
planning strategy and the economic responsibility to
ensure that its visions can be brought into reality and
achieved rather than creating white elephants.
One of the Kennett government’s significant
achievements was CityLink, which really improved
opportunities and connections around Melbourne. It
gave both Melbourne and the whole state of Victoria an
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extremely strong lift at that time. The previous
government searched for massive projects; it wanted a
major project. John Brumby, in his time as both
Treasurer and Premier, would have loved to have had a
coordinated project, but his government did not engage
in the long-term planning required to achieve it. Instead
it looked for things like a desalination plant, which it
had called a hoax, or a north–south pipeline, which it
had promised it would not build.
Mr Finn — Or a myki system — a tram ticket for
$3 billion! A $3 billion tram ticket!
Mr O’BRIEN — Yes, a $1.5 billion tram ticket at
this stage, Mr Finn. I have been hearing much about the
failure of major projects in my capacity as a member of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and as
part of its infrastructure inquiry, which is looking at
both successful and failed projects across the state.
Public hearings have been held, but the deliberations of
the committee will continue, and it will report in due
course.
One thing is absolutely clear: the previous government
searched for big-ticket announcements, but it did not
undertake the necessary long-term business case
analysis to ensure that not only the strategic vision
existed but that projects could be achieved and founded
on genuine private sector investment that could drive
major projects and ensure that they would deliver major
outcomes for the people of Victoria. Instead we now
have one of the projects that was recommended to the
previous Labor government by Sir Rod Eddington, the
east–west link, another major project — —
Ms Crozier — Are they supporting it?
Mr O’BRIEN — Labor had the opportunity to
support it, Ms Crozier, but it seems that for the price of
an election victory over the Greens in the seat of
Melbourne it has again nailed its colours to the mast
against long-term vision, long-term projects, long-term
planning, construction jobs, industry and strategic
investment that would free up the West Gate Bridge
traffic, which is presently a problem. Labor did that for
the sake of an election victory over their cousins, the
Greens, in the seat of Melbourne — —
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Tarlamis) —
Order! I remind Mr Ondarchie that he is not in his
place.
Mr O’BRIEN — The credibility of Labor is the big
loser. To the extent to which the people of Victoria take
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Labor seriously, this is yet another engagement in
ad hoc politics over a long-term planning vision.
I look forward to hearing many of the other
contributions that will be made today. I look forward to
seeing if Labor Party members will continue the
rhetoric that has been coming out of the federal Labor
caucus in relation to its decision to abolish the Office of
the Australian building and construction commissioner.
We noted that Mr Tee’s opposition last week to the
VicSmart planning scheme would have cost about
5000 projects and therefore jobs on a small scale. Here
we have Labor opposing a larger scale project on an
ad hoc basis.
We wonder what Labor really stands for now. What
does the Labor Party stand for? Labor members are
searching for the answer to this because their elected
representatives are no longer in connection with the
one-time vision of the Labor Party. They are searching
for issues to get a headline and pushing spin over
substance. As a result we have motions like this one
today, which if properly analysed would probably cause
a lot of the people from whom Labor seeks to attract
votes — mainly the many workers in the construction
industry whose jobs they put at stake and whose
productivity is essential in terms of driving the future of
this state and this nation — to think again about Labor,
especially in light of its carbon tax, which will be a real
impost on the construction industry. It will be a tax on
the Australian construction industry. It will not be on
overseas importers of products; it will in fact be on
Australian businesses. It is a reverse tariff, and it is
consistent with the negativity and the failure to
articulate a vision that comes from Mr Tee.
In opposing this motion I look forward to the
contributions of other government speakers who will
talk about it from the point of view of the electorate. I
commend the Minister for Planning on his coordinated
policy. We look forward to the continual rolling out of
his election commitments and to engaging with the
community to deliver certainty, vision and a fair go for
all Victorians.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support the motion put forward by Mr Tee
to revoke amendment C102, which was put forward by
the Minister for Planning on 5 July. That amendment
rezones 240 hectares at Fishermans Bend to the capital
city zone. With one fell swoop of the pen, the minister
has taken away the rights of owners and occupiers in
the community to any notification or appeal, rights that
would exist if the development of the area were under
the control of the responsible authority, Port Phillip
City Council, as it was prior to this amendment.
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The Fishermans Bend urban renewal area has four
precincts: Montague, Wirraway, Sandridge and
Lorimer. Montague already has a structural plan in
place. It was developed by the City of Port Phillip, as
should be the case. That involved extensive public
consultation, which will not occur now that
amendment C102 is in place. This amendment is
contrary to the government’s pre-election promise that
it would restore community planning to local
communities and local governments.
Mrs Peulich — That is happening.
Ms PENNICUIK — That is not going to be
happening under this amendment, C102. It completely
removes the community from the planning process.
Under the amendment, the Fishermans Bend urban
renewal area has been declared a project of state
significance under the Planning and Environment Act
1987, and the minister has appointed Places Victoria to
coordinate structural planning for the urban renewal
area of Fishermans Bend, even though, of course, a
structural plan has already been developed for
Montague. It is the first of the four precincts to have a
structural plan developed, and it has been developed, as
I mentioned, with community consultation by the City
of Port Phillip.
We have already heard today of issues at Places
Victoria. Precedents have already been established
where state governments have declared areas to be of
state significance or major projects and planning
decisions have been taken away from local
communities by the removal of their local councils as
responsible planning authorities. In particular I point to
the Docklands area and to the Kew Residential Services
redevelopment, which both the previous government
and this government have struggled with.
Kew Residential Services was handed over to Major
Projects Victoria and the planning process was
removed from the Boroondara City Council. The
problems at Kew Residential Services are a mess,
which is how I described them earlier this year at a
meeting in the city of Kew. Nobody there is happy. The
former residents of Kew Cottages are not happy; most
of them were moved away from the site, and the
residents who have been left there have concerns about
their future as the development proceeds.
A great number of residents are unhappy with various
things that have been put in place by Walker
Corporation in the stage 1 development and the lack of
services et cetera. The Boroondara City Council still
wants planning authority given back to it so it can deal
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with the ongoing issues there. This is a case in point as
to why you do not go down the road of removing the
community from planning decisions by removing its
council and removing the processes that are put in place
for community consultation, notification and appeal
rights. It is because you end up with problems like that.
The minister has stated in defence of this rezoning that
the Kennett government had Docklands so this
government will have Fishermans Bend. If that is what
we are going to go on — if we are going to hold up
Docklands as something we should be replicating at
Fishermans Bend — then I think we should all be
worried. Everybody knows that Docklands has ongoing
problems in terms of what people call its ‘soullessness’.
Nobody wants to go there; it does not have an organic
feel about it, and that is because the development
process was fundamentally flawed.
I have visited that precinct with the Standing
Committee on the Environment and Planning to look at
the structural problems there. One of the problems was
the declaration of that area as an area for development,
which opened it up to developers. Sections of the land
were given over to developers with no overriding vision
or plan for the full area that they needed to work
towards, and so we had silo developments, with
developers putting forward their own visions for their
own little areas of Docklands which had no relationship
to each other. To try to install that relationship after the
event is well nigh impossible and is the ongoing issue
that we as a community — the people who live there
and the people who may want to go there — are
struggling with.
Mr Tee mentioned that under the amendment the
Minister for Planning becomes the responsible
authority for permit applications for developments that
are more than four storeys, more than 60 dwellings over
10 000 square metres, again with no involvement of
local government or the local community. We need to
acknowledge that the local council, Port Phillip City
Council, is not supportive of this amendment, to say the
least. In fact in its media release it slammed the state
government’s decision to rezone Fishermans Bend
without adequate planning. ‘Without adequate
planning’ really means that there is no vision, plan or
policy for Fishermans Bend. The only thing I have
heard — —
Mrs Peulich — What is the mayor’s name? The
former Labor candidate for Goldstein, I think. That is
the mayor’s name.
Mr Barber — I think Ms Pennicuik was a former
Greens candidate for Goldstein.
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Ms PENNICUIK — No, I was not — not for
Goldstein.
I have spoken to a number of councillors about it, but I
know the council as a whole is dismayed by this
decision of the minister. The council spent two years
developing the Montague structure plan with the
community — and I will talk about that structure plan
in a moment — but that will now be removed from the
community. Any further involvement of the community
in that structure plan is up in the air.
Certainly the council is trying to get some answers from
the minister as to what the status of that structure plan is
now that the whole area has been incorporated into
amendment C102. It seems to mean that the structure
plan and the work done by the council will be
completely ignored, which flies in the face of the
government’s commitment to give more power back to
local government. That is what the government has
gone on and on about — restoring power to local
government with regard to planning in local areas.
An article appeared in the Age of 14 August by Kate
Shaw, a future fellow in urban planning and geography
at the University of Melbourne. She nailed the
problems in that article, headed ‘The Ministry of Silly
Plans’. She described the rezoning as ‘a most
unfortunate planning decision for Melbourne’. She
described it as ‘policy on the run’, and again she
referred to the statement by the minister that
Fishermans Bend will be the new Docklands. As I said,
that is a case in point for how not to do urban renewal.
That is a model not to follow in terms of development
close to the city.
Ms Shaw also mentioned one of the other issues, which
is that the rezoning of that land has immediately
increased — she described it as ‘tripling’ — the land
values. I think that is very pertinent. Just doing that has
increased land values, and there is no policy from the
government on what it envisages for Fishermans Bend.
There is no vision. Mr O’Brien talked about a visionary
project, but there is no vision. There is no policy. The
government has no plan at all for this particular area.
Ms Shaw made the point that these things need to be in
place before land is released and rezoned — that
planning, policy and vision for the area all need to be in
place beforehand — otherwise you end up with the
problems you have at Docklands.
Land values will now be going up in that area. A lot of
it is private land, and obviously developers will be
jockeying around to get hold of pieces of that land to
maximise their investment. All the windfall profits will
go to private developers and not to the people of
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Victoria, particularly the people of Port Phillip. The
point is that strategies need to be in place at the start of
the development process, not as the minister has done,
which is to have fired the starting gun and then tried to
reorganise the runners as they are racing down the track
to the finish line to make the most of the windfall that
has been delivered to them by the government doing
this.
As the Port Phillip City Council has said, it is
interesting, given the windfall that will be delivered to
developers and that we are trusting them to plan for the
services and facilities required by a new community.
We all know they did not do that at Docklands. It will
be interesting to consider what the probability is that
this will lead to a glut of inner city land, making it
impossible for the government to provide infrastructure
in a timely manner. This is why you need that staged
planning which could have been done for the
Fishermans Bend area and which the City of Port
Phillip was already on the way to doing with the
development of the Montague structure plan. There
could have been others evolving as the years go by.
I am yet interested to see what developers emerge from
this process and whether any of them are involved in
donations to political parties, because that is an
insidious process. It is one I have mentioned in the
Parliament before; I moved a motion in the last
Parliament that both of the major political parties
should desist from taking donations from developers. It
is now illegal in New South Wales for a political party
or a candidate to accept a donation from a property
developer or for a property developer to offer a
donation to a candidate.
Mrs Peulich — What about those unions that pour
money into Labor?
Ms PENNICUIK — I am talking about property
developers as part of my contribution to the debate on a
motion that is about the development of property by
developers.
It is an insidious process, and when you have
240 hectares of prime inner city land that has been
rezoned with the stroke of a pen in favour of
developers, political parties — particularly political
parties that are in government — should not be taking
donations from developers.
Mrs Peulich — And how about union funds?
Ms PENNICUIK — We are talking here about
developments.
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I go back to the City of Port Phillip’s dismay and the
fact that it has spent two years developing the
Montague structure plan, which allows for the orderly
transition of the Montague precinct to a mixed
residential and commercial area and would
accommodate mixed land uses, around 25 000 residents
and 14 000 jobs.
Mr O’Brien talked about jobs, job certainty and
integrated planning. If amendment C102 was not there,
the City of Port Phillip could still go on with
developing the Montague precinct, as it had started to
do with its community consultation, and that would
result, as it has said, in 14 000 jobs and 25 000 new
residents. That is certainly enough for the time being.
As the council has said, this would allow the broader
area of Fishermans Bend to remain as a regionally
significant industrial, business and employment
precinct with considerable potential to evolve as a
prime location for contemporary industrial activity. The
word ‘evolve’ is the pertinent word there, rather than
declaring the whole area a part of the capital city zone
and, as I said, hiking up the land values there. That
rezoning has completely skewed how the development
might otherwise have occurred in an orderly way —
that is, with the involvement of the citizens of Port
Phillip via their council, as happened with the
Montague structure plan that the council put in place.
There is no plan from the state government regarding
the Fishermans Bend area. With the development of the
Montague structure plan there was community
consultation, which took place over two years. It
involved all owners and occupiers in the precinct.
Workshops were held and meetings were held with
stakeholders, including VicRoads, VicTrack, the
University of Melbourne and the Department of
Education and Early Childhood Development.
Amongst other things, the structure plan’s objectives
included transforming the area into an environmentally
sustainable precinct, creating a strong place identity and
quality public realm, and strengthening physical and
functional connections to adjoining precincts, including
walking, cycling and transport links.
After all the work that was done with the community
and through the council — that is, council discussions
and so on — I know all councillors were happy to
adopt the structure plan. However, this cannot occur
again in the other three precincts under the
C102 amendment because that will lock out the
community and those areas will not be able to go
through the process that the council has gone through
with the community. During that consultation the
council met with a developers group and, amongst
other things, it highlighted the need to outline suitable
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mechanisms at the structure planning stage aimed at
funding and delivering potential public realm
improvements.
It is important to note that even the developer group
highlighted that need, perhaps because it understood it
had not been so good at that when left to its own
devices, as was the case at Docklands. As I mentioned
before, we know that developers went along with their
own little plans on how they wanted their particular
area to look; but the whole never became the sum of its
parts, and it has not become an integrated area. It
certainly is bereft of potential public realm
improvements, which we are trying to put in after the
event and which should have been planned for
beforehand. That is what we are trying to avoid here. In
their consultations business owners tended to favour a
vision of a lower scale precinct, rather than multistorey
residential apartments such as those found in Southbank
and Docklands. They tended to promote the more
residential uses, particularly south of the light rail, and
it was felt that this would bring life and activity back
into the area during the day.
Again this is where Docklands struggles. Property
owners and residents were concerned about the
high-rise development that typifies Southbank and
Docklands. This is related predominantly to concerns
about the impact on existing residential amenity and the
lack of open space and community services in those
precincts, and also to concerns that the high-rise form
of development does not create the sense of community
that other neighbourhoods such as Port Melbourne and
South Melbourne tend to experience. There were also
concerns about existing traffic conditions, particularly
relating to the capacity of Montague Street, and all
groups wanted to set a high standard for the
performance of buildings against environmentally
sustainable criteria. Those ideas have all been taken up
and incorporated into the Montague structure plan.
The problem is that we have a state government that
has not really articulated an overall vision or policy for
the greater Melbourne area. All we have had is the
release of more land into the urban growth boundary,
which is not a boundary because it keeps moving.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms PENNICUIK — I am talking about the greater
Melbourne area, and the government does not have a
plan or a policy for the greater Melbourne area. Nor
does it have a plan, a vision or a policy of any sort
whatsoever for the Fishermans Bend area. The city of
Port Phillip is a great part of Melbourne. I lived in the
area for 11 years until I moved recently just across the
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border into the city of Glen Eira. But I still spend a lot
of time in the city of Port Phillip where, amongst other
things, I go swimming, visit friends, go out to dinner
and go to see bands.
I am concerned that the Fishermans Bend precinct in
the city of Port Phillip does not turn into another
Docklands. I am concerned that under this amendment
that is exactly what will happen, that what we will see
is a tripling and perhaps even quadrupling of the land
values before any sort of planning is in place, with the
exception of the planning for the Montague area, which
has been put in place by the City of Port Phillip. All this
planning should happen before there is any release of
land.
Mr O’Brien was talking about how this significant
amendment will deliver jobs, certainty and integrated
planning. While jobs are welcome — of course we
need people to have work — they cannot be the only
reason for putting in place an amendment like this,
which will take away the rights of the people who live
there and the rights of future residents to be involved in
the planning process. I do not know why Mr O’Brien
thinks this delivers certainty. It delivers uncertainty
because there is no vision, no policy and no
involvement of the community. He also says it delivers
integrated planning. There is no integrated planning
with this amendment. There is no involvement of the
community in terms of planning for the services
et cetera that are required for a staged and orderly
increase in the population of the Port Phillip area. I do
not think Mr O’Brien was able to demonstrate any of
those things; he just asserted them.
My question is: what is the government’s policy vision
for Fishermans Bend? No-one knows. This is
fundamental, and it needs to be articulated now that the
government has gone ahead with this amendment. I
know the government did not consult with the City of
Port Phillip beforehand; the government just announced
it and went ahead. The minister should withdraw the
amendment and instead work with the City of Port
Phillip on developing a sustainable vision for the
Fishermans Bend area that will result in staged urban
renewal in the area that is economically and
environmentally sustainable and that looks to the future
rather than the past as to how to undertake
development. I agree with Kate Shaw who said this
could have been so much better than it will be under the
amendment that the planning minister put forward last
month.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and speak on Mr Tee’s motion. I lend
my support to the comments of David O’Brien about
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the government’s opposition to this motion. I want to
make a number of comments about this particular area.
Ms Pennicuik has just finished her contribution, and she
talked about the wider aspect of greater Melbourne.
Mr O’Brien in his contribution talked about aspects of
planning relating to the entire state.
Like Ms Pennicuik, I have lived in the city of Port
Phillip. I had many good experiences during my time
living in the South Melbourne area. With the last
government we saw a planning system and a minister
that did not give the community much say in retaining
local amenity. In direct contrast, we now have a
planning minister who knows his portfolio extremely
well, who understands the issues and, despite what
those opposite say, who has consulted widely with a
range of stakeholders. He should be congratulated for
his overall planning policy. He has provided a great
deal of certainty and consistency in planning policy to
residents, businesses and councils alike. I was delighted
to be with the minister when he announced this
initiative, because it is a very exciting project that is
going to secure enormous benefits not only for the area
but also for Melbourne and Victoria.
Before I get to that I want to comment on some things
Mr Tee said in his contribution. He talked for over
5 minutes about the Property Council of Australia.
Mr O’Brien put all those issues to rest when he referred
to a recent comment from the Property Council of
Australia in relation to its support of the Fishermans
Bend precinct. Mr Tee talked about the lack of
planning, including traffic, schools and community
infrastructure. I do not know where Mr Tee has been,
but he obviously has not listened to what the planning
minister has said since we have come to government
about the entire planning policy and more particularly
this project. Mr Guy has very clearly outlined what this
initiative will do to the area in relation to providing the
necessary community infrastructure. I refer to a media
release he put out on 2 July, just a few weeks ago,
which says:
Minister Guy said the previously announced feasibility study
into schools in Port Melbourne would assist in informing
decisions around the sequencing of schools across the wider
precinct.
‘I also want to encourage non-government schools to consider
locating in this precinct to serve a booming inner city
community’, Mr Guy said.

Mrs Coote and I were concerned about the lack of
planning under the previous government for the needs
of the children coming into our primary and secondary
schools in the area, especially children of primary
school age. There was absolutely no planning.
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We have had tens of thousands of people come to this
state over the last decade. People will continue to come.
These people need to live somewhere. The former
government had a one-size-fits-all planning policy. I
was delighted when Minister Guy came into office and
overturned amendment VC71 to the Victoria planning
provisions because high-density, high-rise buildings
along every tram, bus, light rail and train route in this
city was absolutely not what the community wanted.
The previous government did not listen to the
community, and that was part of the reason it was
thrown out. It was an indictment of the former planning
minister that he did not listen to the community when it
said it did not want high-density, high-rise buildings in
transport corridors in our suburban cities.
Ms Pennicuik mentioned the communities of South
Melbourne and Port Melbourne. This planning minister
is absolutely protecting those local communities.
Mr Guy has very thoughtfully planned for high-density
areas like Fishermans Bend, and it goes to his vision
and knowledge about how high-rise, high-density
planning can be accommodated in an area currently
known as an industrial base. Mr O’Brien went on to
talk about the economic benefits of such a project, and I
am going to reiterate a couple of his points because it is
significant that — —
Hon. M. P. Pakula — Make your own points; they
are much better.
Ms CROZIER — Mr Pakula, the point is that this
area is going to provide an economic boost to the state
of Victoria, and you and other members opposite
should be supporting this: You should be supporting
our construction industry, job growth and economic
opportunity for a whole range of reasons, instead of
backing down — —
Hon. M. P. Pakula — See, you don’t need
Mr O’Brien’s points, and that is proving my point!
Ms CROZIER — In relation to what Mr O’Brien
said, I am reiterating the point that this project is
worth more than $2 billion over 10 years to the
Victorian economy. It will lead to a significant
amount of economic growth, unlike what we have
seen displayed on the streets of Melbourne in the
construction industry, which is to be condemned. I
have to agree with Mr Grollo, who in statements in
today’s Herald Sun — —
Mr Leane — On the disallowance motion?
Ms CROZIER — No, I am just going to the core of
what we are on about: this is about the construction
industry and securing economic growth and
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opportunity for all Victorians rather than the position of
members opposite who want to see the loss of jobs. I
am not quite sure why they are not supporting
investment in this city and the future security of
Victorian families. I want to reiterate what Mr Grollo
said in relation to that disgraceful display yesterday. It
was an illegal activity, not allowing — —
Ms Pennicuik — Relevance?
Ms CROZIER — The relevance is that it is in
relation to the construction industry. I am talking about
jobs and making the point that investment undertaken
in the heart of Melbourne will be undertaken in
Fishermans Bend. Victorian families rely on workers
going to work and being able to have secure jobs
without requiring a police presence to get through an
illegal picket line. Mr Grollo was quoted as saying:
This goes to the core of productivity, the safety of our city
and the law of Victoria.

I make that point because the construction industry is a
very important industry to the overall economic growth
of our state. It was shameful that members opposite
said nothing about that issue when it was raised in the
house yesterday. They turned their heads and talked
amongst themselves.
To get back to the issue of Fishermans Bend, it will
provide a huge opportunity for investment. It will
provide a competitive advantage to our economy, city
and state and allow an appropriate development at an
appropriate site identified by the minister — —
Mr Barber — Where is the press release?
Ms CROZIER — I am just going to read from the
press release, Mr Barber. It states:
The Fishermans Bend urban renewal area will have four
precincts …

That is part of the plan Mr Barber asked about. They
are the Lorimer precinct and the Montague, Sandridge
and Wirraway precincts.
There was some discussion about taking away other
rights, and I am pleased to say the minister has
undertaken an enormous amount of work in this area.
Again I quote from the press release:
In a first for the capital city zone, there will be increased
rights for residents, with notice and review rights for uses
which may be of community concern in the rezoned
Fishermans Bend area.

A lot has been said about the rights of residents in the
city of Port Phillip. The council itself has already
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recognised the need for growth and change within the
Montague precinct that Ms Pennicuik made reference
to, and therefore it should not be any surprise that the
government has identified an area, especially an area
identified as a so-called industrial base, for urban
renewal. It makes absolute sense to do so. It is going to
accommodate tens of thousands of people who want to
live close to the city. Community infrastructure will be
put in place, as was highlighted by the minister, and as I
have said — —
Mr Leane — Time!
Ms CROZIER — I am not going to stop,
Mr Leane. I am going to keep going because I want to
make my point that this is a very important project for
the state of Victoria, and I suggest Mr Leane come on
board and support the project instead of sitting over
there talking down our economy and construction
industry. We have a vision for where the tens of
thousands of people who are coming to this state are
going to live, unlike the previous government which
was intent on putting high-rise, high-density apartments
across every suburb in this city — a one-size-fits-all
approach. The community does not want that. It wants
to know what the government is planning, and the
minister has outlined that very succinctly on a number
of occasions.
As I said, I was delighted to be with the minister when
he made the announcement. He is somebody who
understands his portfolio area extremely well, in
contrast to Mr Tee’s contribution — and good luck to
him whenever he argues the point against Mr Guy! I do
not know where Mr Tee has been. As I said, there has
been significant discussion around this matter, but
Mr Tee just talked about a number of aspects raised by
the Property Council of Australia and said that there
was no infrastructure plan within that precinct. In
relation to this area there is no way there could be an ad
hoc aspect to the plans as claimed by members
opposite. The planning has been put in place. The
government will provide infrastructure for that
community, as I have said. It is making provision for
transport routes, school sites and other community
infrastructure such as community organisations and the
like.
I will return now to Mr O’Brien’s comments about
urban renewal. He made some very good points about
what has gone on in the past, especially in inner city
areas, such as Docklands and Southbank. Those
opposite will not support the urban renewal initiative
put forward by this government, yet anyone who thinks
about the enormous undertaking of the Minister for
Planning in rezoning 240 hectares of land will agree
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that it is an exciting opportunity for our state and a very
exciting opportunity for the local community. The areas
around South Melbourne and Port Melbourne will
remain the same, and so they should; they have a
unique character and should not have high-rise
buildings splattered throughout their communities. But
Fishermans Bend has been identified as the preferred
site for the rezoning necessary to ensure the urban
renewal our city requires to take us into the future in the
21st century.
Melbourne has again been acknowledged as the world’s
most livable city. It is a tremendous accolade that we all
should be very proud of. The visionary planning for
Fishermans Bend will further enable Melbourne to hold
on to that very highly regarded position for many years
to come.
I, as Mr O’Brien has already indicated, will not be
supporting Mr Tee’s motion. I again commend the
Minister for Planning on his excellent work on this
initiative and his vision in supporting so many aspects
of the Victorian community. He should be
congratulated on his work as planning minister and for
providing certainty and consistency in his portfolio
area.
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — The
government is vigorously opposing the motion moved
by Mr Tee. Let me put on the record at the outset what
it is we are dealing with today in relation to Fishermans
Bend. It is an area of 240 hectares. It is interesting to
compare that with the CBD, which is only 160 hectares,
Docklands, which is 140 hectares, and Southbank,
which is around 100 hectares. This is a huge
opportunity for mixed urban renewal on the doorstep of
Melbourne’s CBD. It is going to be of economic
advantage to our city, it is going to be a magnet which
attracts investment to Melbourne and it is going to be
an opportunity for the development of affordable
housing on the edge of the CBD, close to jobs and close
to services.
I have listened to this debate today. I listened with great
interest to what Mr Tee had to say, and it is a great pity
he is not in the chamber to hear us refute his arguments,
because they were very weak and unsubstantiated.
Mr Tee is nowhere to be found. Where is he?
I have some things to say about Ms Pennicuik’s
contribution as well, but let me start with Mr Tee. What
a hypocrite! He told us why he believes there was no
community consultation on this particular issue. Let me
remind this chamber about Mr Tee’s very own actions.
Where is Mr Tee? He is not to be found.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! There has been no point of order taken, but I
have been advised that some unparliamentary language
has been directed at a member. I know the word
‘hypocrite’ can be applied to a group of people such as
members of a political party, but I am advised that if it
is to be applied to a member, it needs to be done by a
substantive motion rather than in a contribution to a
debate. I am sure Mrs Coote is aware of that.
Mrs COOTE — In that case I will change my
contribution and say Mr Tee was a member of a
hypocritical party, and I am about to put on the record
what Mr Tee had to do to support his hypocritical party
in the last Parliament.
I will start with the development assessment
committees (DACs). Let me remind members about the
DACs. For the benefit of those members who are new
to the house, I will describe the DACs, which Mr Tee
voted for. What did that initiative do? It stripped out of
local councils and local communities any responsibility
for planning and development in their areas. Members
should look at the Camberwell Junction for starters and
see what was done there. What about wind farms?
Where were Mr Tee and other members of his
hypocritical party on the wind farm situation? Where
was community consultation on that? It was nowhere to
be found. There was no community consultation, and
we saw the wind farms built.
I have not finished. Let me move a little closer to the
debate today on Fishermans Bend. I refer to Waterfront
Place. Do members remember the former Minister for
Planning, Mr Madden, who is now the member for
Essendon in the Assembly? Mr Madden was another
member of that hypocritical Labor Party who
disregarded the community’s attitude to planning. He
wanted to put up a 27-storey building on Waterfront
Place.
Let me remind members of where Waterfront Place is;
it is right at the end of Station Pier. It is an amazing
place; it is the window and gateway to our city. What
did Mr Madden want to do? He was going to get into
bed with the developers and allow them to put up a
27-storey building right there, without any consultation
with the local council or the community. What did the
Minister for Planning, Mr Guy, do the minute we came
into government? He gave planning control of that area
back to the council, just as we said we would in the
lead-up to the election. The council is working with the
community on that at the moment. The reality is that
our government gave power back to the council and the
community, unlike Mr Tee. Mr Tee is a disgrace. He is
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not even in this chamber to listen to the debate on his
motion. Where is Mr Tee?
I would like to talk about the development at
Fishermans Bend. We heard Mr Tee and Ms Pennicuik
talking about schools. I remind them both that Mr Guy
has said that the government will buy a site and build a
school at the Fishermans Bend location. Also, as
Ms Crozier pointed out, Ms Crozier and I have been
very much involved with our local community,
including listening to our local community about the
pressure on the schools in the Albert Park vicinity. This
has not been done before. What did the former
government do? It did a whole lot of nothing. The
former government let the Port Melbourne school
develop until it was absolutely bursting at the seams.
But it did not come up with an election promise to put
in new schools. We did not even hear about what it was
going to do about building another school.
Ms Crozier and I assure this chamber that in a very
short time, the Minister for Education, Martin Dixon,
and Minister Guy will be putting a new school into the
Albert Park area, in the vicinity of South Melbourne
and Port Melbourne. Mark my words, it will happen,
and the pressure will be taken off the Port Melbourne
school. We have listened to our community, unlike the
members of the hypocritical Labor Party.
The Baillieu government will provide for a future tram
extension to the urban renewal project. The Baillieu
government has already imposed a development
contribution regime so that developers will contribute
to social infrastructure in the precinct — that is, open
space, maternal and child health services and so forth.
I now return to Ms Pennicuik’s contribution to the
debate. Ms Pennicuik is very earnest and she listens to
her community, but her contribution to this debate was
misguided. I suggest that Ms Pennicuik goes back and
looks at the demarcation points between the City of
Melbourne and its jurisdiction over this precinct and the
precinct jurisdiction of the City of Port Phillip. Anyone
who listened to Ms Pennicuik’s contribution would
think we were only dealing with the City of Port
Phillip, but I remind Ms Pennicuik and this chamber
that the City of Melbourne has jurisdiction over a whole
range of land in and around the south side of the Yarra.
A decade ago — before Ms Pennicuik came into this
place — the City of Port Phillip wanted to have the
Fishermans Bend precinct and the area south of the
Yarra within its boundary because it wanted the
revenue generated by council rates in that area. There
was enormous controversy about this. What ended up
happening? The people and businesses on the south
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side of the Yarra did not want to be part of the city of
Port Phillip; they wanted to stay with the city of
Melbourne because they wanted the marketing
advantages and the spin-off from the ‘Marvellous
Melbourne’ tag.
If Ms Pennicuik had a closer look, she would see that
today there are people along the south side of the Yarra
who are not part of the city of Port Phillip but are part
of the city of Melbourne. I suggest Ms Pennicuik goes
back and has a clear look at the demarcation points, and
next time she speaks about the City of Port Phillip in
this place she will understand exactly what it is she is
talking about and how it relates to her area.
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Mr Finn — On the point of order, Acting President,
clearly the motion moved by Mr Tee is politically
motivated. I do not think there are any two ways about
that. On that basis the path that Mrs Coote is now
travelling down is highly relevant to this motion and to
the motivation for this motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! On the last point, I am not sure if I can uphold
motivations. Most of the motions put to this house
could be said to be politically motivated in some way or
another. I will leave that to one side. It is a
wide-ranging debate and it involves the City of Port
Phillip, but it is nevertheless about the revocation of a
planning scheme amendment. Having regard to that and
to the time limit, I call on Mrs Coote to be mindful of
the motion and to return to her debate, but I do not
uphold the point of order.

Another thing Ms Pennicuik got wrong when she went
on ad infinitum was that the City of Port Phillip had not
been in any discussions with the minister. I remind
Ms Pennicuik that the City of Port Phillip has been an
integral part of the project control group. This was
chaired by Places Victoria and consisted of a number of
members, including representatives of the City of Port
Phillip.

Mrs COOTE — I can assure you, Acting President,
that I am responding to the comments made by
Ms Pennicuik in her contribution to the debate, which
are very relevant to what we are talking about today.

However, I would now like to speak about the
Montague precinct. This precinct was the baby of the
current mayor of the City of Port Phillip, Rachel
Powning. Today we heard Mr Tee virtually admit that
she is going to run as the next Labor candidate for the
Assembly seat of Prahran. What Hansard will not show
you is what Mr Tee said when we challenged him on
this. He did not deny this fact. He smiled and virtually
admitted that Rachel Powning is going to be running
for the Labor Party in the seat of Prahran at the next
state election. That is what we are seeing. We have got
to be looking at any comments that Rachel Powning
makes.

I would like to get back to the lack of commitment that
Mr Tee and Ms Pennicuik spoke of in relation to this
government’s dealings with the City of Port Phillip.
Mr Tee and Ms Pennicuik suggested that the minister
had not dealt with the council over the Montague
precinct. I remind this chamber that the first
Ms Crozier, Mr David Davis and I heard about the
Montague precinct and the so-called consultation that
the City of Port Phillip had undertaken with the wider
community was when the council put out a press
release and invited us to go to the launch. It had not
spoken at all to the minister or consulted him about this
whiz-bang plan; it had not done anything.

Mr Leane — On a point of order, Acting President,
regarding relevance, Mr Tee has moved a one-line
motion regarding a planning scheme amendment, and
going into preselection — —

The mayor, Rachel Powning, who is going to run for
the Labor Party at the next election, said to a staff
member of mine who was there on the day that the
member for Albert Park in the Assembly was
miraculously able to put out a media release about the
Montague precinct before the launch. We knew nothing
about it. The minister knew nothing about it. The reality
is that the City of Port Phillip did not consult with us at
all. Ms Pennicuik needs to go back to the City of Port
Phillip and get the facts, times and dates pertaining to
when council members did what they said they would
do.

Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, Acting
President, I would have thought Mrs Coote’s comments
were highly relevant. The mayor of the City of Port
Phillip, Rachel Powning, who is a card-carrying
member of the Labor Party, a former Labor candidate
for the federal seat of Goldstein and future candidate for
the state seat of Prahran, expressed views via a press
release even though she has never bothered to consult
with government members. That is highly relevant to
this debate.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! The member is debating the point of order.

I would be very interested to know whether
Ms Pennicuik was consulted on the Montague
development. I do not believe she was. There is not a
shadow of a doubt that we Liberal Party members for
that area were not briefed on it. Mr Lenders is here in
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this chamber today, and I would be keen to know
whether he was given a one-on-one consultation with
the City of Port Phillip on the Montague area.
I am excited about this new Fishermans Bend
development. It is going to be exciting for the city of
Melbourne and for Victoria as a whole. It is going to be
particularly attractive and will create jobs. It will inject
about $1.5 billion into the Victorian economy. I would
like to remind members in this house of some history.
Four new suburbs will be created across Fishermans
Bend. The suburb of Lorimer will be named after
Sir James Lorimer, who was the president of the
Melbourne Chamber of Commerce from 1868 to 1870.
He was the founding chairman of the Melbourne
Harbour Trust, a founder of the Free Trade League and
a member of the Victorian Parliament.
Montague is a recognisable precinct in the city of Port
Melbourne. I have to remind everybody that in fact it
was razed to the ground at one stage and redeveloped
some time ago. Sandridge was the original name for the
city of Port Melbourne. Wirraway is the other suburb,
and that was named after the iconic Australian military
aircraft which was built by the Commonwealth Aircraft
Corporation at Fishermans Bend.
Where is Mr Tee? He is still not here. Mr Tee’s
contribution showed that he does not understand. He
was a part of the former ALP government which was
totally hypocritical on this issue. We saw the former
government strip the community of any ability to
consult on the DAC process; it was an absolute disaster.
As Mr O’Brien and Ms Crozier have stated, the former
Labor Party under Minister Madden would have had all
the Melbourne streets with huge high-rises in all the
activity centres and the tramway and transport
confluences around this state, and it would never, ever,
have shown Melbourne to be the gracious city it is.
We have a planning process. Minister Guy has done a
remarkable job on planning across this state.
Fishermans Bend will be the jewel in the crown, and I
encourage all members opposite to have a closer look at
it.
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr O’Brien) —
Order! Before calling Mrs Kronberg, I acknowledge in
the gallery the presence of a number of chief executive
officers from our regional cities who are here as part of
Regional Cities Week. I commend them for their work
in bringing to the attention of all governments and
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parties of all political persuasions the importance of our
regional cities strategies.

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME:
AMENDMENT
Debate resumed.
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — It is
with great pleasure that I take the opportunity to speak
in ringing endorsement of the vision of the Minister for
Planning and what he intends to do, in consultation
with industry and all those who are concerned about
growth and economic development in this state, to
bring about this fantastic project. We have been
reminded that in today’s money the project is worth
over $2 billion over the next 10 years. We are reminded
that this is an opportunity to encourage private
investment. We are reminded of, and indeed we need to
underscore, the visionary nature of this project.
We need to understand, too, for the benefit of those
who are calling for a plan, that we are talking about a
mixed-use development. That means it will obviously
include residential development. The residential
development will be very sensitively done. Some
people have been talking about high-rises and decrying
some of the starkness of the Docklands development
and the fact that things were not done on a human scale,
without the right kinds of setbacks and with a lot of
windswept spaces. A lot of that is being revisited in
Docklands version 2, and we are well aware of that.
Everybody would agree that in terms of large-scale
development a lot of lessons have been learnt from the
Docklands development. I am sure mistakes, such as
things not being done on a human scale and in a
sensitive manner, and about people not being able to
participate in public space, will not be repeated.
The Fishermans Bend urban renewal area will be an
exemplar. We already know it is the largest urban
renewal project in the Southern Hemisphere. We
should just consider the staggering magnitude of that
vision and the courage — the intestinal fortitude — to
deliver something of this scale. This will be an
opportunity to make Melbourne a global city, the
capital of the Southern Hemisphere, the centre of the
universe and the actual epicentre of growth, attracting
business investment, jobs and private investment. It
shows vision and design principles par excellence. This
is a fantastic opportunity.
Whenever I think about Mr Tee I am struck by how
pallid his input is. I am struck by how limp his offering
is. I am struck by how bereft of lateral thinking and
ideas he is, let alone vision. He is devoid of vision.
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What a pale imitation. What a part to play in a political
strategy to get Labor’s candidate up in the City of Port
Phillip. It is just tragic, pathetic and bereft. I have
another vision too, and that is of a wet briquette.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Department of Human Services: benefit
accounts
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question without notice today is for the attention of the
Minister for Housing, Ms Lovell. I refer to the final
report on state finances authorised by Michael
Vertigan, and I ask: has the minister read the report?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) —
This is a cabinet document, and I would have thought,
as a former minister and Treasurer, the member asking
the question would know that I do not discuss cabinet
documents.
Supplementary question
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
intrigued by the minister’s answer. Either she has not
read the report — which beggars belief, given that
Mr David Davis was saying he could not talk about it
because it is a cabinet document — or she cannot even
answer a simple question and say she has not read it.
Yesterday there were reports of this document in the
Australian, including that it was recommending the
establishment of individual benefit accounts for
Department of Human Services clients. I ask the
minister, who has not answered whether she has or has
not read the document, in regard to the document
referred to in the Australian, which her colleague said
went to cabinet for budget purposes: does she rule out
that these are recommendations that she is considering?
Does she categorically rule these out as government
initiatives?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am sure the minister
will give the same answer to the supplementary
question as she gave to the substantive question. But I
point out to Mr Lenders that the first question, the
substantive question, was a very restricted question
which really does not allow the supplementary question
to follow in the way that it has opened up. From that
point of view, given that I think the minister will give
exactly the same answer that she gave to the substantive
question, I will let her close the chapter. However, the
supplementary question gives me some real difficulty,
because it clearly goes to a totally new area from what
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was a very restrictive question. Perhaps the
supplementary should have been, ‘What did you think
of page 5?’, or something like that.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Housing) —
As I said in my answer to the substantive question, it is
a cabinet document, and I do not discuss the contents of
cabinet documents. However, I will say that the
government has made no decision about the final
report, which is a cabinet document and which was
used in budget deliberations.
The PRESIDENT — Order! As a guide to
members, I indicate that if a question like that arises in
future, I will rule the supplementary question out of
order.

Building industry: industrial relations
guidelines
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations, Mr Dalla-Riva. Can the minister
explain to the house how changes to workplace laws
have given rise to renewed militancy in the construction
unions?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will call
Mr Dalla-Riva, but I point out that this question is
speculative in terms of federal matters. In regard to
workplace relations, I am mindful of the fact that
Victoria ceded its industrial relations powers to the
federal government, that there are clearly implications
for Victoria arising from federal decisions and that the
minister’s portfolio in particular has an overview
position with regard to workplace relations. I indicate
that I do not expect the answer to be totally
editorialising on the federal government situation but to
be mindful of the impacts on Victoria.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank the
President for his guidance, and I thank the member for
her question. We are, as a state, now seeing for the
eighth day in a row union standover men seeking to
stop construction industry employees safely entering
their workplace at Grocon’s Myer Emporium site in
this city. For Victoria this is a direct indictment in terms
of the federal government’s decision to abolish the
Office of the Australian Building and Construction
Commissioner. We have said time and again that the
abolition of the ABCC was done to honour the federal
government’s debts to the union leaders, to whom it
owes its power.
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Just a fortnight ago at the meeting of the select council
on workplace relations ministers held here in
Melbourne I again raised my concerns with
Mr Shorten, the federal Minister for Employment and
Workplace Relations, about the impacts of the abolition
of the ABCC. I raised with him directly the campaign
of intimidation being run by the CFMEU
(Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union),
and he said to me, at that meeting here in Melbourne,
that he saw it as his role to, ‘Get on the phone and fix
things’. We have a problem here in Victoria which is
affecting our construction industry, affecting our jobs
and affecting our reputation around the world.
Mr Shorten has failed to fix the problems and he has
failed to fix the dispute because he has surrendered the
capacity under federal law to stop this thuggery.
We know that in Victoria, more than anywhere else, the
ABCC had the power to seek heavy fines against
militant and unlawful behaviour in the construction
industry. The Victorian government had undertaken
many successful prosecutions against the CFMEU
leadership in the Federal Court for issues that impacted
on the Victorian economy.
As I said yesterday, and I say it again now, we have
warned Mr Shorten that his reckless decision to neuter
the industry watchdog has put in place damaging
repercussions. In the Victorian government’s
submission on the review of the Fair Work Act 2009
conducted by the Senate committee we warned him
repeatedly that appeasement of the construction unions
would bring the worst possible results. This is what we
are seeing right now as a direct consequence in Victoria
today. These acts of lawlessness by union officials are
happening under his watch. They pose unnecessary
danger to Victoria Police — our police — and to public
safety, and they are causing enormous increases in
construction costs in Victoria.
The federal minister can go on issuing media
statements about how the company and the union need
to find a way to get together, but judging by the
ongoing intimidation and menace at the Grocon site
again this morning the union officials have one interest
only — that is, extending their power and imposing
their will. They are clearly using brute force and
thuggery as their chosen method. Those union leaders
are also defying Victorian Supreme Court orders to end
this blockade, so we see that they are causing public
disorder, stopping Victorians going about their
day-to-day business and ignoring the rule of law in this
state.
Caving in to union heavies is not the way workplace
laws should be framed. We said time and again that if
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you abolish the ABCC, you will allow unfettered union
rule to take over the construction industry, and we are
seeing that. We call upon the Gillard government to
bring back an industry watchdog — a body that has real
teeth and real powers of enforcement. That should be
top of the list, because if we do not, we are going to see
union militancy continue.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for his answer. My supplementary question
to the minister is: can the minister indicate how the
Baillieu government is seeking to address unlawful
behaviour on construction sites?
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — As I indicated
in my answer to the member’s substantive question, in
light of the federal government’s abolition of the
ABCC we are seeing that in effect no cop remains on
the beat. What we have done is try to put that cop on
the beat. We have acted decisively. We now have our
own construction code, and we have sensible industrial
relations principles that apply to state-funded projects in
Victoria — and those opposite cannot handle that.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, I
believe this is a different question. There is very little
relationship between the original question, which was
about issues on construction sites, and this question
about a policy position of the government. That is not a
supplementary question; it is a separate question. The
original question did not deal with that, nor did the
minister touch on those issues in his answer to the first
question.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, the original question, as I heard it, talked
about militancy on construction sites, and the
supplementary question talked about construction sites
and asked what steps were being taken against unlawful
action.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Viney for
his point of order. This is one of the rare occasions
when I actually think the supplementary question was
apposite to the original question. Mr Dalla-Riva’s
response referred to the former overview organisation
of the building and construction industry, and the
supplementary question posed by Ms Crozier went
straight to seeking what the Victorian government’s
response was on that very matter. This supplementary
question was most apposite to the minister’s answer,
and that is somewhat of a rarity in some respects.
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — We have appointed
Nigel Hadgkiss, the former deputy commissioner of the
ABCC, as head of our compliance unit to ensure that
the code is enforced. You have to ask the question:
what do those opposite think about what we are doing
to deal with the union militancy and unlawfulness that
is occurring? Those opposite wish to scrap our
compliance unit, and, like Bill Shorten, Daniel
Andrews, the Leader of the Opposition in the
Assembly, wants to appease the standover men of the
CFMEU. Under Mr Andrews’s leadership, the
opposition wants to have no construction code, it wants
to have no compliance unit and it does not support the
ABCC.

Planning: urban growth boundary
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question is
to the Minister for Planning. Lady April Hamer will
shortly arrive at Parliament House to express her
profound concern with the destruction of green wedges
under the minister’s watch. The Liberal Party has an
election commitment for a biennial review of the urban
growth boundary in growth areas. I ask the minister:
will he proceed with this review, and can he assure the
house and Lady April Hamer that this review will not
result in a loss of more green wedge land?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I thank
Mr Tee for giving me the opportunity to clear up some
misconceptions that he has been putting around in
relation to the history of Melbourne’s green wedges. In
proposing reforms to Melbourne’s green wedge zones it
is incredibly important for us to go back and look at
what was proposed in the Hamer government’s
statements of planning policy through the 1970s.
Indeed the Hamer government saw green wedges as
active areas on the edge of the city that would abut
working farming areas against the existing higher
density residential areas, or indeed the regular suburban
areas as we know them today. That is the intention of
the government’s planning reform package.
Importantly, what the government has also done is
provide clarity in relation to housing supply in our
growth areas. As you would know, President, this is not
the first time this has been done. Indeed, in government
Mr Tee said:
The challenge for us —

that is, as a government —
is to find more space for housing for young families, or others
who want to live in the suburbs, and this amendment —
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that is, the amendment to expand the urban growth
boundary when he was in government less than two
years ago —
is about getting that balance right.
…
… it makes sure that we have that competitive advantage in
terms of affordable housing.

Mr Tee asked me about the urban growth boundary and
green wedges, so I remind him that the Bracks
government expanded the urban growth boundary into
green wedge land by almost 50 000 hectares — an area
more than a third the size of Adelaide. The Brumby
government expanded the urban growth boundary by
43 500 hectares — again more than a third the size of
metropolitan Adelaide. The Baillieu government has
expanded the growth boundary into green wedges by
less than 6000 hectares, and now we see crocodile tears
from an opposition that expanded the growth boundary
into green wedges by 90 000 hectares.
I just hope that when Lady Hamer comes to this
chamber the opposition planning spokesman, who was
an adviser to the former Minister for Planning who
expanded the urban growth boundary and who also
voted to expand the urban growth boundary by
43 500 hectares, has the decency and honesty to tell her
that truth before he has a conversation with her.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I will speak with
Lady Hamer, and I will remind her that the previous
government expanded the green wedge by some
800 000 hectares. However, I note that the minister
avoided answering the question in relation to the
biennial review and has not provided any assurance that
this will not be yet another attack on the green wedges.
Will the review at least be able to consider the
expansion of the green wedges, or will it solely be
about the destruction of green wedges?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — This
again exposes Mr Tee as not understanding where
planning zones sit. Everything outside the urban growth
boundary, in an area defined as the Melbourne
statistical district, is already green wedge, so if he is
talking about expanding the green wedge into country
shires, that is an entirely new proposition.
Mr Lenders — The statistical district got expanded
at the census.
Hon. M. J. GUY — Mr Lenders deals himself in —
goodness! Yes, it did, Mr Lenders, and as you might
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realise it actually expanded as part of the Melbourne
census statistical division, and thus the zoning does not
change because Mitchell is split between two different
municipalities.
The question from Mr Tee will be dealt with in the
metropolitan planning strategy, work on which is under
way at the moment. More importantly, Mr Tee has not
apologised for the hypocrisy that he has engaged in by
voting for 90 000 hectares of green wedge land being
expanded into.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I did not want to
stymie Mr Tee’s question as such, but I indicate that I
have some concern in respect of this question because it
represents the views of a citizen that are not at this
point, to my understanding, a matter of public record. In
other words, Mr Tee suggested that Lady Hamer was
coming to this place with a particular view or to make a
particular statement. To my understanding, she is not
on the public record as having made any statements on
this issue at this time. To that extent I felt the question
was speculative, and it involved a citizen of the state in
that speculation, and I have some concern about that.
Were this question asked tomorrow, and if Lady Hamer
had already made some comments publicly expressing
her views, then I would have been a lot more
comfortable because I think we would be on much safer
ground. I did not rule out the question because — —
Hon. D. M. Davis — The minister was chafing.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Yes, the minister was
chafing. I think it was okay today because the
references to Lady Hamer were in no way disrespectful,
so from that point of view I have allowed the question. I
caution members again on the difficulty of making
representations about somebody at a time when there is
nothing on the public record.
Mr Tee — President, thank you for that ruling. Lady
Hamer is on the public record as having written to the
Age about her concerns with these issues, so in that
sense her views are out there.
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Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations) — I thank the
member for her question, and I know the member has a
long-term interest and involvement with horses in
particular. I have to say, like most members in this
chamber — —
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, when
the Leader of the Government announced the
administrative arrangements and who represented each
portfolio, we were informed that the minister
responsible in this house for the Royal Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals was Mr Hall. I
request that the question be directed to Mr Hall, who
has carriage in this place for the RSPCA, rather than to
the Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations,
who does not.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, the minister, as I understand it, was asked
what action he had taken. If he has taken no action, or is
not able to answer the question, he will no doubt say so.
If he has taken some action, he will no doubt also say
so, in which case it will be directly within his portfolio
activities.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Lenders
for the point of order. This issue is a bit unusual in
some ways. If the minister is happy to take the question,
then I will allow him to do so. I understand the
ministerial responsibilities and accept that Mr Hall
would ordinarily be involved in questions relating to
cruelty to animals. I take the view that in this respect
Mrs Petrovich was referring to the situation with
animals with regard to an industrial relations dispute
and a particular event and that she sought the minister’s
view in that respect. I am happy for the minister to give
that answer. I am sure that if he feels the question falls
outside his responsibility, or if there are matters
Mrs Petrovich might well seek to pursue further, then
the minister will no doubt refer them to Mr Hall.

Building industry: industrial action

I also point out the danger for ministers in answering
questions that are clearly outside their ministerial remit,
because they are then open to subsequent questions
about some of those matters.

Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — My
question is to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations, Mr Dalla-Riva. Can the minister
advise what action is being taken to deal with the
disgraceful acts of what appears to be deliberate cruelty
to animals during the current industrial action being
taken by the CFMEU (Construction, Forestry, Mining
and Energy Union)?

Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — As I said, the
industrial issue in which we find ourselves at the
Grocon Myer Emporium site has revived a number of
unhappy memories for me. When I was a police officer
I had to attend a BLF (Builders Labourers Federation)
picket line at Nauru House. There, with no riot gear or
body armour, I had to confront demonstrators. The
violence was appalling. There I also saw police horses
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being attacked while they were trying to protect not
only the police but also uphold public safety.
Those horses were attacked not only with punches and
kicks but had nails thrown under their hooves. Seeing
the police horses subjected to the same type of violence
yesterday reminded me of the old BLF tradition. The
protection of police horses in industrial disputes must
be a priority. I understand that in overseas jurisdictions
violent attacks on police horses have been investigated
to see whether they are equivalent to the criminal
charge of assaulting police.
Unfortunately I do not have the powers available to me
as the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Relations to address the question of what happens with
those involved in industrial action who seek to inflict
injury or demonstrate cruelty towards animals.
However, I can advise the member and the house that I
have referred this issue to my ministerial colleague, the
Minister for Agriculture and Food Security, Mr Walsh,
whose responsibilities include animal protection, and he
will explore what avenues may be available for action
to be taken under his portfolio responsibility.
We know Victoria Police will have footage as well as
there being eyewitness accounts of what happened in
Lonsdale Street. I expect Victoria Police will make its
own judgements as to what extent there are grounds for
prosecution for acts of violence by individuals against
the public, the police and the police horses.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — I make the point as
we hear the interjections from those opposite, their
support of the CFMEU cannot be more noticeable than
by the fact that they remain silent on this issue.
Members opposite do not get out there, when we have a
most militant union — —
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This government will not allow a return to the rule of
law that applies under the BLF or the CFMEU. We as a
government will stand up at every opportunity to
protect our society, the people of Victoria, the police
officers and of course the very important police horses,
which do a brilliant job.

Places Victoria: chairperson
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Planning. I refer to
the decision yesterday by Mr Peter Clarke to step aside
as chairman of Places Victoria, and I ask: to the
minister’s knowledge were the matters relating to
Australian Property Custodian Holdings, which were
referred to in yesterday’s Age, the sole reason for
Mr Clarke stepping aside?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I find it
slightly odd that Mr Pakula is asking me this question
and not the shadow Minister for Planning, Mr Tee. I
guess this just demonstrates the tensions between the
old ministers and the new shadow ministers; one for the
other, I take it!
Like any person, Mr Clarke is allowed a presumption of
innocence. Like the Prime Minister, for instance, he is
entitled to a presumption of innocence. He advised me
that as a result of the matter that was with the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission
now going before the courts he felt that standing aside
was the honourable thing to do, and I accepted that
position.
Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for his answer and his frankness. I
just ask him, then, whether he is aware of any other
conflict or perceived conflict relating to Mr Clarke that
would have given rise to him stepping aside.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. R. A. DALLA-RIVA — Listen to them! For
the Hansard record, members opposite are interjecting
in support of the CFMEU. They are in support of
militant behaviour in this state. They are in support of
increased construction costs. They are in support of
unruly union behaviour. They are in support of
lawlessness. They are in support of militant behaviour.
They want to remove the Office of the Australian
Building and Construction Commissioner. They want
to remove the construction code; they want to remove
the compliance code. They want to bring back the good
old days of what I said at the start of my answer in
relation to the BLF.

Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — The
question is of course ‘perceived by whom?’. Mr Pakula
refers to perceived conflicts. If Mr Pakula knows of any
perceived or actual conflicts that he wishes to raise, he
should raise them with the relevant authorities. He
should not come in here speculating about anyone. If he
has some issues, he should come out and raise them. He
should stand on the steps of Parliament House and raise
something if he has something to say. He does not have
to be quiet about it.
As I said, I was made aware of one instance. It is quite a
public matter which the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission has raised and which is now
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headed to court. Mr Clarke felt standing aside was the
honourable thing to do, and I accepted that decision.

National broadband network: rollout
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I direct my
question to the Minister for Technology,
Mr Rich-Phillips. Can the minister inform the house of
any recent action the government has taken to
encourage the provision of a fair share of the NBN
(national broadband network) rollout for Victoria?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Minister for
Technology) — I thank Mr Davis for his question and
indeed for his interest in a matter that goes to the heart
of the concerns of rural and regional Victorians. The
Victorian government has on a number of occasions
released programs to ensure that the rollout of
high-speed broadband in Victoria has a positive effect
on productivity and a positive effect on economic
development. We see high-speed broadband and the
provision of high-speed broadband as one of the key
drivers of productivity in Victoria, particularly in rural
and regional Victoria.
Over the course of the last 18 months I have been very
pleased to announce a number of programs, including
the broadband-enabled innovation program, the Digital
Futures Fund, the commitment by the government of
around $29 million to encourage the uptake of
high-speed broadband, and the development of
applications to use high-speed broadband to drive the
type of productivity and economic outcomes that we
need here in Victoria.
Of course if we are to develop applications to use
high-speed broadband, it is important that that
high-speed broadband is in fact provided. One of the
ways in which the Victorian government encourages
the provision of high-speed broadband in Victoria is
through the publication of the report
Telecommunications Spend and Demand in Victoria.
This report has been produced by the Victorian
government over a number of years, most recently by
Deloitte Access Economics. It is a report that extends
back into the previous decade. The purpose of the
report is to highlight unmet demand for high-speed
broadband here in Victoria.
Earlier this month I was pleased to release the most
recent spend and demand report, which highlighted a
substantial increase in unmet demand for high-speed
broadband in Victoria. It showed a 63 per cent increase
in demand for third-wave high-speed broadband, with
around 350 000 premises, either domestic or
commercial premises, where demand has not been met,
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and around 130 000 premises where demand for
second-wave broadband has not been met. Some
examples of that include the Loddon Mallee region,
where there are 17 000 premises that have unmet
demand for third-wave broadband; Hume with nearly
15 000 premises; the Barwon-south western region
where there are over 18 000 premises with unmet
demand for third-wave broadband; and Gippsland with
around 11 000 premises with unmet demand.
The government releases this demand data to the
market to provide an incentive for suppliers of
high-speed broadband to meet that demand. One of the
challenges we have in the current environment is that
with the NBN rollout displacing private sector
investment in high-speed broadband, we are
increasingly seeing demand growing and not being met
by the rollout by NBN Co. We are in a situation now
where, notwithstanding the fact that we have 25 per
cent of Australia’s population, under the plan
announced by NBN Co earlier this year Victoria is only
receiving around 19 per cent of the rollout under the
three-year plan.
We are well under way and not only are the
commonwealth and Senator Conroy, the federal
Minister for Broadband, Communications and the
Digital Economy, not providing Victoria with its
population share of NBN rollout but we are also seeing
the rollout occur in areas that do not have the highest
demand. We have the examples I ran through before.
There are more than 350 000 premises throughout
Victoria with unmet demand, and we are not seeing the
NBN match that demand. We will continue to call on
Senator Conroy and NBN Co to ensure that Victoria
receives its population share of NBN rollout and,
importantly, that the locations where the NBN is rolled
out actually match demand and do not simply address
Labor Party priorities.

Places Victoria: chairperson
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Planning. Can the
minister advise the house whether Places Victoria,
which is the authority Mr Clarke stepped aside from as
chairman yesterday, has any ongoing interactions,
particularly down in Docklands, with the construction
firm Walker Corporation?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — Again I
find it bizarre that I am being asked these questions by
Mr Pakula and not the shadow Minister for Planning.
Ms Mikakos — Answer it!
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Hon. M. J. GUY — I will answer the question,
Ms Mikakos. You can have some conversations a bit
later with the Australian Workers Union.
Places Victoria is obviously managing the development
of the Docklands precinct, as it was, as the entity
VicUrban, under the previous government. I understand
that Walker Corporation has a development in that
precinct. Any dealings that Places Victoria has with a
major developer in that precinct will obviously be
between Places Victoria and the developer.
Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for his answer. As a supplementary, I
ask him if he can confirm whether it is a fact that
Mr Clarke, who stood aside yesterday as chairman of
Places Victoria, recently accepted a paid architectural
commission from Walker Corporation while
simultaneously retaining his position as chairman of
Places Victoria?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — First of
all, I have no idea whether that is the case or not. That
is an allegation that is simply made by Mr Pakula.
Hon. M. P. Pakula — Go check it out.
Hon. M. J. GUY — I might just do that, thank you,
Mr Pakula. Secondly, the obvious point is that
Mr Clarke may have made no decision in relation to
Walker Corporation’s investment or involvement in
Docklands. That may have been a decision made by
Places Victoria’s executive team.
Mr Tee interjected.
Hon. M. J. GUY — You have found something,
have you, Mr Tee? You have found something!
There is obviously a whole range of questions which
come out of that that would need to be properly
explained before anyone threw any mud which was
unsubstantiated.

Planning: Moe and Newborough
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
question is also to the Minister for Planning, Mr Guy,
and I ask: can the minister advise the house what
actions the Baillieu government has taken to bring
forward new residential growth in the
Moe-Newborough area?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I thank
Mr O’Donohue for his question and acknowledge that
this government is a government which has great faith
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in the Latrobe Valley and the growth of the Latrobe
Valley. This government, through its members in the
Latrobe Valley — Mr Davis, Mr O’Donohue and
Mr Hall in this chamber and of course Mr Northe and
Mr Blackwood in the lower house — have done great
things for the Latrobe Valley. We have done great
things to get planning and the construction industry
moving in the Latrobe Valley.
I had great pleasure recently in providing financial
support to the City of Latrobe to make sure that it can
facilitate some planning scheme changes or do the
groundwork that is needed to facilitate development
proposed around the Lake Narracan area. Newborough
is a town abutting Moe that is well placed to handle
greater residential growth and greater residential
support for its activities area. Newborough and its
township centre in Rutherglen Road have gone through
tough times, particularly over the last 15 years, when
there had been no support provided by the previous
government to bring forward new residential supply for
that town.
The proposal the Latrobe shire is looking at for around
800 lots in the Lake Narracan precinct is one that this
government believes can be well supported. That is
why we have provided financial assistance to the City
of Latrobe to ensure that it can facilitate the necessary
planning work and planning scheme work that will be
required to undertake any necessary planning scheme
amendments that may come from work to seek growth
in Moe and Newborough.
This government has great faith in the Latrobe Valley.
Mr Lenders may try to talk down the Latrobe Valley,
but this side of the house talks up the valley.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Hon. M. J. GUY — As Mr Ondarchie said, we
stand against the greatest impediment to the valley’s
growth; we stand against a carbon tax. It is a tax that
will decimate the Latrobe Valley and put many people
in the valley out of work, and it is a tax which this side
of politics stands against. We stand in favour of
supporting local government in the valley to bring
forward residential supply to assist with its local
construction industries.
It means that this government puts its money where its
mouth is. The Liberal Party and The Nationals put their
money where their mouths are when it comes to
supporting regional communities. The previous
government did nothing to support the valley’s
construction industry. In fact the only thing it has done
as the Labor Party opposition nowadays has been to
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support the greatest new tax on the construction
industry for the last decade and a half — that is, a
carbon tax that will decimate the Latrobe Valley in its
current form.

Places Victoria: chairperson
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Planning. I refer to
the minister’s previous answer to my question and note
his comments about the importance of not making
unsubstantiated allegations. I understand the minister’s
response was that he was not aware of the matter I
raised. I ask him, therefore, whether he will undertake
to investigate the matters I have raised and provide the
house with some information and a response on the
next day of meeting.
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — If
Mr Pakula provides me some written material, I am
prepared to have a look at that, and indeed I will make
the relevant inquiries into Mr Pakula’s allegations in the
Parliament and provide a response in my own time as to
what the truth of those might be.
Supplementary question
Hon. M. P. PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I
find it unusual that the minister would require me to put
my question to him in writing, given that I have raised
it with him in the house. I would have imagined that a
diligent minister would want to know whether or not
the suggestion is correct. If the minister is not
prepared — —
Mr P. Davis — So it was a suggestion.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — In fact, Mr Davis, it was a
question. If the minister is not prepared to advise the
house — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! As Mr Pakula would
be aware, in addressing a question to the minister it is
not a matter of him debating the matter. I understand
his response to the minister’s answer, but he has used a
fair amount of his time. As I said, to me it is straining to
debate that matter rather than putting the supplementary
question.
Hon. M. P. PAKULA — My simple question is: if
the minister is not prepared to provide the house with
the result of his inquiries tomorrow, why not?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — It is a
very simple answer. First of all, Mr Pakula said that a
diligent minister would have a look into it. I have said
that I would certainly be prepared to have a look at that.
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Secondly, he has raised an issue — an unsubstantiated
allegation against the chair of Places Victoria — which
relates to the board of Places Victoria, which relates to
the executive team of Places Victoria and which relates
to a possible contract of Walker Corporation which is
based in Sydney. I am not going to put a time limit on
something that might take more than 24 hours to get a
proper and detailed answer on. I am not going to come
into this chamber to work to a time frame set by
Mr Pakula, who has thrown an unsubstantiated claim in
the house and now expects me to reply within his time
frame.
I have said that I will have a look at it. That is the
appropriate thing to do. He has raised a number of
people who might — might — be of interest as part of a
discussion to ascertain whether what he is saying is
true, and in fact that should be looked at properly, not in
a haphazard way, which is what he is asking for.

Early childhood services: Geelong
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — My question is
for the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development, and I ask: can the minister inform the
house of any recent developments that will enhance
educational opportunities for children in Belmont?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I thank the member
for his question and for his ongoing interest in the
issues that face the people in Geelong, and it is obvious
from the reaction of those opposite that they have no
interest in early childhood facilities in Geelong.
Recently I was pleased to join Mr Koch, a member for
Western Victoria Region, and the member for South
Barwon in the Assembly, Andrew Katos, to open a new
playroom at Belmont Community Kindergarten. The
new room has a licensed capacity of 29 places, which
will double the capacity of the kindergarten and enable
it to provide 58 places. This is currently enabling it to
provide three and four-year-old kindergarten places to
123 children in the Belmont community.
This was a $400 000 redevelopment of Belmont
Community Kindergarten, $300 000 of which was
provided by the Victorian government. What is quite
extraordinary about it is that the kindergarten
committee raised $100 000 towards this redevelopment.
That is an extraordinary effort. We all know how hard it
is to do fundraising, so I congratulate the kindergarten
committee on its efforts to raise $100 000 towards this
redevelopment. It is not only an investment in their
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children’s education but an investment in future
generations of children in the Belmont community.
I was delighted to meet many of the parents who were
present and many members of the kindergarten
committee, both past and present. In particular I spoke
with the president, Victoria Yarnall, who was there and
was very proud of their achievements. I was also
delighted to meet the teaching team, which is headed up
by Sue Sydenham, the director and teacher. This
opening follows the opening of new playrooms and
renovations at Ocean Grove and District Preschool,
Allanvale Preschool Centre in Leopold, Portarlington
Preschool, Torquay Kindergarten and Lara Lake
Community Preschool.
I am also proud to have committed $2 million for the
early learning hub at Grovedale, $1 million for a new
kindergarten in Barwon Heads and $1.5 million for a
new integrated children’s centre in Leopold. We have
also provided grants of $300 000 each for Geelong
West Kindergarten and Kardinia Kids Early Learning
and Care at Bell Post Hill to renovate and refurbish
their centres. This is an example of the Baillieu
government’s commitment to early childhood facilities,
particularly in the Geelong area.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 439, 457,
483, 487, 718, 853, 8147, 8202, 8267, 8270, 8271,
8273, 8341, 8342, 8345, 8346, 8350–3, 8391, 8399,
8454–9, 8469 and 8497–505.

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME:
AMENDMENT
Debate resumed.
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — When
my contribution was interrupted by question time, my
vision of the wet briquette was also interrupted. My
vision of the wet briquette has now come back to me. I
think it is worth pointing out just what will be contained
in the Fishermans Bend urban renewal area.
Clearly in a mixed land use area we are going to have
residential development along with commercial
development, retail development and appropriate
industrial development. We are going to have the
opportunity for residents to partake in recreation. This
might be visionary recreation. Some of that recreation
might be tied to commercial and industrial development
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and the investors who bring that to bear — some of the
sorts of recreation activities you see in centres such as
Silicon Valley in California. Of course there will be
education opportunities. It could be something that
purely takes the pressure off Port Melbourne Primary
School. I understand that Port Melbourne Primary
School is the most overcrowded primary school and
one that has been neglected by Martin Foley, the
member for Albert Park in the Assembly, and to a large
extent by the previous government.
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, I am
listening intently to the contribution of Mrs Kronberg.
While this has been a wide-ranging debate, it is about a
planning scheme in the city of Port Phillip and not
about the state of California. I would ask that you bring
the member back to Port Phillip and away from Silicon
Valley.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, it has been a wide-ranging debate and this
has a very large planning impact on Port Phillip. It
deals with a whole range of different services. This is
about planning for a significant new construction area
and for a significant new development area. I think that
this is entirely appropriate given the size, scale and
scope of what is involved.
Mrs Coote — Further to the point of order,
President, I would have to suggest Mr Lenders must be
well out of the loop. Schools are part of planning, and
Mrs Kronberg was talking about schools and about Port
Phillip schools in particular. Indeed the member
opposite is very sensitive about it because he did
nothing about it while in government.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
I am concerned when debates range too widely from
motions that are usually fairly restricted in terms of
their propositions. In this regard I certainly listened to
Ms Crozier’s and Mr O’Brien’s contributions on the
planning of the community. This is a new development
opportunity for Melbourne and might well entail some
more innovative approaches to planning, building
design, community interaction and so forth. I think
those are the areas that Mrs Kronberg has been
addressing in her speech. It is important to keep to the
motion, but I understand in part that Mrs Kronberg has
been addressing some of the new opportunities that
might stem from amendment C102, which the
opposition’s motion seeks to revoke.
Mrs KRONBERG — I am pleased to think that the
sorts of things being presented in this debate from the
government side are a form of irritation, like a burr
under a saddle, for the members of the opposition,
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because we are putting a light on their ineptitude and
inaction over 11 years of government.
I am happy that when we are positioning ourselves as a
global city we are drawing upon some of the best
examples from other global cities. That is how you
bring together the elements of a vision and a strategy
for creating a new and vibrant environment. I am very
sorry — in fact it is a great tragedy for the people of
Victoria — that the opposition is devoid of lateral
thinking and vision and does not even have the
resourcefulness to draw on any international examples
whatsoever. It is proof positive that members of the
opposition travelling overseas was a waste of money.
We have now seen the very theatrical exit — the very
slinky moves out of this chamber — of Mr Tee, the
mover of this motion.
I will proceed with discussing the other elements that
go with mixed land use. I reiterate that one element is
education. There will be an opportunity for a vertical
campus. I saw a vertical campus in one of the suburbs
of Vancouver this year. It is a very exciting thing that
makes the most of infrastructure, brings people to the
streetscape and provides an environment that is vibrant
and exciting. The elements that are to go into the
Fishermans Bend urban renewal area are going to be
stunning. They are going to be world class. Despite all
of the protestation from the opposition, Melburnians
will be proud of it. It will bring urban designers to this
state and this city in a new form of tourism whereby
people will come to look at this fantastic model of
renewal. This is going to be a money spinner, and
people will come from every point of the compass you
can imagine.
In addition to mixed land use there will be
entertainment centres and community facilities. I am
thinking of the old, hackneyed way that every time
Labor wants to make a complaint about a conservative
government or coalition government such as the
Baillieu government it brings out the issues of
education and green space — as if we do not care about
education and as if fantastic education initiatives were
not undertaken by previous Liberal and coalition
governments in this state. There is also the fact that we
are sensitive to and in tune with essential green spaces.
Labor members are Luddites. They are the ones lacking
creativity — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! This is a revocation
motion. It is about some planning issues that might
stem from how this particular planning amendment has
been framed, and we have had enough attacks on the
opposition in regard to this motion and what this
motion actually says. I bring Mrs Kronberg back to the
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motion. I think the Labor Party has been suitably
chastised for its past transgressions. Let us now go to
the substance of the revocation motion.
Mrs KRONBERG — Thank you for your
guidance, President, but there should be no ceiling on
chastisement of the malfeasance of Labor during its last
11 years of administration in this state.
Mr Leane — Who is Mal Feasy? He wasn’t with
us. We don’t even know who Mal Feasy is!
Mrs KRONBERG — I prove my point in relation
to the intellectual firepower that goes to make up the
opposition.
The project will have some high-rise residential towers,
and one of the fundamental principles of high-rise
residential towers — and I am not sure whether the
Labor opposition has seized hold of this — is that they
provide not luxury apartments but affordable housing
for first homebuyers. The redevelopment will also
provide, and I find this particularly exciting,
campus-style offices in the Californian model. It will
provide warehouse lofts. I said earlier that it will
provide a vertical school, which will be stunning,
exciting and bring energy and vibrancy to the
streetscape. It will provide small lanes for intimacy and
great experiences.
Ms Pennicuik — Where is all this?
Mrs KRONBERG — In the Fishermans Bend
urban renewal area. This is what is coming. Local parks
and new art galleries — what a constellation of wonder
is going to happen in that place! It is going to make an
exemplar of the largest urban renewal project in the
Southern Hemisphere, and we are going to be justly
proud of it.
Members need to understand some of the other points
made by the opposition about how the government will
fund the infrastructure. A special set of steps has been
taken so that we get appropriate and directed developer
contributions. The development contributions plan
overlay has been introduced to smooth the way so that
those contributions will help deliver both transport and
community services in a timely fashion. We all
understand the importance of having infrastructure
delivered in a timely fashion so that things are not out
of kilter. Therefore, with these innovations and the
thoughtfulness behind the planning of the Fishermans
Bend renewal area, this is an opportunity and we will
see a new and prosperous mixed-use community.
We also should be justly proud of the fact that this is
the largest inner city rezoning in Australian history. I
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will say that again: this initiative is the largest inner city
rezoning in Australian history. With its 240 hectares, it
expands by about 150 per cent the visionary plan of the
Hoddle grid on which the central business district of
Melbourne is laid out.

residents who live close by and who take up
employment opportunities in the area. This is a worthy
endeavour and something the government is to be
congratulated on. It should be anticipated with a lot of
enthusiasm.

Sitting suspended 1.01 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.

Earlier this year I had the opportunity to tour the
Olympic development site at Stratford in London and
along with that came an extensive, detailed and
explanatory tour of the renewal of East London.
Anyone who has watched any of the documentaries
leading up to the Olympic Games would have seen that
the Mayor of London, Boris Johnson, and the British
Prime Minister, David Cameron, are immensely proud
of the opportunity the hosting of the recent Olympic
Games and soon-to-be-held Paralympics provided for
renewal in an area that for 250 years was largely
consigned as a toxic industrial wasteland.

Mrs KRONBERG — Under section 201F of the
Planning and Environment Act 1987, the Baillieu
government has declared that the Fishermans Bend
urban renewal area is an area of state significance. This
planning scheme amendment and amendment C170 to
the Melbourne planning scheme are the first steps in the
facilitation of large-scale urban renewal. This has made
the minister the responsible authority for the
Fishermans Bend renewal area. The new renewal
authority, known as Places Victoria, will deliver and
manage the development of this important precinct
across the two municipalities of Melbourne and Port
Phillip.
It is important when we are dealing with a project as
complex as this that we have a single point for planning
approval, and this results from the granting of these
powers to the minister. It means there will be both
consistent and certain decision making. Importantly,
these changes ensure that the government’s vision for
the Fishermans Bend urban renewal area is assured.
The rezoning of the land from industrial and business
zones to schedule 1 of the capital city zone sees the new
direction materialise, and we will see a shift from the
traditional industrial focus, which I am well acquainted
with — in another life I had a number of clients in the
aerospace industry that were located in that area — to a
mixed-use precinct with a residential and commercial
focus. The reform and rezoning are important, because
at the moment both residential and certain forms of
commercial uses are prohibited in a large part of the
area identified as the Fishermans Bend urban renewal
area.
As has been said before, this initiative is the largest
inner city rezoning in Australian history. The rezoning
expands Melbourne’s capital city zone by more than
50 per cent, and it is estimated that this project will lead
to 25 000 jobs. It is a really exciting proposition, but by
world standards it is a quite modest one, and it is
possible that we will have to look to areas other than
Fishermans Bend for jobs growth. The urban renewal
area will provide accommodation across a spectrum of
price ranges for 50 000 residents. Those residents who
are employed as a result of the new employment
opportunities within the Fishermans Bend urban
renewal area will be close to their jobs, as will be

Rivers were polluted. An important and historic river,
the Lee River, that goes back to the Bronze Age in
terms of settlement in that part of London, has been
cleaned up and turned around. The areas of
disadvantage in suburbs such as Tower Hamlets and
other well-known areas of East London have been
transformed. It is interesting that the British
government had the incentive, vision and forward drive
to use the London Olympic Games as the reason for
transforming East London, providing new and exciting
21st century jobs, an opportunity for people to be proud
of the place in which they live and eliminate
disadvantage because of the new housing stock that was
coming on line. They used the Olympic Games in
London to full effect.
How magnificent it is that the Baillieu government,
through its vision, drive, inventiveness and passion to
attract investment, has made the decision to redevelop
the Fishermans Bend urban renewal area on a scale that
Britain has achieved but without the pump-priming and
incentive of an Olympic Games. It makes the
redevelopment of the Fishermans Bend urban renewal
area even more significant on a world scale when it is
compared with projects of such magnitude and
importance.
In summing up, the bringing of this motion to the
Parliament is once again proof positive that the
opposition is scratching around for things to fill up a
Wednesday with.
Hon. M. P. Pakula interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I advise
Mr Pakula that interjections are disorderly, and they are
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particularly disorderly when a member is not in their
place.
Mrs KRONBERG — None of us are daunted by
the misogynistic and tasteless comments flowing from
the opposition.
Mr Drum interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I do not
need Mr Drum’s assistance on how to chair the
proceedings of the chamber. Mrs Kronberg was
concluding.
Mrs KRONBERG — I think I am starting to get
into the record books in terms of how many
interruptions my contribution has had today. Some of
them have been of great significance, while some have
just been twittering, clacking and clucking from the
opposition. However, I remain undaunted because the
truth will come out.
I have to congratulate members of the Baillieu
government, especially our exemplary planning
minister, the Honourable Matthew Guy, on bringing
this vision to bear and on making sure, down to the
finest point of detail, that this was done in a thorough
and proper manner with due process. It expedites
investment in this state and city, and it moves
Melbourne towards becoming a global city. The
contributions of members of the opposition have, once
again, been poor examples. Whenever I shine a light on
the opposition’s performance we get robust responses,
because we are hitting the raw nerve of 11 years of
maladministration — and, from Mr Leane,
malfeasance.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I listened with
great interest a short time ago to Mr Tee, who got up in
this chamber and, in moving his motion, told us of the
very deep passion and concern that the opposition holds
about the matter he has bought to the house. At the
time, he was standing over there by himself. I think
Mr Leane was over there in one corner, but everybody
else had deserted him. As soon as he finished he
scuttled out of the chamber as well, and he has not been
back. You have to ask just how much the opposition is
concerned about this matter when even the mover of
the motion will not come back into the house to hear
the debate he initiated. I find it quite astonishing that
someone would have the audacity to come in here, raise
a matter and disappear — poof! — in a puff of smoke.
He has disappeared, and he has not been back.
And now he is back — what a marvellous thing!
Honourable members interjecting.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Members
of the opposition need to tone down their interjections. I
think Mr Finn was inviting those interjections, but I
suggest that he get to the motion. I ask members of the
opposition to cease interjecting.
Mr FINN — I have been speaking on the motion. I
was referring to the fact that there does not seem to be a
great deal of interest in the motion among those who
are behind it. However, I am glad to see that Mr Tee is
back. It must be novelty hour. It is wonderful to see him
back in the chamber. Perhaps somebody should give
him a ribbon and welcome him back.
We have had these sorts of debates before in this
chamber, and I have taken the opportunity on those
occasions to point out to members of the opposition
parties, including the Greens, that this is not the place to
decide planning matters. There are places that you go to
to decide planning matters, and the Parliament is not
one of them. We are not planning experts; I am not a
planning expert and Mr Tee is most certainly not a
planning expert. We have other places to go to if we
wish to decide planning matters. Why members of the
opposition insist on trying to turn this Parliament into
some sort of planning authority is a total mystery to me.
I have got up in this chamber repeatedly and told them
this is not the place for that.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr FINN — I remind Mr Barber that there is a time
and a place for everything. We will get to the Greens’
3 per cent result in the recent Northern Territory
election a bit later on, if he likes.
In this house we need to discuss matters that we can
actually do something about, and this is not one of
them. This is nonsense. Members of the opposition
come in here and tell us that planning powers have been
taken out of the hands of the people, and then they want
to decide everything in here. I ask those in the chamber
to work that out.
You can understand why members of the opposition,
including its leadership, shunned Mr Tee during
question time today. When they had the opportunity to
run with what I would suggest is a relatively serious set
of allegations, Mr Tee was, again, nowhere to be seen.
He was dumped in favour of Mr Pakula, who obviously
garners a much higher level of respect within the Labor
Party than Mr Tee does. From listening to Mr Tee’s
contribution today I can understand why that is. I can
totally understand why members of the opposition
would say, ‘No thanks, we don’t want anything to do
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with that bloke’. I can understand it, because Mr Tee’s
contribution was sad.
As members, particularly those on this side of the
house, know, I am a compassionate man. I am a man
who cares. I am somebody who can empathise.
Mr Ramsay — He is fair minded.
Mr FINN — I am fair minded, as Mr Ramsay says.
I can empathise with what people are going through,
and I felt incredibly sorry for Mr Tee today. Being
dumped upon from this side is bad enough, but to be
dumped upon from your own side, and so publicly too,
is pretty crook. Can you imagine it? You could imagine
they might take him behind closed doors and say,
‘Well, mate, you’re trying’ — very trying — ‘but let’s
face it, you’re just not up to it, you’re just not up to
scratch. We appreciate the effort, but perhaps you
should take up, I don’t know, volleyball or something.
Being the shadow minister for volleyball might be
something that you could take on’. I could understand if
they did that, but for them to come in here and so
publicly humiliate Mr Tee in the way they did today I
think is pretty sad.
What Labor Party members did today reflects not on
Mr Tee but on the Australian Labor Party in this state.
It reflects on a party that once had a reputation for
caring for its comrades, for those who were down at
heel and those who might have been hard up against it,
and certainly on both of those counts Mr Tee is
flying — he is in that camp without question. And yet
Labor Party members came in here during question
time today and just jumped him, and did it so very
publicly, as I say. That is very sad. I wish Mr Tee well
in his further endeavours because, of most of the
members in this house, I think he probably needs good
wishes more than just about anybody else.
What we have here is a motion moved by the
unfortunate member opposite that really invites us to
compare and contrast. It invites us to consider a
planning minister who has shown real flair and real
vision, who without doubt has captured the imagination
of Victorians. He is without doubt somebody who can
see a vision for Victoria. He can see a vision for
regional centres, for suburban life and indeed for our
great city of Melbourne. This minister, the Honourable
Matthew Guy, is proving himself to be a truly great
planning minister. I think I can say that without fear of
contradiction from anybody. He is proving himself to
be a minister with something to offer in a way that
perhaps few others can. We are being asked to compare
and contrast him with perhaps what we had before.
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We had a minister who, as I recall, used to sit where
Mr Hall is sitting now. I am sure it did not rub off
because Mr Hall is an excellent minister as well. But
the former planning minister, Justin Madden, now the
member for Essendon in the Assembly, used to sit over
there, and basically he had no idea. Again I say that
without any fear of contradiction. He had absolutely no
idea. He was told what to do from start to finish. He did
not know what day it was. That caring side of me came
out at times when I felt quite sorry for him. He had not
the first idea what he was doing, and that showed pretty
much on a daily basis.
Mr Ramsay — Because his head was in the clouds.
Mr FINN — It has been shown over the last couple
of days. I saw him on television last night claiming that
he may have brain damage as a result of playing
football. I thought that was quite plausible. That is quite
possible, and I hope if that is the situation, that he does
get that diagnosed soon and we can get it fixed, but it
certainly did not do much for the planning scenario in
the state when he held the reins. To compare him with
Mr Guy is quite nonsensical, because there is no
comparison. Matthew Guy is Phar Lap to Justin
Madden’s broken-down donkey.
Mr Ondarchie — Black Caviar.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I think the
personalisation of this has gone far enough. I suggest
that Mr Finn be a little more cautious in speaking about
a member in another place in such terms.
Mr FINN — Deputy President, I was referring to a
former minister and his record as planning minister. I
think if you went out and did a survey, which I
understand you have some experience in, you would
discover that a majority of people share my view, and
not necessarily just those on this side.
The point I make is that by moving this motion today
Mr Tee has invited us to make that comparison between
the two, and there is no comparison. If we still had the
situation that existed before the last election,
Fishermans Bend would become another Point Cook,
because we saw what Mr Madden did when he was
Minister for Planning. We saw what he did to the
people of Point Cook in my electorate of Western
Metropolitan Region. We saw that he allowed
unbounded development. We saw that he allowed
thousands and thousands of people to move into Point
Cook without any reasonable planning at all. We saw
him allow those people to move into Point Cook
without proper public transport, without proper roads,
without proper schools and without proper health care.
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We saw all that, and now those people in Point Cook
are coming to me and asking, ‘Will you fix it for us?’.
I am delighted to say that Matthew Guy as planning
minister has been to Point Cook on a number of
occasions, and he has given an undertaking that we will
fix it. We are finding real solutions to the problem in
Point Cook.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Barber over here likes to spend
money. He does not care whether he has got it or not.
He just does not care.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Ondarchie makes a very relevant
point, I think. Mr Barber sits over there and he promises
this, that and everything. He will promise the world to
anybody, but he will never be in a position to have to
deliver on those promises, and he knows that. He can
sit over there and parrot a range of promises, he can
promise the sun, moon and stars to anybody he likes,
and he knows only too well that he will never, ever
have to deliver. But we here on the coalition side are in
government, and we have a responsibility to all the
people of the state to ensure that the finances of the
state are properly managed.
Mr Tee — And how’s that going?
Mr FINN — It is going all right. Certainly it would
be a lot better if Mr Tee’s crowd, his Labor Party, had
not left Victoria broke. It would be going considerably
better if we had had a government that had held the
Treasury together for the 11 years that it was
government. If we had had that, the financial
management of this state would be going a lot better.
But as it turns out, the Treasurer of this state is doing a
fine job indeed in returning this state to a solid financial
base from which to build. That is certainly something I
would not anticipate anybody on the other side of the
house understanding.
Members opposite know how to spend money and they
know how to tax, but that is about it. So far as financial
responsibility goes and being concerned about people’s
financial welfare, that is not something that they enter
into at all. That reflects the attitude of members
opposite to what they have done to the people of Point
Cook. The previous government took the land tax and
the stamp duty, and what did it put back? Nothing. It
allowed developers to put the air in shopping centres,
and I might say that the Point Cook town centre is a
great shopping centre. I do not know if Mr Tee has
been there, but he should go and have a look.

3901

Mr Tarlamis should also head over and have a look.
There are some great restaurants there too. In fact I
invite all members to visit the Point Cook town
centre — —
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr FINN — It would be, Mr Ramsay. The
government of the day and the minister of the day,
Mr Madden, allowed those developments to go ahead
and allowed many thousands of houses to be built, but
it did not provide for the needs of the people moving
into Point Cook, many of whom have families and
young children.
Ms Pennicuik — And buses?
Mr FINN — Yes, they need buses, they need public
transport, they need new roads and they need a whole
range of things that should have been provided for them
long before now. They need a swimming pool as well;
they tell me that every day. They are very keen to have
a swimming pool.
The proposal put forward by the Minister for Planning,
Matthew Guy, will ensure that at Fishermans Bend we
do not have a repeat of what happened at Point Cook.
That is something that should be emphasised. This
government, the Liberal-Nationals coalition, will not do
to the people of Fishermans Bend what the Labor Party
did to the people of Point Cook. We will not do that,
and it should be pointed out that the government that
did that to the people of Point Cook did so because it
was elected on the preferences of the Greens. That is
something the people of Point Cook should take into
consideration when a few Greens types come sliming
around with their own version of events. It is important
that the blame be put at the appropriate place, and the
appropriate place for the people of Point Cook to put
the blame is at the feet of the Labor Party and the
Greens. As a result of the vision and the planning by the
current minister, we will not see that happen again at
Fishermans Bend.
I go back to some of the very odd planning decisions
made by the previous Minister for Planning,
Mr Madden. We heard Mr Tee say earlier — and it is
interesting that Mr Tee has been the only Labor speaker
on this motion — that this is something of deep, vital
concern to the members of the Labor Party. Mr Tee
rose, spoke on this motion and disappeared. Nobody
else wants to talk about it, and that is how much of a
concern it is to those members. We can understand why
members of the Labor Party would not want to talk
about planning. I return to what Mr Tee was saying
before about Mr Guy supposedly ripping planning
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powers away from the people of Victoria. We know
that is nonsense. In fact what Mr Guy has done is hand
those powers back to councils around this state. What
we saw when Mr Madden was in control was planning
powers ripped away from the people of Victoria and
from councils right across the state.
I had a visit earlier this year from some residents of
Moonee Valley who are deeply concerned about what
may be about to happen at Moonee Valley Racecourse,
because there is a proposal for Moonee Valley
Racecourse that I think is a bit over the odds, to tell you
the truth — if I could use that term. They asked me
what my view is and what is the view of Minister Guy.
I told them it does not matter what my view is and it
does not matter what Minister Guy’s view is because
that matter will be decided by the Moonee Valley City
Council. No more will we have someone coming in
from on high and deciding for the people of Moonee
Valley. That matter will be decided by the council. The
bottom line is that if Mr Madden were still the Minister
for Planning, Moonee Valley Racecourse would now
look like lower Manhattan. It would have the sort of
skyscrapers that are being proposed and the sort of
traffic problems that would be horrendous for the
people of Moonee Valley. The people of Moonee
Valley, Moonee Ponds and Essendon should remember
what their local member would have done to them if he
had retained his position as planning minister.
I go back once again to a major issue in the western
suburbs — the issue of the Port Phillip Woollen Mill
site in Williamstown. There has been some debate on
this issue for quite some time, and I have made my
view very well known. I know Mr Tee has been to
Williamstown, and I know the member for
Williamstown in the other place, Mr Noonan, has been
out and about occasionally — he sticks his head out
from behind the curtains and goes for a bit of a wander.
They have tried to, in my humble opinion, mislead the
people of Williamstown as to what is going on there,
but the fact of the matter is that we have carried through
what we said we would before the last election. We
have handed planning responsibility for that woollen
mill back to Hobsons Bay City Council, and that is
what this is about. The Hobsons Bay council wanted
the planning powers, and that is what we have given
them. The fact that some of the councillors do not
actually want that responsibility now is beside the
point. We have carried through on what we committed
to do. Members can see that any comparison between
the previous minister and the present minister is a
nonsense, because Minister Guy is so far in front that it
is just not funny.
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We have to ask why members of the opposition would
be concerned about development at Fishermans Bend at
all, because if Labor’s mates in the unions get their
way, there will be no construction industry in this state.
There will be no development at Fishermans Bend or
anywhere else if members of the Labor Party and their
mates get their way. We have seen them on the streets
of Melbourne over the last few days. There were some
truly appalling scenes in Lonsdale Street just yesterday.
And on my walk this morning I noted that they had
again gathered on Lonsdale Street near the corner of
Swanston Street, preparing for a decent stoush, if needs
be, I would assume.
If members of the Labor Party truly cared about the
construction industry and jobs in this state, they would
get up in here and dissociate themselves from the
actions of the Construction, Forestry, Mining and
Energy Union. Let us face facts: the CFMEU is just the
Builders Labourers Federation reincarnated. Bill Oliver
is just former BLF secretary Norm Gallagher with an
accent. That is the situation as it stands.
I am not sure if any of the opposition members in the
chamber are current or past union members. At least
one or two of them have done very nicely out of being
union officials over the years, and after recent
revelations we know how well you can do out of being
a trade union official, particularly if you can get a credit
card out of it. I urge those members, whether they be
current or former members of the trade union
movement, to get up and show some responsibility
towards the construction industry and its future in the
state.
How can we expect anything to be built in Fishermans
Bend if the construction industry is out of business in
Victoria? How can we expect any form of development
in Fishermans Bend or anywhere else if we let the trade
unions — the radical, lunatic left of the trade union
movement that we have seen on the streets of
Melbourne over the last few days — force the
construction industry out of business, force construction
businesses to the wall and force their fellow workers
into unemployment again?
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — It is interesting, isn’t it? Whenever this
matter has been raised in the house over the last couple
of days there has been total silence from members of
the ALP. One can only assume that they know which
side of the bread is buttered, or words to that effect —
Mr Ondarchie knows what I mean. They know not to
upset those who keep them here, and they know that the
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CFMEU kicks in a fair whack to the ALP coffers. They
will not bite the hand that feeds them.
I see Mr Pakula over there. Mr Tee is pretending that it
is not happening. Ms Pulford does not want to know. At
least Mr Tarlamis gives me a nod and smile. He knows
exactly what I am talking about, but as for the others,
they do not want to know. We saw it during question
time yesterday and today, and we see it again now —
members of the Labor Party do not want to know when
we talk about the extremes of the trade union
movement forcing the Victorian construction industry
to its knees, because they are complicit in that action.
They stand shoulder to shoulder with their comrades on
the streets of Melbourne who yesterday hit police
horses, hit police officers, generally caused a
disturbance and tried to force people who were going
about their daily business, people who were trying to go
to work, construction workers — people who may well
be working on the Fishermans Bend development next
year — —
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — Indeed, Mr Ondarchie, working
families — spot on. These people want to go to work,
but the mates of the Labor Party, the CFMEU — the
BLF reincarnated — will not let them. And what do we
get from the Labor Party? Dead silence.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I have
allowed Mr Finn to pursue that line of argument, but if
he continues it, I will need a closer link to the motion
before the Chair. If he wishes to continue that line of
argument, I ask him to establish a link to the revocation
motion.
Mr FINN — I hope to do so, Deputy President.
There is a very clear link, as I said earlier, because if the
CFMEU forces construction companies out of business,
this motion will become irrelevant because there will be
no development of Fishermans Bend as there will be
nobody to build anything. That is a simple fact of life.
We would be wasting our time. If the CFMEU, in
conjunction with the ALP, force Grocon and other
companies to the wall, there will be no construction and
no development in Fishermans Bend, so this motion
will be irrelevant.
I will depart from that point and conclude by saying
that I sincerely hope to live long enough — that I will
be walking this earth long enough — to see the
Victorian branch of the Labor Party put forward
something constructive and worthwhile. It has to be
said that this motion does not, and could not in any
circumstances be said to, fit that category. I urge the
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house to vote against this motion, just as I urge
members of the opposition to condemn the actions of
their CFMEU mates on the streets yesterday.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I want to
respond to the contributions of government members
on this motion. I believe the greater part of those
contributions has been an abuse of this Parliament. I
believe that this behaviour is characteristic of general
business time every Wednesday in this Parliament.
Government members queue up to talk for extended
periods of time, with tedious repetition, and to filibuster
general business motions so that the list of motions on
the notice paper to be debated on the day is limited to
the point where the order of business is hardly touched.
I think it is sad. It is a sad and gutless abuse by this
government. I think it is a bit sad that government
members fail to show respect to those opposite.
Opposition members on this side of the chamber show
respect to government business when urgent bills are
called — —
Mr Finn — On a point of order, Deputy
President — —
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr Finn — No, I can assure you, Mr Barber, he has
not hurt my feelings at all. Deputy President, I have
listened for the last minute and a half or so to what
Mr Leane has said, and he is making more of a point of
order in terms of what has gone on in the debate than a
contribution on the motion. In fact I do not think he has
mentioned the motion at all — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! There is no
point of order. The member had been speaking, as
Mr Finn pointed out, for 11⁄2 minutes. He is entitled to
establish his argument in the early part of his
contribution.
Mr LEANE — This is a motion about the Port
Phillip planning scheme. I appreciate government
members within whose region that area falls wanting to
make a contribution, but even those members have
found ways to extend their contributions and filibuster
to some degree. I think I understand why government
members do this, because this behaviour characterises
every general business day. Government members
queue up to filibuster general business motions to avoid
upholding the open and transparent platform on which
they campaigned during the last election. It is a sad
state of affairs that this continues to happen. It is going
to make it difficult for this side of the chamber to
continue to cooperate with the government business
program.
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Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I will briefly
sum up this debate. What has been most concerning
about the wide-ranging contributions to this debate has
been the complete refusal by those opposite to in any
way stand up and justify their failure to support their
local communities. We have a planning scheme
amendment before us today that removes from local
communities the right to be notified, to go to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal or for the
local council to have a role.
Mrs Coote said in her contribution, ‘Oh, well, the
government was never advised about the local council’s
structure plan’. In fact that is not correct. What
happened is the council met with the minister and
provided its plan prior to the release of this — —
Ms Crozier — It did not meet with the local
members from the government.
Mr TEE — Ms Crozier says it did not meet with
local government members. That is not right. What
happened, Ms Crozier, was that all local members were
invited but they did not attend. So it is a bit rich for
those opposite to stand here today and say, ‘The
government did not know about it.’ Maybe if they had
attended, they would have.
The minister, to his credit, attended. He was briefed and
received a copy of the plan before coming in over the
top. You see it does not matter when you meet with this
minister; it does not matter what you say to this
minister. He will come in and ride roughshod over local
communities and local councils every time. In this
planning scheme amendment he rips the guts out of the
right of the local community to have a say and to be
notified. One day he meets with the council and says,
‘Thank you for your plan.’ Then the next day, without
any consultation, he comes in right over the top; he
parachutes in over the top and takes control of people’s
rights.
Those opposite have failed to address in their
contributions why it is that the government is so smug
and arrogant that it can take away the rights of this
community to have a say about what their community
should look like. Those opposite take away the right of
the local council to have input. I would urge those who
purport to represent those people who live in that
community to think about what they are doing here and
the precedent that they are setting.
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House divided on motion:
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Pakula, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms (Teller)
Viney, Mr

Noes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Motion negatived.
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Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house requires the Leader of the Government to
table in the Legislative Council by 12 noon on Wednesday,
12 September 2012, a copy of the air emission study and
human health risk assessment Alcoa Anglesea power station,
September 2008.

For quite some time now Anglesea residents have been
calling upon the government and writing directly to the
Minister for Health to ask for a health risk assessment
to be conducted in relation to the Alcoa coalmine and
power station — and this during a period when the
government is moving to expand and extend this
facility. Under the government’s new legislation, which
passed despite the opposition of the Greens, this facility
is expected to continue for another 50 years, with an
option for another 50 at the end of that. That is
100 years of coalmining and coal burning adjacent to
the town of Anglesea under this government’s scenario.
People should be concerned about living in such close
proximity to a coalmine and a coal-fired power station.
The impacts of both on human health through air
pollution are very well known, following centuries of
coalmining and coal burning around the world. In a
petition which Anglesea residents submitted to me and
which I presented to the Parliament it was requested
that a government-funded impact study be undertaken
in relation to the environment at Anglesea to establish
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the current levels of pollutants in that environment, that
by 2014 Alcoa replace brown coal energy with
alternative renewable energy and so forth.
An answer provided to a question I asked of the
minister on air quality standards suggested that,
according to the minister’s own department’s
submission to the Australian national environment
protection measure for ambient air quality, the current
thresholds for sulphur dioxide pollution levels were
already too low and not in keeping with the newly
promulgated World Health Organisation (WHO)
standards. It also suggested that we have no standard at
all for fine particulates. This power station and
coalmine is a major point source for both. The impact
on vulnerable groups, including asthmatics and people
with respiratory problems, is likely to be considerable
even at these current levels.
The Anglesea mine and power station is about
one-tenth the size of Hazelwood in megawatt terms, but
in terms of those key pollutants — those most injurious
to human health — it actually dwarfs Hazelwood. That
information, at least, is available through the national
pollutant inventory. Alcoa, rated for about
160 megawatts and in practice generating about 140, is
one-tenth the size of Hazelwood but produces
300 times as much sulfur dioxide and 1100 times as
much fine particulate matter. As I said, there is now a
well-established and direct impact between those
pollutants and human health.
The licence for Alcoa currently requires that there be no
more than 200 parts per billion of sulfur dioxide in the
air averaged over an hour. That is a maximum level
which should not be exceeded at any stage. Under the
WHO standard that level has now been brought down
to 175 — that is, 175 parts per billion averaged over
10 minutes. The reason for the shorter measure is that
the effects of sulfur dioxide in the respiratory system,
particularly for vulnerable groups, young children and
people who are exercising, is likely to be immediate —
the minute you breathe it you will experience irritation
and bring on the symptoms of asthma — and what
something averages over an hour is less important than
the actual, immediate dose you are getting. This is not
something on which Alcoa currently reports.
When it comes to particulate matter, particularly the
so-called PM2.5, or fine particles — particles below
2.5 microns — there are immediate as well as chronic
effects. Australia currently has no enforceable standard
for air quality. It has a monitoring standard, but the risk
for various outcomes from this pollutant has been
shown to increase with exposure, and there is little
evidence to suggest the threshold below which no
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adverse health effects would be anticipated. To put it
very simply, there is no safe dose. From observing the
information on sulfur dioxide that Alcoa releases, we
do not have information based on the 10-minute
standard; but, using the data, we see that it frequently
comes close to exceeding 175 parts per billion over an
hour. It seems very likely, given that this is related to
the operation of the power station and of course
prevailing winds and weather conditions, that for short
periods it is exceeding what is the new standard from
WHO, which we should not be exceeding.
After a long community campaign requesting
something quite simple from the Minister for Health —
that he conduct a health risk assessment — imagine our
surprise when we found that one had already been
done. It was done by the company, and it was done in
2008.
I put in an FOI request for all documents relating to the
process the Environment Protection Authority had
previously been going through to set new standards for
Alcoa’s licence at Anglesea. The EPA was able to
identify quite a large number of documents, one of
which was titled ‘Air emissions study and human health
risk assessment — Alcoa Anglesea power station,
September 2008’. In other words, whether this
document was authored by Alcoa or by the EPA or by
Alcoa at the behest of the EPA, the government has
been sitting on it since 2008.
Since that time the government has made a decision to
expand the extent of coalmining down there, to
continue coal burning for 50 to 100 years under a new
legislative agreement that went through this Parliament.
The community was asking for a health risk assessment
to be conducted, and the government sat mum because
it knew one had already been conducted and it did not
want to share it with us.
That in itself is kind of unusual. It is even more unusual
when you realise that Alcoa has conducted other health
risk assessments in relation to other facilities around
Australia and released them; they are currently
available on Alcoa’s website. In relation to Wagerup
refinery, the health risk assessment conducted by Alcoa
was released in April 2005, as was the peer review by
Dr John Bisby; at Pinjarra refinery, the dust health risk
assessment is dated August 2008; the Pinjarra refinery
health risk assessment, July 2008, peer reviewed by
Professor Philip Weinstein and so forth; and at
Kwinana, Kwinana refinery emissions reduction project
health risk assessment, June 2004, on Alcoa’s website,
to be downloaded today, if you like, peer reviewed by
Peter Di Marco. The Wagerup community health
survey conducted by the Department of Health is also
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available on Alcoa’s website. Why is it that Alcoa
conducted this health risk assessment about Anglesea
power station but even the existence of the study was
kept a secret?
I will not be making any more progress through my
FOI — I can assure the house of that — due to a special
exemption created for Alcoa, its smelters and related
activities in 1984. The Freedom of Information Act
1982 was only created in 1982, but when the Cain
government signed off on a smelter agreement it
exempted Alcoa from FOI.
In the response to my letter the EPA goes into some
detail on its decision to not provide me with some of
the documents. It says that section 14 of the FOI act
provides an applicant with a legally enforceable right of
access to documents of an agency other than exempt
documents. Then it goes on to tell me about section 14
of the Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter)
(Amendment) Act 1984, which states in 14.(1):
A document relating to the establishment, operation or
carrying on of the smelter or affecting or relating to the
smelter site or anything done or to be done on or in relation to
the smelter site is an exempt document for the purposes of the
Freedom of Information Act 1982.

It then gives various definitions, and the EPA forms
the view, in concurrence with Alcoa, that ‘electricity
generated at Alcoa Anglesea power station is used
exclusively for the supply of electrical power to the
Alcoa Point Henry smelter’ and therefore falls within
the definition of ‘smelter site’, even though we all
know it is 30 kilometres down the road.
Notwithstanding that, the EPA decided to give me a
number of documents held by it, but in many cases
they were documents that were already public. The
EPA also holds back something called ‘Unknown
testing results 2004–2007’.
We know from the national pollutant inventory the total
amount of material, including sulfur dioxide and fine
particles, that comes spilling out of the coal-fired power
station’s chimney and blows off the surface of the
adjoining mine. We know about sulfur dioxide
emissions from some limited information received from
Alcoa taken at various points — six of them, I think —
around the Anglesea community, but we do not know
anything about particulate emissions as experienced by
the local community, and we do not know detailed
information, only the information that Alcoa wants to
give us, about minute-by-minute sulfur dioxide
emissions.
My question is: why should this be secret? Alcoa may
have a sweet deal on power. It may have a sweet deal
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on coal. It may have a complete exemption from the
FOI act in relation to its commercial activities, but it
does not yet own the air. Why should it own
information about the quality of the air when it is
information feeding directly into the processes around
its licence through the EPA and ensuring that the
licence is based on good information that protects the
community? It is not just information — —
Mr Ramsay — Like noise you get from wind farms.
Mr BARBER — Mr Ramsay by interjection says it
is a bit like the noise around wind farms. We
understand the impact of noise on humans very well.
We have been making loud noises ever since we have
had civilisation. We have people who live under
airports. We have people who have worked in industrial
situations for 200 or 300 years. We understand the
impact of those situations. That is why we have a
standard here in Victoria of 35 decibels, or 5 decibels
above background noise, which is considered to be the
sort of noise level that would not have a harmful impact
on humans. Clearly Mr Ramsay’s government believes
the same thing, because when it made changes to the
planning rules around wind farms it did not change
those standards. The government did not say, ‘Make it
25 decibels’, and it did not say, ‘Make it 10 decibels’.
The government said, ‘Make it 35 decibels’, which is
the same as in South Australia and the same as in New
Zealand. It is a pretty good standard to protect the
community.
As I said, likewise we have a very good understanding
of the impact of sulfur dioxide, of particulates and of
other forms of pollution on human beings, because we
have been experimenting on human beings with those
for the entire industrial revolution. We know what
happened to kids who went down coalmines. We have
cross-city and cross-country studies about people who
were exposed to different levels of fine particulates, and
we know from that, for example, that the level of air
pollution from motor vehicles in Melbourne is actually
killing more people than car accidents. That is not me
saying that. If you want to go and have a look at the
study, that is on the EPA’s website.
As a local member representing people from the
Anglesea area, Mr Ramsay should concur with me that
the information about pollutants that Alcoa is putting
into the atmosphere should not be secret and should not
be seen as proprietary information of Alcoa. If it is
being held by the EPA — and amongst other things the
EPA has a statutory responsibility to protect human
health — and the community is asking for it, then that
information should be made available. I have to say that
I was pretty shocked to learn for myself almost
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inadvertently that a human health risk assessment for
the people of Anglesea in relation to the coalmine and
power plant had been conducted in 2008 and kept
secret throughout the last government and through this
government, of which Mr Ramsay is a part, while the
coalition was negotiating the continuation and
expansion of the coalmine and power plant.
My motion requests that this document be tabled here
in the house. Some might want to say, ‘It is commercial
information, the FOI act says you should not have it,
and therefore it should not be tabled in here’. But let us
go back to when that 1984 exemption to the FOI act
was first created and was brought into this house as part
of a bill meant to facilitate the smelter. In a long debate
at the time moved by the then Premier, Mr Cain, two
paragraphs of Hansard referred specifically to this. He
said:
During the negotiations leading to the joint venture, the
government gained access to trade secrets of Alcoa and other
parties and other information which could not be made public
without commercial disadvantages to the bodies involved. In
the normal course of events, documents containing such
information would be claimed to be exempt documents for
the purposes of the Freedom of Information Act.
Due to the nature and importance of the joint venture, the
government proposes that the documents have exempt status
and that this exempt status be declared. Companies that have
signed heads of agreement and other prospective participants
in the joint venture will accordingly be reassured that
information about trade secrets and documents of a sensitive
commercial nature will be declared to have clear exempt
status for freedom of information purposes.

That was the rationale in 1984 for giving Alcoa a
general exemption in relation to its commercial
activities. At the time the government, which had been
in negotiations with the company, believed it had in its
own documents trade secrets. That is the type of
information that would be protected under the general
provisions of the FOI act in relation to
commercial-in-confidence information; but the way it
was put into the 1984 act meant there was no test as to
whether or not it was commercial-in-confidence,
whether or not it was a trade secret or whether or not it
was damaging — all matters that were brought up in
the FOI case involving the Deputy Premier, Peter Ryan,
in relation to the northern irrigation district. The only
test is in the special section, section 14 of the Portland
smelter act — that is, is it connected to the smelter?
If something is argued to be about something connected
to the smelter, then it is automatically not available. It
does not have to be run through the normal test of
commercial sensitivity under the FOI act. Without
anticipating debate, I may bring forward a bill to
remove the special exemption that Alcoa holds only
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with a handful of other companies — the grand prix
corporation, I think Loy Yang, and maybe one or two
others. An entire company and its operation is totally
exempted from the FOI act when every other company
that does business with the government has only the
protection of the regular FOI act’s exemption for
commercial sensitivity. That cannot even be tested. If
something is connected to the smelter, you cannot see
it. This is what the EPA and for that matter Alcoa are
saying, even when that information happens to be
related to the level of pollutants that the company is
spreading over the nearby community, information that
surely must be in the health risk assessment, a copy of
which is held by the EPA.
If you look at the original intention of that special
exemption, you see it is just wrong that it should apply
to this information here and now. In any case, this
house and the government can make a judgement as to
whether it is even commercially sensitive. Also, even if
it is commercially sensitive to the company, for us to
know how much pollution Alcoa is spewing into
neighbouring areas is still the counterbalancing public
interest — that is, the interest of everybody who
breathes air in Anglesea. For that reason, I hope the
house will support my motion asking for this health risk
assessment document to be tabled in the house.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — Mr Barber
will be pleased to know that the government will not be
opposing his motion. In his contribution Mr Barber
foreshadowed proposed changes to the Freedom of
Information Act 1982 and some of the exemptions that
are contained therein. He noted the changes brought in
by the Cain Labor government to provide an exemption
for Alcoa. I note that the Anglesea mine currently
provides 40 per cent of Alcoa’s Point Henry power
supply and that the document Mr Barber is seeking was
created by the previous government in 2008.
The government will not oppose Mr Barber’s motion,
with the usual caveats around privilege. An assessment
will be made. I am in no position to provide advice as
to an assessment of the document; I have not seen the
document myself. The government will not oppose this
motion and will consider in good faith the request that
Mr Barber has made. Mr Barber made some
commentary about the broader issue of the Anglesea
coalmine and the Point Henry facility, which has been
the subject of significant community interest and debate
in this place in recent times. With those few words, I
reiterate that the government will not be opposing the
motion moved by Mr Barber.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — On behalf of
the Labor MLCs in this chamber, I indicate the we will
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be supporting Mr Barber’s motion requesting these
documents. I note the government’s position of also
supporting this call for paperwork.
It is interesting that we have had a series of these
documents motions from the Greens and the Labor
Party over this term where the house has unanimously
agreed that the documents should be handed to the
chamber. I take into account that government MPs say
they have certain caveats as to what can be handed
over; I appreciate and understand that. But there have
been occasions when documents have not been tabled
and the excuses for the particular documents not being
tabled fall outside the caveats which described what
government MPs stated would disallow the handing
over of the documents.
It makes a mockery of this chamber unanimously
calling for documents when those documents are not
handed over. It makes a mockery of government MPs
supporting motions to table documents in this chamber
when the documents are not handed over for reasons
outside of the caveats that those MPs indicated. It is an
interesting ongoing situation. It will be interesting to
see whether there is anger directed towards the
executive by members from all sides of this chamber
when a motion has been supported unanimously but the
action is not fulfilled by the executive. I pose that as an
issue for people to consider, and we will see how it
goes in the future.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the motion Mr Barber has put before the
house this afternoon. In line with my colleague
Mr O’Donohue, I reiterate the government’s position
that we will not be opposing Mr Barber’s motion. I
would like to put a few comments on the record in
relation to his motion.
Mr Barber spoke about the Environment Protection
Authority and the role it plays in relation to monitoring
air emissions across the state. The EPA is a statutory
body. It monitors air quality and other emissions from
industrial sites, including power stations like the one
that has been mentioned. This comes under the
requirements outlined in the Environment Protection
Act 1970 and associated state environment protection
policies.
While doing some research earlier this morning, I went
on to the EPA website to look at the areas where the
EPA monitors air quality. The website states that the air
quality summary is updated twice daily with
information calculated from data readings over the last
24 hours. The bulletin shows the highest 8-hour reading
for carbon monoxide; the highest 1-hour reading for
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ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide and visibility
reduction; and the current 24-hour particulate matter
reading. I think we can be assured that the EPA is doing
a very good job of monitoring our air quality, which it
does at a number of sites across the state, including
Point Henry and South Geelong. I had a look at those
readings for the last 24 hours, and the Geelong South
region was rated to be good. I think we can be
reassured by that.
As I said, the EPA regulates emissions to air, land and
water through its operations across the state. It
represents a mechanism to protect the health of
Victorians and the Victorian environment. It is my
understanding that the EPA has advised the Department
of Health that emissions from Alcoa and Anglesea are
compliant with Alcoa’s current discharge licence. In
saying that, we take on board Mr Barber’s comments in
relation to this motion. I reiterate to the chamber that
the government will not be opposing the motion.
Motion agreed to.

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY: STRATEGIC
CO-INVESTMENT
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I move:
That this house supports strategic co-investment to the
Victorian automobile industry and —
(1) calls on all members of federal Parliament to commit to
strategic co-investment to the Victorian automobile
industry;
(2) calls on the Premier to lobby the Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Tony Abbott, MP, to ensure that
strategic co-investment would be available to support
the automobile industry should the coalition win the next
federal election;
(3) notes that key members of the federal opposition such as
the shadow Treasurer, Mr Joe Hockey, MP, and former
leader and current shadow minister for communications
and broadband, Mr Malcolm Turnbull, MP, have
recently expressed opposition to strategic co-investment
in the automobile industry; and
(4) notes that Victoria is the heart of the Australian
automobile industry with tens of thousands of Victorians
employed in the automobile and automobile component
parts industry.

The automobile industry has been the driving force of
the Victorian manufacturing sector for decades. The car
industry is of critical importance to both the Victorian
economy and the national economy as it drives jobs,
investments, technology transfers, innovation and skills
acquisition. Therefore — and I want to be clear about
this — should Victoria lose its automobile industry, it
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will have had a stake driven right through the heart of
its entire manufacturing sector. That is how important
the automobile industry is to the Victorian
manufacturing sector.
How important, then, is the state’s manufacturing sector
and its future to the Victorian economy? We on this
side of the house believe that retaining and growing the
state’s manufacturing sector is critical to our long-term
prosperity, as the manufacturing sector creates wealth
and energises and connects other sectors of the
economy, thereby creating a substantial multiplier
effect that expands out and benefits the wider
community. The multiplier effect is especially
prominent in the auto manufacturing industry, with
around four jobs — some people say six jobs —
created in Victoria for every person directly employed
in manufacturing cars by one of our three car makers
here in Victoria, being Holden, Ford and Toyota.
The motion before the house acknowledges the
importance of the automobile manufacturing industry to
the Victorian economy and seeks to galvanise
politicians from all sides of the political divide and all
levels of government to go into bat for Victoria’s
automobile industry. I have moved this motion because
as members of Parliament in the state that is the centre
of Australia’s automobile manufacturing industry,
every one of us, as representatives of the people of
Victoria, should be lobbying for the sector. We should
particularly lobby those states with little or no
automobile manufacturing sector to speak of, urging
them not to cut the auto sector loose, because as
representatives of the Victorian people we have the
most to lose.
The motion also acknowledges that there is a hierarchy
in political parties that must be respected. That is why
the motion requests that the Premier, the first minister
of this state, convince senior members of his party to
support the car industry, thereby supporting Victorian
jobs. I will return to the issue of senior Liberal Party
members wanting to cut the automobile manufacturing
industry loose in a few minutes. In the meantime I will
continue to demonstrate the importance of the
automobile manufacturing industry to Victoria and why
this industry should not be written off by anyone.
As an automobile manufacturing country and an
automobile manufacturing state, we are in very select
company. Only 13 countries across the globe have the
capacity to undertake the entire process of making cars
from concept and design right through to the
manufacturing stage. Australia is one of those
13 countries. This capability means that our skills in
designing and engineering are world class, and the
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continuation of vehicle manufacturing is important to
ensure that our engineering capabilities are maintained
in this country.
Listening to the critics of government co-investment in
the automobile industry and listening to people such as
Joe Hockey, you would think that half our nation’s
annual revenue was co-invested in the automobile
industry. You would think that our automobile industry
is innately greedy and inefficient compared to other
places in the world. In reality the level of government
co-investment in Australian car makers is far less than
the levels of support given in other nations with an auto
manufacturing sector.
I will now compare the government co-investment rates
on a per capita basis in Australia with those in other
automobile manufacturing nations. The figures I am
about to quote are sourced from a report commissioned
by the Federal Chamber of Automotive Industries, or
FCAI, entitled Budgetary Assistance to the Australian
Automotive Sector. I will go through the list. The
figures are expressed in US dollars. The United States
contributes $264.82 per capita to the auto industry, the
United Kingdom contributes $27.99, Sweden
contributes $334.18, Germany contributes $90.37,
France contributes $147.38, Canada contributes $96.39
and Australia contributes a miserly $17.80 — that is,
$17.80 is all we invest in this critical industry — and
some politicians want to cut this industry loose.
Any Liberal Party politician who wants to drop
co-investment to the car industry motivated by pure
market or neoclassical economic ideals of the Chicago
school variety needs to understand that Australia
invests $247.02 less per capita than the quintessential
socialist state of the United States. But that is not all.
As if it was not enough to be competing with
automobile manufacturers with governments that
provide significantly more co-investment, our car
manufacturers also have to compete with protection
from various countries. I will now list those protections.
The vehicle tariff across the board in all countries in the
European Union is 10 per cent. I mentioned before that
co-investment countries like Germany, France, the UK
and so on, all invest big time in co-investment and in
monetary support for their car industries, but they also
have significant protection barriers. In China the tariff
is 25 per cent; in India the tariff is 60 per cent; in
Malaysia the tariff is 30 per cent plus 105 per cent
excise on larger cars and a 75 per cent impost on
smaller cars; in South Korea the tariff is 8 per cent plus
the purchaser gets a personal tax audit thrown in as well
for good measure; and in Russia the tariff is 30 per cent
plus an additional 18 per cent value-added tax on
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imports. Passenger cars in the US attract a tariff of
2.5 per cent and light commercial vehicles a tariff of
25 per cent. In Thailand the tariff is a staggering 80 per
cent; a country that is on the rise in terms of its
automobile industry ironically has tariff protection of
80 per cent. Brazil has a base tariff rate of 35 per cent,
but it has an additional tax called the industrial products
tax or IPI, which is a 55 per cent tax imposed mainly on
imported vehicles on top of the base tariff.
As I have just demonstrated, the Australian automobile
industry receives the least level of assistance of any
automobile manufacturing country, yet the level of
noise generated by erstwhile Australian politicians who
oppose co-investment in the industry is remarkable
given the importance of this sector to Australia and
Victoria in particular.
I will turn now to comments and quotes that have come
from various sources with respect to Liberal MPs and
people associated with the federal Liberal Party. A
couple of the comments were made by people who
were formerly associated with the Victorian Liberal
Party, but most come from the federal sphere. In a
transcript published on the website of the federal
shadow Treasurer, Mr Hockey is asked a question
about the car sector. The transcript states:
JOURNALIST:
So if the car sector can’t survive without taxpayer subsidies,
should they withdraw from Australia?
JOE HOCKEY:
Well, the car sector should survive in Australia without
taxpayer subsidies. I mean for crying out loud, there are a
whole lot of other industries in Australia that employ a whole
lot of other people. A small business that is struggling in
Australia doesn’t a get a handout cheque from Julia Gillard.
Why should Ford get a handout cheque from Julia Gillard? I
just make this point.

Just to ensure that that was not Mr Hockey on a bad
day, I refer to another doorstop interview, this time on
18 July in Albury:
JOURNALIST:
How would a coalition government deal with the car industry
and Ford?
JOE HOCKEY:
For a start we wouldn’t be writing out an unqualified cheque
for $34 million to Ford. If we were going to provide some
form of industry assistance — which I have deep reservations
about — then it would be so watertight that there has to be an
outcome for the benefit of the nation. Losing 440 jobs at Ford
is not to the benefit of the nation. It says everything about
Labor.
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It must say something about the Victorian Liberal
Party, too, because as I recall that party also co-invested
in Ford. Do you know what? The Baillieu government
did the right thing by co-investing in Ford.
I move now to the federal shadow minister for industry,
innovation and science, Sophie Mirabella. This excerpt
is also from Joe Hockey’s website. He seems to be on a
personal crusade. On 17 July at Benalla Ms Mirabella is
reported as saying:
… the only way this government can stumble from one
disaster to the next is to give out significant taxpayer dollars
without the checks and balances that taxpayers ask for and
deserve.

This is from the shadow minister responsible for
manufacturing federally. Ms Mirabella has the potential
to be the minister for manufacturing in a year or two.
All I can say is, ‘God help the Australian
manufacturing industry’.
In an article in the International Business Times of
19 January under the heading ‘Abbott insists on
scrapping car subsidies once in power’, Erik Pernida
reports:
Opposition Leader Tony Abbott has reiterated on Thursday
his plans of pulling out some $500 million worth of subsidies
committed by Prime Minister Julia Gillard to the Australian
car industry if the coalition assumes government power.

It is a very ominous sign for the automotive industry
and probably an ominous sign for the manufacturing
industry as a whole.
I turn now to an article in the Sydney Morning Herald
of 28 January with the heading ‘Australia risks auto
collapse’, the newspaper reports:
Mr Kennett is the latest high-profile figure to question the
economic value of the billions in subsidies directed at the
sector after local producer, Toyota, announced 350 job cuts in
its Altona factory in south-west Melbourne this week.

The article goes on to report Mr Kennett as having said:
‘We don’t have a right as a nation to be a car builder. I can
see another two car companies going in the next year to two
years’, Mr Kennett told the Saturday Age.

I move to the Australian Financial Review of
12 January and the headline ‘Car handouts split Libs’. I
quote from the article:
Former Liberal Victorian premier Jeff Kennett said it was
‘absurd’ that politicians felt compelled to retain car industry
subsidies because of public sentiment when voters bought
fewer Australian cars.
West Australian Liberal MP Mal Washer said handouts were
‘bloody stupid’.
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…
Australian Grand Prix Corporation chairman and senior
figure in the Victorian Liberal Party, Ron Walker, said it was
inevitable that car manufacturing would cease in Australia but
there could be a future for components makers supplying
Asia.
‘I don’t believe in the long term or the short term government
subsidies will save the car industry’, Mr Walker told the
Australian Financial Review.
Mr Walker said he could understand why the federal
opposition would ask questions about where funding would
come from but added: ‘I think the time is coming when
Australia won’t be able to have the luxury of its own car
manufacturing base.’

There is more. ‘Car industry “blank cheque” handouts
attacked’ shouts the headline from the Australian of
30 January. I quote from the article:
A Liberal backbencher has called for car industry subsidies to
be scrapped and challenged both sides of politics to dump the
pretence that taxpayer grants are not politically motivated.
South Australian MP Jamie Briggs has also accused the
Gillard government of hypocrisy for demanding other nations
liberalise trade laws while retaining the ‘non-tariff barrier’ of
car industry subsidies.

I think I have blown that little theory out of the water
before in referring to the tariff protection given by some
of these other countries and by the industry assistance
given by other automobile manufacturing countries.
According to the status quo, the Australian car
manufacturing industry is not on a level playing field.
However, I will continue with the article:
… Mr Briggs said yesterday that there was ‘not a skerrick’ of
evidence that the industry was transitioning to a point where it
could survive without taxpayer help and that politicians
should stop pretending that electoral politics had no influence.

I have more, but I will end with this article because it is
my favourite. It is headed ‘Labor’s great car industry
betrayal’ and it is from the Australian Financial Review
of 24 March. This is not my favourite, actually;
however, I will go through it. It states:
Even former Prime Minister Malcolm Fraser, who ramped up
import tariffs and quotas for car manufacturing in the 1970s
and early 1980s, says the industry should have learnt to
survive without subsidies years ago.

But the article titled ‘Malcolm Turnbull urges end to
propping up inefficient industries’ from the Australian
of 19 July is my favourite. I would have thought
Malcolm Turnbull would have had enough on his hands
opposing — incoherently — the national broadband
network rollout. But no, apparently he wants to meddle
in the industry portfolio as well. This is what the article
says:
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Roving beyond his own portfolio, the coalition
communications spokesman said Canberra must rebuff the
‘rent-seekers’ asking for industry aid and return to the
rigorous reform agenda of recent decades.
‘Rather than revelling in this Asian-led export boom and
licking our lips at the prospect of the next, shouldn’t we be
using this relatively prosperous time to renew our
commitment to microeconomic reform?’
…
Mr Turnbull used a speech to the Australian National
University tonight to dismiss industry assistance as an
inefficient use of taxpayer funds.

There are plenty more quotes, but I will end with just
one more. Mitch Fifield wrote an article for the Institute
of Public Affairs titled ‘Liberal and Labor governments
can’t seem to restrain their spending’. The article is on
the IPA website under the ‘Publications’ tab. It states:
Giving handouts and protection for one industry — in this
case the car industry — hurts other domestic producers.
…
The automotive industry has secured billions of dollars of
subsidies from state and federal governments over the last
few decades, at the expense of consumers … It’s time to
bring down the trade barriers.

Tell that to other automobile manufacturing countries.
It continues:
It’s time to end politically motivated subsidies. It’s time to
think of the consumer. The coalition should mount the case
for economic reform, free trade and consumer interest.

I will now return to my contribution. These were some
of the quotes I found pertaining to the senior Liberals,
and they motivated my motion today. Those opposite
clearly underestimate the benefits that are delivered by
being one of 13 car manufacturing nations. What they
fail to realise or understand is that the automobile
industry continues to undergo massive transformation
as it becomes an increasingly technologically driven
industry. If we want to be anything other than a quarry
for the rest of the world and if we are to value-add and
engage in high-tech manufacturing, thereby playing to
our strengths, we need a robust automobile
manufacturing industry driving innovation in
engineering, computer systems, information
technology, materials processing, design initiatives and
clean-car technology.
Before I conclude my speech I would like to touch on a
topic that I have spoken about in this place before, and
that is government procurement of locally made motor
vehicles. Whilst the focus of this motion is on
government co-investment in the automotive industry, I
believe it is prudent to quickly revisit the issue here
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because, after all, a major reason automobile
manufacturers require government co-investment here
in Australia at the moment is the exponential drop in
demand for Australian-made cars over the last decade
or so.
As a significant purchaser of vehicles, governments can
have a direct impact on the quantity of locally built
vehicles sold on the Australian market. During 2011
Australian governments purchased some 60 000 new
vehicles, but less than one-third of those were built in
Australia. In Victoria, the heart of the Australian
automobile industry, the percentage was much
higher — 63 per cent — but I believe this is still not
sufficient. I believe we can do much, much better than
63 per cent. After all, Victoria is the heart and the hub
of this nation’s auto industry.
I must make the point that when I talk about
government vehicle purchasers I am using a broad
definition of the term ‘government purchasers’, and I
include in that state government departments, statutory
bodies and agencies. The source of my statistics is the
Federal Chamber of Automotive Industries (FCAI)
VFACTS registration report. Both the state and the
national purchasing figures are too low, and we really
need to address those figures as a state.
Given that the motion before the house today
acknowledges the importance of the automobile
manufacturing sector to the Victorian economy and
seeks to galvanise politicians from all sides of the
political divide and all levels of government to go in to
bat for Victoria’s auto industry, I would hope that all
members would support this motion and send a
message to those who oppose our auto industry and to
the thousands of Victorians whose livelihoods depend
on the automobile industry that the Victorian
Parliament, an institution which represents the will of
the Victorian people, stands by our automobile
manufacturing industry.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I thank Mr Somyurek. I am doing my bit: I drive
a Ford Territory, and I am also supporting the Geelong
Football Club at the same time.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise today to speak on Mr Somyurek’s notice of
motion 401 today. The first thing I should say is: three
cheers for the Labor leadership for letting
Mr Somyurek finally have a go! We know
Mr Somyurek has written to the Leader of the
Opposition in the Assembly, Daniel Andrews, saying,
‘When are you going to let me out? When are you
going to let me have a go? Everybody else is covering
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my patch, and I am not getting enough time in the
spotlight’. They have finally let him out today, so three
cheers for Daniel Andrews for finally recognising some
talent. He is moving on. We can tell they are getting a
bit old and crusty down that end of the bench, and he is
moving on — there is no doubt about that.
He is having his day today, but with deepest respect to
Mr Somyurek I have to say that he just does not get it.
Today he decided to quote — —
Mr Somyurek — I was praising you guys.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Mr Somyurek has had his
20 minutes in the sun; now he should let others have a
chat. He just does not get it. He talked about the
automobile industry. I think what he was talking about
is the automotive industry. The automotive industry
means more than just the FCAI members and more
than just the OE (original equipment) suppliers. He did
not spend any time talking about the component
manufacturers in the supply chain. He did not talk
about the fact that if it is not the original equipment, it
could well be made by the Australian Automotive
Aftermarket Association membership. He did not talk
about that at all, which goes to the point that he just
does not understand the market he is talking about.
Interestingly enough, in his presentation today
Mr Somyurek was very keen to ensure that we send
messages to the federal opposition about its
preparedness to support the automotive industry. It
seems to me that the Australian Labor Party is getting
ready for coalition victory in Canberra. Mr Somyurek
spent no time talking about the federal government. He
spent no time talking about its support or lack thereof
for the automotive industry.
Let me just quote — because he was good at quoting
from some newspapers — from the Geelong
Advertiser. I know that people who travel down to
Geelong and beyond might occasionally pick up a copy
of the Geelong Advertiser if they are travelling from
their suburb up in Melbourne. Let me quote a line that
was published in the Geelong Advertiser on 12 June
2012. The Prime Minister was talking about hosting a
federal economics forum that day, where she wanted to
hear how to help workers and businesses cope with the
changing economy. The article states:
But she said the government couldn’t just prop up struggling
industries, after unions called for more assistance.

The article quoted the Prime Minister as saying:
It is about working with industries in these days of
transition …
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It’s also about making sure that we hold skills and innovation
in this country.

The Prime Minister is not standing up for the
automotive industry. Mr Somyurek failed to talk about
that today. He failed to talk about former federal
Minister for Industry, Innovation, Science and Research
Kim Carr. I note that Mr Somyurek talked about
clean-car technology. Who wiped out the Green Car
Innovation Fund? Who put a line through the green car
fund in this country? Former federal industry minister
Kim Carr. Once again the ALP is scant on memory.
Mr Somyurek failed to mention it. Is it not ironic that
Kim Carr did not support the car industry? Is it not
ironic that Mr Carr failed to support cars?
What is really interesting about this is that
Mr Somyurek failed to mention the biggest impact on
the automotive and manufacturing industries in this
state — that is, the great big new carbon tax. Not once
in his presentation did he say — and he had the
opportunity to do so in 22 minutes and 35 seconds — ‘I
denounce the carbon tax because it will hurt
manufacturing in this state’. You have to wonder how
genuine these people are. Once again the members of
Victoria’s ALP opposition have abrogated their
responsibility to Victorian manufacturing.
As I mentioned earlier, Mr Somyurek made a number
of comments. He said something very interesting which
I wrote down. He said, ‘The Baillieu government did
the right thing’ in regard to Ford. That statement about
the Baillieu government having done the right thing
could be applied to many things, but we will take the
recognition in relation to Ford today. Interestingly
enough, the Ford assembly plant is in the Northern
Metropolitan Region, which is the electorate that I
represent. I wonder how many other members who
represent electorates in the metropolitan region drive
Ford motor cars in support of the local car
manufacturer. I know I do, but I would be interested to
see how many other members representing the region
drive a Ford and support their local industry. I reckon
there would be a few guilty consciences today.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Feel free to step out into the
parliamentary car park and check out that fantastic Ford
Territory that I drive, which was made in Melbourne’s
north. How many members here drive Fords? I ask
them to put up their hand if they are — and I see there
are not many. I know Ms Tierney does, but I wonder
how many of those who often talk about their purported
support for the Northern Metropolitan Region are
driving Ford motor cars.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Interestingly enough,
Ms Mikakos has a spokesperson today. Is that not
interesting? The car industry is a vital part of the
manufacturing base in Victoria. We want that to
continue well into the future. As a government we will
continue to deliver the best outcomes we can for this
state.
We know that there are challenges facing car makers
and that those challenges are significant, as they are for
the entire manufacturing sector and the supply chain.
Mr Somyurek really failed to show that he understands
that. But we will continue to work closely with business
and with the commonwealth, when it gets to the mark. I
have already quoted what Prime Minister Gillard
said — that she does not necessarily get behind this.
We will deliver the best outcomes we can for the state
of Victoria. We are committed to a strong and
successful future for this manufacturing industry.
I remind those opposite of comments that were made
on 13 January in the Australian Financial Review by
former federal finance minister Peter Walsh, who is
reported as saying:
… the car industry had been hit by the higher dollar and the
government’s carbon tax.
It [the car industry] won’t be helped by the carbon tax.

Mr Somyurek disappointed me because he failed to
deal with the carbon tax today. He had a chance, as he
purported to support Victorian and Australian
manufacturing, to stand and denounce the carbon tax
today. I suspect Mr Somyurek’s colleague from
Western Victoria Region, Ms Tierney, will speak on
this motion today. I am quite expecting her to say that
the carbon tax is bad for Australian manufacturing, and
it is bad for Victorian jobs. I am hoping she will put her
hand on her heart and speak honestly to this Parliament
and say, ‘We know it is going to hurt Victorian jobs’. I
am hoping she will say that, but we will see whether
she is genuine or not.
We are committed to the automotive industry in this
state because the automotive industry in Victoria
creates significant demand in other industries such as
aerospace and defence — industries Mr Somyurek
failed to talk about today. There is 10 per cent of
employment in manufacturing in the automotive
industry; 60 per cent of Australia’s automotive
component manufacturers and suppliers are based in
Victoria. To be fair, Mr Somyurek did say that
Australia, in fact Victoria, is one of only 13 places in
the world that can develop a car from concept, through
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design, to manufacture — really good cars like the Ford
Territory made in the Northern Metropolitan Region.
This industry is highly innovative and has the highest
research and development (R and D) spend of any
manufacturing sector in Australia. What is
disappointing when we talk about R and D is that the
former federal Minister for Innovation, Industry,
Science and Research, Kim Carr, cancelled the green
car innovation fund. Surprise, surprise, Mr Somyurek
failed to mention it today, but Ms Tierney may well talk
about how they have been let down by Canberra.
The automotive industry has shown remarkable
resilience in the face of some major challenges. The
global financial crisis, as we know, has hit right across
the Australian economy; the rise in fuel prices; the
strong dollar; and that noose around our neck, the
carbon tax. Ms Tierney will get a chance to address that
today. As a government we welcome the support — —
Ms Mikakos interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I have tolerated interjections from Ms Tierney
and Mr Somyurek, but Ms Mikakos is not in her place.
If the member wishes to contribute to the debate
perhaps she could resume her seat.
Mr ONDARCHIE — I am also disappointed that
Mr Somyurek failed, as I mentioned earlier in my
contribution today, to recognise the automotive
aftermarket manufacturers as a component of this
industry. I am disappointed, but Mr Somyurek should
not feel bad because the federal Minister for Industry
and Innovation, Greg Combet, has not recognised it as a
key component of the Australian automotive industry.
The automotive aftermarket component industry
contributes to a number of things such as performance
improvement, emissions, stability, safety, replacement
parts and four-wheel drive components. Despite the
strong economic value of this segment, the federal
government has provided no support for that industry at
all — none whatsoever. It is all about what the Federal
Chamber of Automotive Industries says. That is all
Mr Somyurek quoted from today. It is disappointing
that Mr Somyurek does not understand the industry.
Component manufacturers represent over
1700 companies nationally, and they are engaged in the
manufacture and distribution of automotive aftermarket
parts, accessories, workshop tools and equipment in a
sector that turns over $11 billion per annum. It supports
over $800 million worth of products and employs over
30 000 Australians. It is a key part of the automotive
market. Mr Somyurek did not talk about that today, but
he should not feel so bad because when the federal
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government chooses to support the automotive industry
it supports the OE (original equipment) component
suppliers. It is interesting that OE component suppliers’
exports fell by 1.5 percent in the last year compared to
the aftermarket, which grew by 8.5 per cent. The
federal government does not recognise the automotive
aftermarket manufacturers as a key element of this
supply chain. Is that not disappointing? I am sure
Ms Tierney will support what I am saying with regard
to that.
Mr Somyurek spent a bit of time talking about the
federal opposition because we suspect he is getting
ready for an Abbott coalition government, but he did
not spend any time talking about the federal ministers.
His view is that if a component is not purchased by
Ford, Holden or Toyota then the manufacturer is not
classified as an automotive parts producer, and that is
really disappointing. Why will the federal government
not recognise them as a key element of the Australian
automotive market as well? It employs
30 000 nationally. The sector tried to talk to former
Premier, Mr Bracks, when he undertook a review of the
market and the former industry minister, Mr Carr, on a
number of occasions, and it fell on deaf ears. I think it
fell on deaf ears because those Labor members simply
did not understand the market and, sadly today,
Mr Somyurek reflected that thinking again.
The federal government talks about supporting
Australian car manufacturers and the tier 1 suppliers.
There are more than tier 1 suppliers in Victoria, so why
will the federal government not get behind them?
Simply it did not.
Ms Tierney — Why didn’t your government get
behind it?
Mr ONDARCHIE — If we want to talk about that,
I will take up Ms Tierney’s interjection. Let me quote a
letter to the Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva, the
Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and Trade. It is a
letter from the executive director of the Australian
Automotive Aftermarket Association, Stuart Charity.
As a response to Ms Tierney’s interjection, I quote the
letter:
I write on behalf of the Australian Automotive Aftermarket
Association to thank you for your government’s continuing
support of the automotive aftermarket industry and the export
of high-quality automotive parts to international markets.

That is a statement. We are getting behind that industry,
but why are Ms Tierney’s federal colleagues not getting
behind it? That is the real question.
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Ms Tierney — On a point of order, Acting
President, my interjection was in relation to support of
first, second, third or fourth tier suppliers. It was not in
relation to aftermarket work.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! That is not a point of order, and there have been
a number of interjections from Ms Tierney.
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Canberra. It is disappointing. The investment that this
government made will provide a significant advantage
and a significant boost to the automotive industry. I
expect Ms Tierney in her contribution to this debate
today to talk about support for Geelong’s economy. She
should be standing up to commend the Baillieu
government for its support for Geelong.
Ms Tierney — Like Jeff Kennett does?

Mr ONDARCHIE — The point of order was a
desperate opportunity for Ms Tierney to become
relevant in this debate. It is disappointing. We are
talking about — —
Hon. D. M. Davis interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Indeed Mr Davis, also a
failure.
The Australian Automotive Aftermarket Association
has done some wonderful things. The stuff it did around
grand prix week to bring all the industry together was
remarkable. Victorian Labor members have failed to
recognise that industry, as have their federal colleagues.
I turn to what the Victorian government has done, and I
note that Mr Somyurek did touch on this. On
10 January the federal and state governments
announced new funding to boost the performance of the
Ford Falcon and the Ford Territory, which are produced
right here in Victoria — —
Ms Tierney — Mr Guy says that the Ford Falcon is
no longer made here — he said that last week.
Mr ONDARCHIE — I am happy to pick up the
interjection. I am assuming that Ms Tierney’s
contribution is concurrent with mine, because she is
saying the same things I am, so she will probably not be
getting up and making a contribution now.
The federal and state governments announced a
$103 million upgrade for the Ford Falcon and the Ford
Territory. This will see those wonderful motor vehicles,
one of which I drive, produced in Broadmeadows in
Melbourne’s north until at least the end of 2016.
Despite the rising dole and the fierce competition from
other countries, the Australian automotive industry is
doing some wonderful things. Sadly the federal
government is not getting behind it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ONDARCHIE — This is so symptomatic of an
opposition that is so desperate, so worried about what is
happening on the other side of the house that it has not
been able to focus on what its colleagues are doing in

Mr ONDARCHIE — Ms Tierney is full of
interjection and rhetoric but empty on content.
Ms Tierney — I haven’t had a chance to speak.
Mr ONDARCHIE — You have already done a lot
of speaking, Ms Tierney. One moment you are saying
this, one moment you are saying that, but it is
consistent — we do not really know what you are
standing for.
Some of the announcements that have been made go to
Mr Somyurek’s point that the Victorian government is
doing a good job of supporting the automotive industry
but unfortunately the federal government is not getting
behind it. Mr Somyurek talked a lot about component
manufacturers — —
Mr Somyurek — You said I didn’t talk about them
before.
Mr ONDARCHIE — I apologise; you failed to talk
about them — I will just clarify that — but you did talk
about the car makers themselves and about the
production of cars, although you did not spend enough
time talking about the wonderful design staff at
Broadmeadows, whose numbers have almost tripled in
the last 18 months.
Manufacturers have lots of skills and ideas, and many
Victorian manufacturers found their start in the
automotive industry. I have met many people running
manufacturing businesses in this state who started their
lives working in the automotive industry, so we as a
government continue to place emphasis on the
automotive sector, and it goes to our focus on
developing the skills of future automotive workers.
The Automotive Centre of Excellence is a
state-of-the-art automotive training facility that drives
the competitiveness of the automotive industry through
customised automotive training and research and
development, all in one precinct. I know the Minister
for Higher Education and Skills, Peter Hall, was there
just the other day. Since 2010 automotive training has
increased by 10 per cent. Enrolments in the first half of

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY: STRATEGIC CO-INVESTMENT
3916

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 29 August 2012

2012 are tracking very well, and they are almost
comparable to the same time in 2011.

should be disappointed by that. Sadly he did not talk
about it today.

TAFE institutes continue to deliver the majority of
government-funded automotive training, an 86 per cent
share, with the vast majority being delivered by Kangan
Institute, followed by the Chisholm Institute of TAFE,
the Box Hill Institute and Motorsports Training
Australia, a specialised facility based at the Wodonga
Institute of TAFE. Enrolments in automotive training
are up, but we know there are some skills shortages.
There is a shortage of motor mechanics, diesel motor
mechanics, automotive electricians, motorcycle
mechanics, panelbeaters and vehicle repairers. There is
some great work being done in the marketplace to try to
develop skills in those areas.

There is not only the Australian Automotive
Aftermarket Association but also the Federal Chamber
of Automotive Industries, the Society of Automotive
Engineers Australasia — a small but terrific group —
and the Federation of Automotive Products
Manufacturers. I recently attended a meeting of the
FAPM to talk about the government’s perspective on
how to support automotive parts manufacturing. David
Chuter, president of the southern region of the FAPM,
thanked me for visiting and expressed appreciation for
the fact that I not only had some experience in
politics — albeit limited — but significant experience
in business. As a government we combine that with the
skills of the Minister for Manufacturing, Exports and
Trade, Richard Dalla-Riva. We are behind the
automotive industry. The question for Mr Somyurek
and his colleagues is: why isn’t the federal
government?

I visited an organisation called Hand Brake Turn just
two Fridays ago. It takes kids who have run afoul of the
law and helps them gain skills in things like
panelbeating and other aspects of the automotive
industry.
Ms Tierney interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Thank you, Ms Tierney.
Hand Brake Turn is doing a great job in trying to
develop the skills of the automotive industry in the next
generation of young Victorians and other young
Australians.
The government is getting behind skills development. I
should add that this week is National Skills Week, and
it is a good time to talk about the skills that are being
developed in the automotive industry. The Victorian
Automobile Chamber of Commerce and Kangan
Institute have got together to ensure that there are
opportunities for automotive apprentices to develop
skills as they are directly employed in Victoria. The
Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce has
indicated that it is committed to training at many levels.
Kangan Institute is a leading provider of automotive
training in Victoria and, as I said, 86 per cent of
government-funded automotive training is through the
TAFE sector.
Mr Somyurek’s motion does not carry water because he
spent time talking about the federal opposition and
spent no time talking about the failings of his federal
counterparts who are in government. That was
disappointing, because I know he knows the federal
government is letting down the automotive market. I go
back to the statement I started with: Prime Minister
Gillard essentially said, ‘Why should I keep propping
up the automotive market?’. I think Mr Somyurek

Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — From the
outset I will just clarify a few matters. We are talking
about the automotive industry today. That includes the
major manufacturers but also the component suppliers.
Some other automotive areas are not being dealt with
today because they do not fall within the description of
what is considered to be the vehicle industry, either by
the Liberal Party or the Labor Party. For many years
there has been a bipartisan understanding and definition
of what comprises the vehicle industry. If
Mr Ondarchie is now saying that the Baillieu
government is prepared to sit down and talk about a
proper definition that is a little bit broader, we are
happy to do so. But for him to come in here and say
that we do not know what we are talking about when
we talk about the vehicle industry, he must have
absolute nuts in his head.
The vehicle industry has been a forerunner in terms of
training. It has been an industry that has dealt with
training since 1989 and award restructuring. Labor sat
down with all the manufacturers and component
suppliers and came up with a vehicle industry
certificate. It delivered training to vehicle industry
workers regardless of whether they came from Greece,
Italy or Vietnam. We made sure that there was
contextual training and that it was linked to wage
increases. So do not play this Johnny-come-lately and
talk about the automotive centre of excellence and
about what has happened since 2010. For goodness
sake; it has been going on since 1989. Every comment
that Mr Ondarchie made today just demonstrates he
knows absolutely zilch about the vehicle industry in this
state.

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY: STRATEGIC CO-INVESTMENT
Wednesday, 29 August 2012

COUNCIL

I turn to the motion before us today put forward by the
shadow minister for manufacturing, Adem Somyurek.
In supporting this motion I make the following
observations in relation to the political non-support that
the federal opposition has provided in terms of the
vehicle industry, as well as what this state government
needs to do in terms of supporting the vehicle industry.
Let us start by looking at what the federal Liberal
opposition has been saying. The federal shadow
Treasurer, Joe Hockey, said that he is going to wipe out
all car industry assistance. There is no grey matter here.
There is an absolute hostility threading through the
comments made by those in the Liberal Party in
Canberra. We have also seen the federal Leader of the
Opposition, Tony Abbott waltzing through car plants
and component suppliers, one after the other, with his
fluoro vest on, walking around expressing sympathy
with the struggles of blue-collar workers. But of course
once the camera shots are complete, the backslapping
stops and he returns to his anti-automotive and
anti-worker stance.
We have also seen the hostile stance of the shadow
Minister for Industry, Innovation and Science, the
notorious Sophie Mirabella, in her opposition to the
federal government’s $500 million assistance package
to the vehicle industry.
Joe Hockey has gone around telling federal Liberal
members that he will do everything within his power to
uphold the federal Liberal Party’s policy to cut the
$500 million assistance package because, he says, it is
all about damaging his so-called ‘savings plan’. This is
a clear demonstration that the federal Liberal opposition
desires to just slash and burn this industry which is so
vital to our country and state.
It is no surprise to hear that there is a serious debate
going on within the Liberal Party in respect of support
for the manufacturing industry, and in particular the
vehicle manufacturing industry. It is played out on the
radio, in the print media and on TV. Recently it hit the
front page of the Geelong Advertiser thanks to the
former Premier of this state, Jeff Kennett, who said that
there should no longer be any industry assistance
whatsoever provided to Ford or Alcoa. I can report to
the house that that went down an enormous treat in
Geelong. It was like going back to the future.
On behalf of vehicle workers in Geelong I thank Jeff
Kennett for making the jobs issue in Geelong much
more clear-cut. I am sure Geelong voters will keep his
comments in their minds when they walk up to the
ballot box. I call on the Liberal Party to face up to its
responsibility to blue-collar workers and join with us to
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help save thousands of blue-collar jobs. I call upon the
state government to join with us to promote a clear
vision for the future of an industry that every other
country in this world wants, demands and supports.
Mr Ondarchie — Tell your federal colleagues. That
is all you have to do!
Ms TIERNEY — I can think of one federal
colleague straight away — Bill Shorten. Bill Shorten,
the federal Minister for Employment and Workplace
Relations, has made a commitment that there would be
no roll back on industry assistance whatsoever, so that
is easily put to bed.
Today’s motion is about having a debate in this house
so we can draw a line in the sand in terms of what the
different political parties are doing and saying in
relation to this important industry. This state
government has almost calcified in a policy sense on
how it can add stimulus to an industry that is suffering.
When it comes to this industry this state government, as
I have said in previous contributions, has no ideas and,
after what I heard in the last contribution, no
understanding of the vehicle industry. It has no policy
and it certainly has no vision for Victoria in a general
sense. It is tragic that we are now in a situation where
we have to highlight that this government is just not
interested in jobs. It does not have a clear idea about
this industry and therefore does not know how to
provide assistance to it.
It is really important today for those on the other side to
actually stand up and show that they support this
industry. They need to stand up and stand strong today,
because it could never be so important, given the
comments that have been made on page 2 of the Age
this morning. Today is an opportune time to remind
ourselves of the importance of the industry we are
talking about.
We at least need to have an appreciation of the vehicle
industry’s contribution to our economy and the
competitive complexities it faces in this most difficult
environment — for example, members of this
government need to be aware of some strong and
salient points. Firstly, the auto industry’s export value
in 2009–10 was $3.6 billion. That is second to the
commodity sector. The auto industry is the largest
contributor to manufacturing research and
development. The auto industry in Australia employs
50 000 people directly and several hundred thousand
people indirectly. The total auto industry annual
turnover exceeds $160 billion. It is a source of
significant tax revenue — in excess of $7 billion — and
it is the largest manufacturing industry in Australia. It
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strongly influences the rate of growth and the growth of
employment and innovation, and it turns Australian
commodities such as steel and aluminium into high
value-added exports and products.
The vehicle industry does all of that whilst being
discriminated against by a whole range of international
factors. Political opposition to the Victorian automotive
industry primarily comes from the ill informed. For
example, is it fair to argue that industry assistance
should cease when the plans installed by governments
of all persuasions are derailed by factors totally out of
the control of our local industry? The answer,
obviously, is ‘no’, but the zealots continue to press the
case for industry annihilation. We cannot operate on an
equal playing field and remain the most open market in
the world. We just have to look at the extent to which
other countries protect their industries and block our
entry to their markets. I will give some examples in
relation to passenger motor vehicles. In India the tariff
is 60 per cent; in Korea, 8 per cent; in Malaysia, 30 per
cent; in China, 25 per cent; in Russia, 30 per cent, plus
18 per cent value-added tax; and in Brazil it is 35 per
cent.
We have a free trade agreement with Thailand that is
anything but fair. It has exposed our local industry to
one of the fiercest competitors in the region, which
automatically increased the non-tariff barriers to its
economy almost before the Australian negotiators made
it up to the negotiating table. It is true to say that the
tariffs facing Australian car manufacturers in the Thai
market are falling, but, due to the use of excise taxes
that increase with engine size, Australian car makers
have achieved no real improvement in access to that
market. Thai car makers, on the other hand, have
significantly improved access to the Australian market,
and the figures are frightening. Around 17 per cent of
cars sold in Australia are made in Thailand, while
12 per cent of cars sold in Australia are made in
Australia. Despite this non-balance of trade, Thailand,
like many other countries, continues to use non-tariff
barriers as a weapon to exclude competition from its
market. For example, depending on the size of a vehicle
and the type of fuel it uses, the non-tariff protection in
that market can be as high as 40 to 50 per cent.
There is no such thing as free trade, there is no level
playing field and here are some examples. Let me start
with China. On 1 September 2009 China reduced its
tariff on imported auto components by 10 per cent to
comply with World Trade Organisation accession
agreements, but it has made a mandatory policy that
overseas auto makers either acquire 40 per cent of their
components from the domestic market or pay more
than double — that is 25 per cent — the usual tariff of
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10 per cent on components procured from overseas.
China has introduced policies that have refined what
can be considered a CBU, which is a completely
built-up import, to bring them under the umbrella of the
already prohibitive tariff policies. China also introduced
a new vehicle consumption tax system in August 2008,
which means that vehicles are taxed from 1 per cent to
40 per cent, depending on engine size.
Let us go to Brazil. Brazil has one of the fastest
emerging auto industries in the world, and it too has
substantial measures in place to protect its local
industry. It has introduced a tax on flex-fuel vehicles of
up to 13 per cent for up to 2-litre engines, 20 per cent
for vehicles with engines larger than 2 litres and 25 per
cent for non-flex-fuel vehicles. Its direct trade barriers
are 35 per cent for cars, and for trucks it ranges between
14 per cent and 35 per cent. Auto parts also get a
guernsey, ranging from 1 per cent to 19.5 per cent —
and within that range most fall between 14 per cent and
19.5 per cent. Local manufacturers with plants in Brazil
fall under the Brazilian automotive program and are
able to import at reduced tariff rates: 24.5 per cent for
passenger cars and 22.5 per cent for commercial
vehicles. The Brazilian automotive program requires
established vehicle manufacturers to source 60 per cent
of all parts locally, whereas newly established
manufacturers are required to source 50 per cent locally
during the first three years of production and 60 per
cent thereafter. Without going into detail, Brazil has
assistance over and above what I have outlined. That is
provided at the state and federal levels, as well as at a
local government level.
Then when you look at other countries — for example,
Germany — Volkswagen has received the equivalent
of US$14 million in financial incentives dedicated to
infrastructure and fiscal incentives worth between
US$83 million and US$155 million. Renault has
received a capital contribution of up to US$300 million
in interest-free loans, local tax exemptions, the donation
of a 2.5 million-square-metre site, the provision of all
necessary infrastructure and utilities at the site and a
25 per cent price reduction on electricity for the project.
Mercedes-Benz has received land, grants, tax breaks
and extensive infrastructure development, including the
construction of access roads and rail links to the plant
and the development of facilities and sanitation, with
lower water costs for a 10-year period. General Motors
received a waiver of state sales tax for 15 years and
financial incentives of around US$67 million to prepare
the factory site.
Mr Ramsay interjected.
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Ms TIERNEY — I think Mr Ramsay just said,
‘Move to Thailand’. That is very unfortunate. I will
relay that to his constituents who work for Ford in
Geelong. General Motors also received an $118 million
loan at an interest rate of 6 per cent.
Russia had custom duties on imported new cars
increased to 30 per cent in January 2009. Duty on used
cars was increased to 35 per cent. A value-added tax of
18 per cent is also applicable to imported vehicles. A
customs clearance fee was also levied on imports for
goods of a certain value. Russia, Belarus and
Kazakhstan have introduced common customs tariffs,
which started in January 2010, and tariffs in the
non-Russian states have been raised in line with Russia.
Then of course we come to Malaysia, a country which
has introduced new policies aimed at attracting
investment, promoting high-impact segments,
encouraging exports of value-added and green products
and fending off increasing competition from Thailand.
It has put in an 18-point plan of measures, which
include things like the introduction of a mechanism to
prohibit the import of used parts and components,
effective from last year; the prohibition of used
commercial vehicles, effective January 2016;
mandatory testing of vehicles that are 15 years old or
older; and tax exemptions on the value of increased
exports of vehicles, parts and components. The current
rates of excise duty for completely built-up and
completely knocked-down vehicles, which are based on
engine capacity, will be maintained at 75 to 105 per
cent, with other similarly high measures for other
products. The complete removal of the approved permit
system applied to imported vehicles has been pushed
back from the original date of 2010 to 2020, signalling
that protectionist measures remain in place.
If we then move to co-investment, which is common
around the world, I will briefly give some examples.
Let us start with Malaysia. Proton has delivered
20 hybrid electric and electric cars to the Malaysian
government under an initiative that saw it receive a
$78.9 million government grant that was matched by
the company.
In the United States of America in December 2007 the
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007
authorised up to US$25 billion in grants and
low-interest loans to auto manufacturers and
component suppliers to subsidise the costs of
re-equipping, expanding or establishing a
manufacturing facility in the United States to produce
certain qualifying advanced-technology vehicles or
qualifying components and for engineering integration
of qualifying vehicles and qualifying components

3919

performed in the United States. In essence the
legislation that went through Congress in December
2007 intended to provide economic assistance to auto
makers and help them comply with increased corporate
average fuel-economy standards and implement fleet
modernisation plans.
Under federal tax law there are also individual tax
incentives that are available to buy hybrid electric
vehicles on an auto maker-by-auto maker basis. Each
hybrid auto maker’s offerings are assigned specific tax
credit by the Internal Revenue Service. Consumers can
claim the credit until that auto maker has sold
60 000 hybrid electric vehicles of any kind. Once that
quota of 60 000 has been reached, the credit to the auto
maker’s models begins to decrease by 50 per cent a
quarter until the credit is phased out. Some states are
also putting in place local tax credits for hybrid
purchases, and many private companies have also been
incentivising their employees’ purchase of vehicles
with contributions.
We have also seen an initiative in the US of setting up
EZs (empowerment zones). The US has set them up in
distressed communities by using public funds and tax
incentives as catalysts for private investment.
Businesses located within the empowerment zones are
eligible to take advantage of federal tax incentives to
hire residents and expand or improve their business.
Toyota benefited from EZ business incentives when it
invested in a new truck plant in San Antonio, Texas.
Investment incentives are also offered to vehicle
manufacturers on a state-by-state basis to attract auto
manufacturers.
Mr Ramsay — On a point of order, Acting
President, I have listened for some time now to
Ms Tierney’s contribution, and we have done a little
round-the-world trip in relation to subsidies and tariffs
in just about every country in the entire world bar the
countries that do not produce automobiles. The point of
order is that the motion talks about co-investment in the
Victorian automobile industry — not Russia, not
Korea, not Thailand and not the US. This is about
Victoria, and I have not heard the word ‘Victoria’ in the
last 30 minutes of Ms Tierney’s contribution.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Eideh) —
Order! I believe Ms Tierney wanted to make
comparisons, and it is relevant to the motion. There is
no point of order.
Ms TIERNEY — I was taking the house through a
range of incentives that governments all over the world
have put in place. I have included the US because we
know how badly that country has been affected by the
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GFC (global financial crisis), yet even with the
difficulties faced by that country with the GFC it saw fit
to stand by and make sure that the vehicle industry in
that country survived. It did not throw it out with the
bathwater, which is exactly what Mr Ramsay’s
colleagues in Canberra want to do to this great industry.
Great Britain has also had enormous economic
difficulties, and it has a conservative government, but
instead of wanting to throw out the vehicle industry it
has brought in a number of measures. As we know, on
1 February last year it brought in a range of austerity
measures for the whole of the UK economy; however,
the Technical Strategy Board has come away unscathed
from the UK government’s measures to reduce its costs
and will continue to provide seed funding and support
new automotive-related technologies, including
alternative powertrains — that is, engines, for those
who do not understand what a powertrain is. Funding
can also come from the UK Carbon Trust for some
projects.
The UK government’s budget deficit in recent times
and its need to make significant cost savings have
resulted in it being increasingly resistant to requests for
support from the automotive industry. Several senior
government figures there have said that companies
cannot rely on similar support to what they had seen
during the crisis; instead the government is looking to
promote indirect support to improve business — —
Mr Ramsay interjected.
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ensure that we make technologically advanced
componentry and technologically advanced products,
which the automotive industry produces. All thinking
people would have to concur with this.
Today is the day for this government to state in this
house that it has a huge commitment in every sense to
vehicle manufacturing, including the components
sector. Today is the day to stop saying it is all too hard.
Today is the day you do not say when you do not just
give up on an industry and say, ‘It is in decline and all
too hard, so let’s just let it slide’. Our communities
want leadership. If that means we need to fight to keep
vehicle manufacturing and the components sector, then
let us do it. This industry is simply too important. It
represents thousands of jobs and a massive injection of
money into the economy. We on this side of the house
want to know where government members opposite
stand, how they are going to get their colleagues in
Canberra to stand up for vehicle manufacturing and the
vehicle components sector and how they are going to
guarantee that they will deliver on this.
The motion before the house today calls upon the state
government to support the practical fundamentals of
business. It calls on the government to join with us and
make it plain to the world that manufacturing matters in
this state. It calls on the Baillieu government to
repudiate the negative, narrow views expressed by the
federal opposition and to express its strongest support
for jobs and co-investment within the vehicle industry
as a means to achieve that.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! Mr Ramsay is to confine his comments and let
Ms Tierney continue. Ms Tierney is to continue and
stick to the motion.

I concur with Mr Somyurek that the government can
start today by changing its purchasing plan and making
sure that all government cars are Australian made. I
commend this motion to the house.

Ms TIERNEY — I have simply touched the surface
of what the world’s economies are doing today,
outlining the competitive difficulties that the industry
faces. It is not uncommon to assist industry, whether it
be primary or secondary industry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! I call on Mrs Peulich.

Federal Senator Kim Carr said that President Obama’s
auto package is costing about $264 per person, while
Australia’s support amounts to less than the price of a
ticket to the footy per person. We see a similar
approach being taken by the government in Germany
and we see a good approach being taken by the
conservative government in England, yet in this country
the Liberal Party in Canberra has been saying it is going
to walk away from the $500 million worth of assistance
for the vehicle industry. It has not understood the
fundamentals — that is, that the future of
manufacturing in this country depends on our ability to

Mr Leane — On a point of order, Acting President,
I desire to move that debate on this motion be
adjourned until later this day.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! That is not a point of order. I have called on
Mrs Peulich.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, Acting President. You could not deny me
the opportunity to speak following that meltdown
performance in which the previous member was
literally and figuratively breathing down the neck of
Mr Somyurek in a zealous desire to take over his job.
What an illuminating performance that was — and I
note the large tongue in my cheek. In 30 minutes the
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previous member failed to mention Victoria or
Geelong, let alone the suburb in which she lives,
Preston, where people need jobs and the opportunity to
work.
Ms Tierney — On a point of order, Acting
President, several times in this house we have had a
ruling from the President — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! That is not a point of order.
Ms Tierney — I am going to persist with this point
of order. This house will know, and I have stated this
on the record several times, that I do not live in Preston.
I live in my electorate, and I continue to be affronted by
the pathetic comments made by Liberal Party members
on this issue.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Crozier) —
Order! I advise Ms Tierney that she is debating. If she
is going to persist, I will have to ask her to leave. There
is no point of order.
Mrs PEULICH — If Ms Tierney feels that I have
said something that is out of order, she has an
opportunity to make a personal explanation to the
house. Basically what we have heard is a travelogue
that was obviously prepared by some friendly union
official, and indeed we see that the members on the
opposition benches are merely union hacks. We see that
from day one following their preselection and election
to Parliament, when they get up and pledge their loyalty
and pledge to be the mouthpiece of their union masters.
All we ever hear about is the inputs — the beneficial
enterprise bargaining agreements, the roars of
sympathy, the government subsidies and the
co-investment demands — and all of those are
legitimate issues when you are looking at the viability
of a sector. They are only interested in the inputs and
how we can get more of the public purse to feed into
sectors where they clearly have very large unionised
labour forces, with membership often not of their own
volition. For example, as has unfolded on the Grocon
site, we see the tactics the union uses in order to drive
workplaces and employers into submission and to drive
union membership.
We do not hear Labor members denouncing the
thuggish tactics of the union movement, the violence
that is being employed by the union movement, the
standover tactics of the union movement or the
illegality of current union actions. We do not hear a
word about these things. We do not hear a word about
any of those bad practices of the union movement,
which drive this state and this nation into a less
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competitive position year in and year out. If anyone is
in any doubt about that, then the Labor Party should
tune in to the latest comments made by Jac Nasser
about the loss of competitive position that Australia has
suffered. He enumerates the contributing factors, of
which the carbon tax is one.
Also, a recent report headed Investment Attraction
prepared by the Auditor-General and dated August
2012 says:
Although Victoria has been an attractive place for businesses
to invest for a number of years, maintaining the
competitiveness of Victoria’s business environment poses
significant challenges.

It goes on to say:
The government’s response to the 2011 Victorian
Competition and Efficiency Commission’s (VCEC) report,
Victorian Manufacturing: Meeting the Challenges — Inquiry
into a More Competitive Victorian Manufacturing Industry,
acknowledged Victoria’s low productivity is a problem and
agreed that the government should focus on facilitating
productivity improvements in the manufacturing industry.

Clearly the automotive industry is an important part of
that. I have not heard a word from the Labor benches
on how to make Victoria a more competitive place, and
part of that is denouncing the illegal, thuggish conduct
of the union movement which is the master of those
who sit on the opposition benches. I was absolutely
appalled by the arguments that have been put forward
and by Ms Tierney’s performance, of which Karl Marx
would have been very proud. I will take great pleasure
in voting against this motion.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr LEANE
(Eastern Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

HIGHER EDUCATION: AUSLAN
PROGRAMS
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the Council take note of the minister’s answer to a
question without notice on 16 August 2012 in relation to
Auslan courses.

My take-note motion today follows an answer that the
Minister for Higher Education and Skills gave to a
question without notice on 16 August 2012. The
minister has also supplied me with a copy of a
document headed Review of Auslan Training and
Delivery in Victoria by the Grant Thornton group. I
appreciate this as most other ministers in this
government work very hard to not be transparent or
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cooperative. Fortunately Mr Hall does not behave in
that way, which is greatly appreciated.
It seems to me that one of the problems the minister has
encountered with the issue of Auslan training is that he
has been badly advised. I am glad to see that research is
being done into training requirements for Auslan, but
this should have happened before the government cut
funding for Auslan and Kangan Institute. The cuts to
Kangan Institute have had a devastating effect on
Auslan training, as we see on page 3 of the Grant
Thornton report, which says:
Kangan Institute students make up 90–95 per cent of RMIT
student enrolments …

This is because students have to do the diploma at
Kangan Institute before they can go on to RMIT
University. The report continues:
Thus, the closure of these courses will have a direct impact on
the supply of interpreters in Victoria. Furthermore, the
demand for Auslan interpreting services is already increasing
both at a national and state level … The future supply of
interpreters will be further diminished if accredited Auslan
courses do not continue to be offered in Victoria.

In reading this report and the minister’s answer I find
there are more questions that need to be answered.
Hopefully the minister will be able to do so in his
response. Otherwise I will put them as a series of
questions on notice. Because of Mr Hall’s record in the
past, I presume that such questions would be answered
promptly, unlike other ministers who can take up to a
year to answer questions.
I will list my questions. The introduction of skills
reform eligibility criteria by the previous government
had the effect of fewer applicants being eligible for
government-subsidised funding: what is the intention of
this government to correct that funding problem? Fees
went from $750 to $2000 — clearly not affordable for
many students — and there has been a decrease in
funding from $11 in 2009 to $5.50 now: what will the
government do to address that funding shortfall?
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group spend time looking at the Kangan Institute
language lab? On page 25 of the Grant Thornton report
there is extensive reporting on language labs in the UK.
It is my understanding that Kangan Institute has
equivalent labs, so I am not sure whether the Grant
Thornton group actually went to the labs at Kangan
Institute and saw what was going on there, because it is
not mentioned in the report.
I think many people in this chamber, including me,
have learnt a great deal about Auslan in the last six
months and the importance to the deaf and hard of
hearing communities of having a language that is their
own. As many people will remember from the day we
had an interpreter in the chamber, it is also a
particularly beautiful language and extremely
expressive. Recently I had the opportunity to go to
Federation Square when there was a poetry reading in
Auslan and it was quite exquisite.
Kangan Institute and RMIT are providing excellent
training in the field of Auslan, but this government’s
lack of understanding of the importance of Auslan has
put the communication needs of our deaf and hard of
hearing communities at risk. It is quite clear that the
decline in funding for these courses began in 2009
under the previous Brumby government in regard to
changes to vocational education and training fees. But
no matter whose fault this is, Auslan training is too
important to be used as a political football, for training
to cease or be reduced because of a lack of funding.
My last request of the minister is that he release the
final report given to the Department of Education and
Early Childhood Development on 9 August 2012. I
thank the minister for being in the chamber because this
is another problem we often have where ministers
responsible for these issues do not come into the
chamber and do not respond. I greatly appreciate
Mr Hall being here today because I know he is
sincerely concerned about this issue, as are other people
in the chamber.

It appears from the report and the minister’s answer that
the government will undertake a competitive tender
process. Does this mean that the government intends to
support the privatisation of Auslan training? What will
the criteria be for this tender? Will it be the best
provider or the cheapest? How does Kangan Institute,
which has delivered a high standard of training for a
long time, fit into this scenario?

Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I thank Ms Hartland for raising this issue.
I am currently involved in meetings so my colleague
Mrs Coote is going to respond in a more fulsome way
on some of the issues that have been raised. Before I go
back to my meetings I want to say that in terms of
responding with answers to those questions the
commitment will be, as I have demonstrated before, to
do as much as I can.

How much time did the Grant Thornton group spend at
Kangan Institute with staff and students? How much
time was spent with stakeholders in general? Did the

The only thing I want to say about the release of the full
Grant Thornton report is, as I explained in a letter to
members of this chamber who raised this with me —
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Ms Hartland and Mr Leane — is that it contains some
financial matters concerning Kangan TAFE. Once a
competitive tender process was opened I did not want
to compromise the tender process and request those
financial details submitted in good faith to the Grant
Thornton inquiry. That is my response to the release of
the full report. I have released and put on the
department’s website access to all of the literature and
other information contained within that report. I know
Mrs Coote is going to respond more fulsomely to some
of those issues, but again I thank Ms Hartland for
raising this issue. As I have said all along, we are
committed to finding a solution and working with the
deaf community in terms of reaching that final solution.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — The
opposition is pleased to also contribute to
Ms Hartland’s take-note motion. As far as ongoing
training for Auslan interpreters goes, it is fair to say that
all members of the chamber see this as a very important
issue, and I would like to congratulate Ms Hartland for
keeping it on the agenda. I also congratulate the
minister, and I have had a number of conversations
with him. There is a determination from all members of
this chamber, including the minister, that this important
training is available in Victoria. The minister has
indicated to me the lengths to which he has gone,
within his ability, to encourage a training organisation
to pick up this particular training in the future, because
it would be an absolute tragedy for us to lose the
training of interpreters in Auslan in this state.
When this issue came to the fore, as members of
Parliament it gave us an opportunity to learn a lot about
this particular area and the way people who use Auslan
think of it as any other language, like English, French,
Spanish or other languages we use in our community.
People who depend on Auslan to communicate see it as
just another language and we should look at it that way.
It would be an absolute tragedy if we did not have
people trained to teach people this important language
when we know that having a disability is already hard
without the difficulty of not having people able to
interpret and communicate for them. I commend the
take-note motion to the house, and I look forward to an
outcome that people from this community will
hopefully appreciate.
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — I would
also like to congratulate Ms Hartland for bringing this
take-note motion to the attention of the chamber and
giving us all an opportunity to talk about how important
Auslan is in our community. I was very pleased to hear
the contribution from Mr Leane in support of the
take-note motion as well, because this element of our
community is very important. Auslan interpreting is not
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something everyone talks or thinks about, but it is
seriously important for the people who are involved. As
the minister said prior to leaving the chamber, he
extends his deepest apologies to the chamber,
particularly to Ms Hartland, but he is in the middle of
meetings and is not able to be here. But I know he has
briefed Ms Hartland thoroughly, as he has briefed
Mr Leane, and they both know how sincere he is about
getting this issue right.
It is important to take the opportunity to quote from a
Vicdeaf information sheet. It says:
Auslan (Australian sign language) is a community language
and one that is recognised by the Australian government’s
national language policy. It is a visual and spatial language
that has its own grammar, syntax and idioms which are
different from that of English.

Another information sheet states that:
Auslan … is the native sign language of the Australian deaf
community. It originally evolved in the 19th century from
British sign language through the migration of deaf people to
Australia. It has developed over several decades into a
separate language that Australian deaf people use to
communicate with each other.
Auslan is not a form of English. It has its own distinct syntax
and grammar and is composed of precise hand shapes, facial
expressions and body movements that can convey both
concrete and abstract information.

I have had the great privilege of being involved with the
Victorian Disability Advisory Council, chaired by Tony
Staley. This is a group made up of representatives from
peak organisations representing people with a
disability. There are several people on VDAC who
have hearing impairments, some of which are quite
severe, others not quite as severe. It has been interesting
for me to learn that there are different levels of Auslan
interpreters. For example, people who have limited
hearing who are able to understand most of what is
being said can have an interpreter who basically fills in
the bits that are missing. However, because VDAC
meetings and many other board meetings I have
attended are quite complex and some of the decisions
that we make are complex, we need to have Auslan
interpreters who are across the subject issues, who are
very good at interpreting and who are able to pick up
the nuances of the comments made around the table.
These people are extraordinary.
What I did not realise is that their arms get very tired.
You need two or three Auslan interpreters at a board
meeting, so they can be rotated through 20-minute
shifts to ensure that their arms get a chance to have a
rest. This is something that I, as a person who hears and
does not have a hearing loss, had no idea of.
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It has been an interesting exercise for me to get to know
about the various degrees of Auslan. I put on the record
right now my congratulations to Vicdeaf on the
employment of Christine Mathieson as its new CEO. I
have had the opportunity to work very closely with
Christine; she is a true professional and will bring a lot
to Vicdeaf and Deaf Australia. She will make a huge
difference to the lives of people with hearing loss in this
state, and I know that each and every one of us in this
chamber will look forward to working constructively
with her.
I would like to talk now, as the Minister for Higher
Education and Skills, Mr Hall, suggested I would,
about some of Ms Hartland’s concerns. First and
foremost, as Ms Hartland said, the minister
commissioned a report by Grant Thornton on Auslan
training. It was conducted by the Centre of Excellence
for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Students in partnership
with Grant Thornton Australia and was received by the
government on 13 August. The report makes many
recommendations and provides many pertinent details.
I know, as Ms Hartland and Mr Leane have said, the
minister gave them the opportunity to look at these
issues, and Ms Hartland rightly asked the minister for a
number of details.
The minister has said he will eventually make this
report completely available to the public, but at the
moment it is difficult for him to do so because there are
a number of financial ramifications of doing that. When
I was in opposition I used to think the government was
making things up when it talked about something being
commercial in confidence. I happen to know that the
minister is sincere about this issue and wants to share
the information, because he knows that Ms Hartland
and her party and the Labor Party are advocates for
Auslan here in Victoria and want to be supportive of it.
However, I am sure they will understand that at this
moment we are not able to release the report because it
contains sensitive financial information that is
commercial in confidence. But as soon as we are able
to, I know the minister will provide a briefing on those
issues.
As a result of the Grant Thornton report, the minister is
going to call for a competitive tender for delivery of a
capped number of Auslan places to commence during
the first half of 2013. The scope and scale of the Auslan
training tender will be developed in conjunction with
key stakeholders and released in mid-October. It will
take into consideration issues raised within the report.
The minister has dealt with a lot of the stakeholders and
it is very important that we get this right and that the
tender goes out.
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Vicdeaf may get the contract, just as Kangan Institute
might get the contract. We do not know who is going to
tender for the contract. It will be an open tender
process, and we as a government are hoping that many
people who are well qualified to provide these excellent
courses take up the challenge and come in with a
tender.
As I said, the minister has been particularly impressed
with the issues raised in the Grant Thornton report, and
I know there have been a lot of problems and concerns
with Kangan Institute providing services. There has
also been a lot of misinformation circulated. I do not
want to repeat the misinformation today, because I do
not think it would be constructive. It will not advance
us at all. The important message to take out of today is
the opportunity Ms Hartland has given to us as a
government to say that the situation is being looked at
in depth. We have had a comprehensive report that has
been discussed and debated with Kangan Institute and a
range of other organisations about what they want.
Ms Hartland asked about some specific time frames
with Kangan — such as, who was approached, how
were they interviewed et cetera. The minister has given
me his assurance that he will give Ms Hartland that
information as soon as he is able to do so. He did not
have it to hand today, but he will be very happy to share
it with her. Such is the calibre of the minister. The
minister came out of a meeting because he knew this
was on. He came to the chamber, explained his position
and gave his apologies. Knowing that this was going to
be on the agenda today, he showed the opposition and
the Greens the courtesy of explaining his position. As
Ms Hartland said, the minister is taking it very seriously
and is being open and transparent about something as
important as Auslan. It was pleasing to see that he was
able to make a brief commentary on it here today.
As I said, I am personally delighted to see that the
attention being given to Auslan and deaf signage is
going to be an integral part of Victoria going forward.
People with a hearing disability have an enormous
amount to offer our community, and we want them to
feel comfortable and integrated at all levels. Anyone
who watches international television will have seen that
at most major conferences and other events there is
someone interpreting in a sign language, and
increasingly we are seeing that here. Taralye in
Blackburn has done some fabulous early intervention
work with small children, and they are signing as their
parents are learning to sign. There are a lot of early
intervention programs happening, and it is very
pleasing to see.
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We want to see people who have any sort of hearing
impediment included as an integral part of our
community. Auslan is the key for them to do that. It is
pleasing to see that the minister has taken this matter
very seriously, and it is extremely pleasing for me, as a
member of this government, to see a minister of the
calibre of Minister Hall going out to the opposition
parties to talk to them about an issue as important as
this. Once again I commend Ms Hartland on bringing
this motion to the attention of the chamber.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
have 3 minutes. First of all, I commend the manner in
which Ms Hartland has conducted the debate and
pursued this issue. I also commend the Minister for
Higher Education and Skills on the manner in which he
has responded. They show the positive elements of the
way that our democratic system works.
As chair of the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development’s task force on students with
disabilities, I can say that I for one am very pleased that
we are going to make progress on securing access to
Auslan courses, because providing Auslan interpreting
services to the hearing impaired in the course of their
education or occupation, as well as in their social life, is
absolutely critical. A report has been undertaken.
Mrs Coote has canvassed that fully. There has been a
comprehensive literature and practice review, which
has informed the recommendations in the report, and,
bar the sensitive, commercial information in relation to
Kangan, that will be made available. If Auslan courses
were not made available, there would be a detrimental
impact on the supply of qualified interpreters in
Victoria, and we cannot afford to have that situation
emerge.
I commend the minister on the manner in which he has
responded to the problem that was highlighted. He has
initiated a competitive tender for the delivery of a
capped number of Auslan places that will commence
during the first half of 2013. The report highlights a
number of eligibility barriers for students accessing
training, and it provides recommendations around
flexible models of delivery that take into account the
access needs of rural and remote communities in
particular.
The scope and scale of the Auslan training tender will
be developed in conjunction with key stakeholders in
order to make sure that it is effective. It will respond to
the issues raised in the report and will be released in
mid-October. I am optimistic that we will navigate our
way out of this. I thank Ms Hartland and congratulate
her on the role she has played in making sure that the
issue was highlighted. I congratulate the minister on
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making sure that the issue was responded to. With those
few words, I commend the motion to the house.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
appreciate that this is seen as a non-partisan issue across
this chamber. I thank everybody who has spoken,
because I think we all acknowledge that Auslan is far
too important to become a political debate about who
did what, when and how. Mistakes have been made by
this government and by the previous government, but I
think the Minister for Higher Education and Skills is
rapidly trying to address those issues. I feel quite
confident that I will be given the information that I have
requested today. I will continue discussing this issue
with the minister.
Motion agreed to.

REGIONAL AND RURAL VICTORIA:
GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house notes —
(1) it is now 641 days since the election of the
Baillieu-Ryan government;
(2) the first act of the government was to increase the
size of the cabinet by 10 per cent;
(3) 29 500 full-time jobs have been lost in regional
Victoria in this time and the government is yet to
develop a jobs plan for regional Victoria;
(4) 400 jobs have been cut from the Department of
Sustainability and Environment, 200 from the
Department of Primary Industries and many
hundreds more lost through the gutting of regional
TAFE providers;
(5) that the priorities of the super-sized Baillieu-Ryan
government have included —
(a) an expensive taxpayer-funded study into the
legendary ‘big cat’;
(b) a design competition for Flinders Street
station without any capital works money
behind it;
(c) moving the Red Bull air race from Geelong to
Melbourne; and
(d) renaming Government House Drive to
Diamond Jubilee Boulevard;
and calls on the Premier and his 21 ministers to focus on
measures that will deliver real jobs to regional Victoria.

I am moving this motion to highlight a series of issues
that are very real in regional Victoria today. The first
and most obvious issue is the lack of a jobs plan. We
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have seen 29 500 full-time jobs leave regional Victoria
since the election of the Baillieu government. This is a
dereliction of duty.
When the government was elected its first act, literally,
was to increase the cabinet by 10 per cent. The advice
that the incoming Premier gave to the Governor was to
commission 22 ministers rather than 20. Executive
order no. 1 of this government was to increase the
ministry by 10 per cent. What have we seen for that?
We have not even seen something as basic as a regional
jobs plan. In the last couple of days we have had
Regional Cities Victoria come into this building and
make presentations across the board to members of
Parliament about some of the opportunities for regional
Victoria. This group of municipalities tells a heartening
story and it has a vision — a plan — for going forward.
But this government does not.
Regional Cities Victoria was funded $300 000 today to
help it develop plans, and that is a good thing. I
congratulate the government on that. However, when
we consider plans to rebuild regional Victoria, we only
need to look at the budget to see the lack of a jobs plan.
The first home owner boost in regional Victoria used to
mean that if a person in any of these 10 cities wanted to
build their own new home in regional Victoria — and I
am glad Mr Guy is in the chamber — they would get
$26 000 towards it. Owing to this budget they now get
$7000. I am very disappointed that Mr Guy, the
Minister for Planning, and Mr Dalla-Riva, the Minister
for Employment and Industrial Relations, were unable
to defend that.
If there is a single measure of the health of the
population in regional Victoria, it is the ability to keep
young people there. Three thousand people took up that
grant in the last year of the Labor government. That
grant is now gone. It is not going to mean that all young
people are going to leave regional Victoria or that all
construction in regional Victoria is going to stop, but it
is certainly going to dampen those things. At the same
time that the Victorian government got rid of that grant,
the O’Farrell government introduced it in New South
Wales as a way to decentralise and encourage regional
growth. That is just one part of the plan. There is not
just a lack of a plan, there are actions that undermine a
plan that was moving.
I will go to the TAFE issue, but the other part of this
motion is about contrasting the things that this
government is focusing on. This government is
prepared to ditch items that move, but if we look at
some of the things — and they are listed in the
motion — that this government is doing in lieu of that,
we can see some of the projects it is focusing on. I have
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already discussed at some length in this place the
design competition for Flinders Street railway station. I
am cynical about rail projects from the Liberal and
Nationals parties — more the Liberal Party in this
case — because it was back on 30 September 1958 that
the first promise came from the Liberal Party to build a
railway station at Monash University. We have the
Rowville feasibility study looking at that again. I am
cynical about proposals from the Liberal Party to
actually build things.
I will not talk about the Flinders Street rail design —
that is, the competition to make architects and the
Premier happy in Melbourne with no capital works
money behind it to actually redesign the station. I will
not talk about that. I will not talk about moving the Red
Bull air race from Geelong to Melbourne, because we
do not have much time today. I will not talk about the
renaming of Government House to Drive Diamond
Jubilee Boulevard. Talk about the big-picture issue!
I will, however, talk about the hunt for the elusive big
cat. The reason I will talk about that is that it is a
priority in government. Rather than come up with a
plan to generate regional jobs — 641 days and not a
plan — we have the Premier and the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security working on this. If we
find out about the big cat, I will be very interested, as
will many Victorians. However, it is hardly a first-order
issue. It is not just me who says that. I will quote a
couple of people who have views on this.
There is a chap in New South Wales called
Barry O’Farrell who, according to the Brisbane Times,
made several comments in 2008 when the then Labor
government came up with a feasibility study into the
big cat in New South Wales, which, incidentally, was
the second time in a decade that had happened in that
state. It has been done in Victoria in the last 20 years as
well. He talked about a few things that had happened in
the previous week in New South Wales politics and
then went on to say:
We move … to now science fiction involving something that
two previous investigations had found to be fanciful.
The reality is this state’s confronting a serious financial
situation, Mr Rees —

the then Premier of New South Wales —
ought to be using his resources and his attention to getting out
and fixing finances and restoring services.

That was Mr O’Farrell, who also asked what was next?
An investigation into flying pigs?
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We then move to what the current Minister for
Planning and Infrastructure in New South Wales said. I
am glad the Victorian planning minister is in the
chamber. On 25 September 2008 Mr Brad Hazzard said
in the New South Wales Parliament:
Now we have a new Premier who seems to be more
interested in hunting black panthers than delivering sound
policy initiatives.

Mr Hazzard went on to say:
The government is away with the pixies, and looking for
black panthers is a classic example of the wasted focus the
government brings to bear on the big issues.

I would also like to quote the comments of the current
Minister for Health in New South Wales, Jillian
Skinner, who said in the Age of 19 September 2008:
Nathan Rees needs to get his priorities right.
Looking into the so-called black panther, but not into the
budget crisis, says a lot about this bloke and it’s not good for
the people of NSW.

I could go on with multiple other quotes, but the gist of
it is that this is interesting. Perhaps Mr Ryan did do —
as the Yarram local paper seemed to say — an
assignment at school about the big cat, and now we all
have to pay for it. Perhaps he did. I am interested in the
outcome, but surely regional TAFE places, surely the
first home owner grant, surely cuts to the Department
of Primary Industries and the Department of
Sustainability and Environment, and surely a regional
jobs plan should be a higher priority for government
than diverting scarce public sector resources to indulge
this whim of the Deputy Premier.
I could go on about Rex Gilroy, the president of the
Blue Mountains UFO Research Club and founder of the
self-funded Australian Panther Research Centre, and his
views on the panther hunt, but I will summarise by
reading the following statement by Mr Gilroy, as
published in the Sydney Morning Herald of 16 July
2009:
To see the government people, the top echelon, finally doing
something — that makes me very happy.

He also wishes there was some work being done on
UFOs. The panther is of interest, but there are things of
greater relevance here today.
I will go back to the jobs plan. Since the change of
government 29 500 full-time jobs have left regional
Victoria. That is a fact from the Australian Bureau of
Statistics: 29 500 full-time jobs. We have a Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations who in the last
Parliament used to love getting up and counting down
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the days to a manufacturing plan. He counted them
down every day. Let us see what is happening on his
watch — the 22nd minister and the one for whom
Mr Baillieu went to the Governor to increase the size of
the ministry. What is the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Relations doing regarding regional
employment? Zip — Z-I-P.
I have asked the minister questions in this house about
National Foods leaving Simpson; he is not interested.
We have asked him questions about the Goulburn
Valley; we get the carbon tax being blamed, we get the
Murray-Darling Basin plan being blamed and we get
trade unions being blamed. We get the Brumby
government and the Gillard government being blamed.
I am surprised that we are not getting Tommy Bent
back in the 1890s being blamed! Somebody is always
to blame, but this minister is absent without leave when
it comes to a regional jobs plan. The Deputy Premier,
the minister with the billion-dollar fund which is meant
to be bigger — —
Ms Tierney — He is looking for Loch Ness
monsters!
Mr LENDERS — Yes, the minister with the
billion-dollar fund is, to quote Ms Tierney, looking for
Loch Ness monsters. But what is the billion-dollar fund
doing to generate jobs in regional Victoria? What is the
government’s jobs plan? The first thing the government
did was to take Regional Development Victoria (RDV)
out of the industry department and put it in the planning
department. That was the first action of the
government, so there is no synchronisation and no
harmonisation between those people who facilitate
business. It beggars belief that we have had a giant
trade mission to India and a giant trade mission to
China, but what about the people who actually come
back and do that? They report back to the Department
of Business and Innovation (DBI), but where is
Regional Development Victoria? It is in the
Department of Planning and Community Development
(DPCD). Where is the synergy? The people who have
gone on the super trade missions to find the information
come back, and presumably, in Kennettesque style,
they report back to Melbourne. That is what matters.
Regional Victoria is once again the toenails of the state.
What do we have in the jobs plan? Firstly, it
dismembers the things that worked. It is no coincidence
that during the depths of the global financial crisis
Victoria generated more than 90 per cent of the new
full-time jobs in Australia. Now what happens? Under
this Premier and under this Deputy Premier’s watch,
29 500 full-time jobs have left regional Victoria, and
the vehicles that worked, like having RDV inside DBI,
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have been dismantled. What is interesting about this
government is that leaked public service documents
show there was a plan to move RDV back from DPCD
into DBI, but once it was disclosed publicly the
government did a total backflip on it again.
I return again to a jobs plan for regional Victoria. The
starting point is a plan. We need to acknowledge what
the challenges and problems are. We need to have a
plan. We then need to implement that plan, and we
need someone who is responsible for it. We have a
Deputy Premier who walks around the state saying he
has the biggest infrastructure fund in the history of the
inner solar system — or whatever else his boast is at the
moment — but what do we see from it? In actual dollar
terms, when you adjust it for inflation over the years of
the forward estimates, it is actually less than the Labor
Party had in its forward estimates. Furthermore, it can
be used for the interface councils and it can be used for
other functions that are less devoted to economic
development than was the case previously. Therefore
the starting point in relation to the minister’s super fund
is that it is actually not that big. Size is not everything in
this by any means; it is how judiciously you use it.
This goes back to my earlier point: if there is any spare
capacity in the Department of Sustainability and
Environment after we have sacked 400 public
servants — or, to use the correct terminology, after the
efficient government has reduced the department’s staff
numbers by 400 — and after we have shed another
200 in the Department of Primary Industries, it is hard
to understand what ‘core services’ are that we can
suddenly take people off these important scientific tasks
that they have been doing and put them onto a search
for the big cat — the big priority.
I travel around the state talking to workers in the
mining sector. They have a minister — who I will say
is a crazy minister — who does juvenile, undergraduate
press releases about the Labor Party and the Greens
suggesting that a parliamentary committee be given a
reference to look at mines. And then at the merest whiff
from The Nationals, because they are terrified about
what is happening to Russell Northe, the member for
Morwell in the Assembly, in Callignee and Morwell,
the government does a total backflip and says, ‘Let’s
get Julia Gillard, heaven forbid, to do a commonwealth
national approach to solving coal seam gas issues
because the state government is just not up to it’. So
Michael O’Brien, the Minister for Energy and
Resources, does a backflip that would have got him
probably 10 out of 10 in the diving at the Olympics,
having been totally rolled by The Nationals.
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What is interesting is that The Nationals can roll things
when it matters to them. So if the golden boy or the
next leader is suddenly under threat, they will do a
backflip and roll a local Liberal minister. But if it is
something like Morwell, which I would have thought
was more critical — and to return to the motion about a
jobs plan — it is actually about boosting skills in the
Latrobe Valley. Slashing TAFE positions across the
Latrobe Valley is hardly the way, I would have thought,
to reaffirm any relevance in regional Victoria for
Mr Northe in the seat of Morwell, when you are
undermining the very fabric that makes the Latrobe
Valley competitive — that is, a skilled workforce.
A jobs plan needs to be more than The Nationals doing
a pale imitation of the Labor Party and demanding that
we pause on coal seam gas exploration until we get
better science dealing with what it might be doing with
aquifers. One would have thought that a jobs plan
would have been something with which the
government could start harnessing the skills of the
workforce in the Latrobe Valley and that that would
have been a higher priority.
Again, going back to the priority of the government —
and the commentary from three senior ministers in the
O’Farrell government about what they think the
relevance is of those quests to look for big cats — it is
to actually focus on something that generates jobs in the
state of Victoria rather than satisfying a curiosity that
the Deputy Premier has had since he did that project at
high school all those years ago.
What we seek is a jobs plan. It is now 641 days since
that bloated, super-sized cabinet — the equal largest in
the history of Victoria — was sworn in by the
Governor. We have a Deputy Premier with
responsibility for regional development; we have a
minister for agriculture with responsibility for
agriculture; we have a minister for industry and
innovation with responsibility for something; we have a
Minister for Employment and Industrial Relations who
is presumably responsible for employment rather than
unemployment, which has risen by 29 500 people in
regional Victoria; and we have a Minister for Planning.
Yet out of all this do we have a country jobs plan? The
answer is no. We have task forces, we have inquiries,
we have super trade missions — —
Ms Pulford — We have feasibility studies.
Mr LENDERS — We have feasibility studies,
Ms Pulford, and we will have a feasibility study into
feasibility studies shortly. What we see from the
feasibility studies is that they require investment, they
require action and they require a jobs plan that is bigger
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than creating two extra ministries so that the member
for Lowan in the Assembly, Mr Delahunty, from The
Nationals and Mr Dalla-Riva in this house from the
Liberal Party get a place at the cabinet table.
I realise that we will shortly be called to discuss
statements on reports and papers, and I still have a fair
way to go in my contribution to this motion, but I flag
that by the time we get back to this debate in two weeks
there will be time for this government of not 641 days
but 655 days by then to prove me wrong as it will have
two weeks to come up with a jobs plan.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Auditor-General: Investment Attraction
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
will make some remarks on the Investment Attraction
report by the Victorian Auditor-General which was
tabled this month. It is a very insightful report, so much
so that the Economic Development and Infrastructure
Committee, a joint all-party committee, is going to
invite the Auditor-General to present the findings of
this audit summary to the committee as part of its
inquiry into local economic development under the
terms of reference provided by the Parliament. That is a
good place to start in terms of setting the broader
picture.
Governments compete to attract business investment in
the belief that this will support economic growth and
not only attract new investment but also encourage
established businesses to invest further to stimulate
employment and develop the economy. Often this is
done on a cluster or regional basis, although not
necessarily. Sometimes it is through particular
industries. By promoting, for example, the attributes of
a region as an investment location and often providing
various incentives and other services to individual
investors it is possible for a region to spread the benefit
of that government investment more broadly.
Victoria has been a very attractive place to invest.
However, the global financial crisis, the more
challenging global circumstances, the high dollar, the
deterioration of productivity and the more difficult
industrial environment are proving to be very
challenging for Victoria. It is important that the
changing environment is factored in as we review these
policies.
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In this report it is acknowledged that we are losing
ground, and at page vii of the ‘Audit summary’ the
report says the government has acknowledged:
… Victoria’s low productivity as a problem and agreed that
the government should focus on facilitating productivity
improvements in the manufacturing industry —

in particular. The report goes on to comment on the
Department of Business and Innovation’s advocacy
role, which appears to be working effectively, and it
recommends that DBI work with other departments to
address regulatory concerns. Where there are synergies,
departments can pool their resources to get better
outcomes. It is clear that the projects that have received
some government grants have generated benefits in
terms of jobs, capital expenditure and exports. The
report states:
However, DBI’s investment assistance programs are not
focused on achieving a broader range of economic benefits
such as productivity and innovation, which have been key
features of government policies …

That criticism by the Auditor-General is not unique.
Indeed most of the reports on the performance of
various government departments comment that the
money we actually input on behalf of taxpayers is often
not specifically linked to measured outputs but more
commonly just describes various activities around that.
That is the next stage of evolution, obviously, in terms
of reporting on investment. The Auditor-General’s
report goes on to say:
DBI does not clearly define objectives for investment
attraction and does not have a comprehensive strategic plan
governing the various activities it performs to attract
investment to Victoria.

More importantly, the section of the report headed
‘Future outlook’ on page 3 is worth reading. It
identifies challenges globally and nationally, such as
the fact that productivity growth has fallen over the past
10 years; that the sustained resources boom is
supporting a higher Australian dollar, putting upward
pressure on the price of Victorian exports; and that
population growth, urban development and the inability
of state governments to maintain and expand the state’s
critical infrastructure assets — which the former Labor
government neglected for 10 years — have led to some
very significant issues for industries such as traffic
congestion, freight bottlenecks and inefficiencies. We
also have the carbon tax and higher energy costs, and
the shift to a low-carbon economy is placing further
pressure on businesses.
I look forward to making future comments on this
report. It is very important that all levels of government
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address inefficiencies and the need to improve
productivity.

Department of Sustainability and
Environment: report 2011
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
some remarks on the annual report of the Department
of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) for 2011.
This department does a great deal of important work,
and the report goes into this in considerable detail. One
of the department’s key priorities is its ongoing work to
implement the recommendations of the 2009 Victorian
Bushfires Royal Commission, including those that deal
with fuel reduction on public land. Another priority is
natural resource management, protecting our natural
resources for future generations. Nature-based tourism
is a significant employer in my electorate, with the
Great Ocean Road and the Grampians in one
electorate — how clever to design something like that.
There are many more amazing nature-based tourism
experiences to enjoy, and the natural resource
management work that the department does is
incredibly important.
Managing water resources is part of the work of the
department, as is climate change adaptation, which is a
challenge when you have a government that is formed
by a party that is led at the federal level by the greatest
climate change denier in the land, Tony Abbott. I know
you, Acting President, are not allowed to interject from
the chair, but I think it is appropriate to note for the
record that the Acting President, Mr Finn, is also quite
sceptical about the human impact on climate change.
However, I — and hopefully a lot of the people at DSE
who are referred to in this report — and most people in
the communities that we represent and indeed in the
world, including the scientists, are on the other side. We
think that the human impact on our environment is real
and ought to be dealt with in some way.
The report identifies the state government’s
environmental priorities. The government has raised
plenty of eyebrows with the Alpine National Park
cow-grazing fiasco and the destruction of the wind
energy industry and wind energy investment in
Victoria, which is greatly concerning. The sector was
employing many people in the construction phases of
significant projects that were contributing to reducing
the reliance on traditional brown coal for our energy
needs and providing for the greatest share of our future
energy needs to be met from renewable energy sources.
I recently had the opportunity to visit the Macarthur
wind farm in south-western Victoria. The energy that
will be harnessed from this project is significant.
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I refer to a couple of dot points under the heading ‘State
government priorities’. They refer to the government’s
commitments to deliver a response to the 2009
Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission
recommendations and to the Living Melbourne, Living
Victoria road map, which is about establishing Victoria
as a world leader in livable cities and integrated water
cycle management, and which seeks to guide urban
water reform, of which there has been a great deal in
the state.
The next annual report will differ from this one in that it
will have a third dot point under ‘State government
priorities’, because somewhere on Victorian public
land, hidden in the bushes, is the big cat. We know the
government has some funny priorities around regional
communities and that the Minister for Regional and
Rural Development, Mr Ryan, is particularly keen on
finding the big cat, so in next year’s annual report, at
dot point three on page 5 will be ‘Find the big cat’.
Perhaps a more cost-effective measure would simply be
to put out a saucer of milk!

Auditor-General: Carer Support Programs
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak to the Auditor-General report on carer support
programs of August 2012. I read this report with great
interest, because everyone in the community knows of
someone who is a carer for their family. Whether the
person needing care is elderly or disabled makes no
difference.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics has identified over
700 000 people who are caring for an ageing or a
disabled family member, and 194 000 of them
identified themselves as the primary carer. In many
cultures it is seen as a duty or responsibility for a child
to look after their elderly parents; however, not all
cultures are imbued with this ideal. Nonetheless these
figures reflect the fact that 13 per cent of the Victorian
population are undertaking these duties and tasks daily.
Governments, both commonwealth and state, are firmly
of the view that a person needing care and assistance to
cope with the requirements of daily living should
remain in their own home and be provided with
appropriate support mechanisms.
The report shows that identifying a number of carers
does not necessarily mean all of the carers in the
community have been accounted for. There are
thousands of people who have never thought of
themselves as carers or who even know that from time
to time a well-earned respite break may be provided by
the government.
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The report shows there is a decided lack of information
available for carers. If given a choice, most people
prefer to live in their own home. They prefer their own
family to strangers, particularly when it involves
showering, shaving and dressing. Governments have
found it is more cost effective for an ailing person to
live in their own home rather than a nursing home.
The Auditor-General has demonstrated through his
investigations that much more needs to be done to
highlight the provisions that are available to carers who
are taking responsibility for the comfort and care of
their family members. The report contains several
recommendations, and I support them all. I would like
to see them all implemented, because unpaid carers are
the real heroes in our community. They provide loving
and selfless ongoing daily support to their loved ones,
and they deserve recognition by governments for their
efforts. The system of rewarding carers needs real
improvement. This report contains the formula for a
good start.

Auditor-General: Investment Attraction
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am
always pleased to rise to make a contribution on the
findings of the Victorian Auditor-General. I found the
Victorian Auditor-General’s report on investment
attraction to be a very good read. We need to appreciate
that governments of all persuasions set out to attract
business investment. They understand that it is essential
to support economic growth and stability within their
jurisdictions and that attracting new investment and
encouraging established businesses to invest further
enables governments to stimulate employment and
further develop the economy.
The Department of Business and Innovation is
Victoria’s lead economic and development agency. The
operations of other government agencies affect
Victoria’s business environment, but it is the
Department of Business and Innovation’s primary role
to deliver the government’s vision, a vision of a
dynamic, innovative and sustainable economy in which
business is encouraged to grow. Attracting investment
is one of the key activities of the department.
Victoria has been blessed with a good business
environment over the last 15 years. We are now seeing
a lot of indicators that underpin the view that
maintaining competitiveness in the long term poses
challenges, particularly because of low productivity.
When we think about elements that may affect
investment decisions and put a dint in the momentum
that the Department of Business and Innovation might
have in attracting investment in this state, we need only
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point to some very important elements highlighted
under the heading ‘Future outlook’ in the Victorian
Auditor-General’s report, from which I will quote:
Although the Victorian business environment has been sound
for a number of years, it faces significant challenges to
maintain its competitiveness, both globally and nationally.

It is not news to anybody in this chamber or around the
nation that productivity growth has fallen in the last
10 years. It is hard to imagine a turnaround in
productivity growth. We only need look at the policies
that the federal government is inflicting upon the
Australian business and investment communities and
the forward direction of economic growth in this
country to see we are all impacted because of its poorly
thought-out decisions where something has clearly just
been done to solve a political problem of the moment
without any attention being paid to the long-term
ramifications.
Upward pressure on the price of Australian exports
continues because of the resources boom in other states,
and this threatens our competitiveness as a state. One of
the other key points the Victorian Auditor-General
makes under ‘Future outlook’ is the impact of shifting
to a low-carbon economy, and I quote:
Shifting to a low-carbon economy will place further pressure
on some businesses.

We have also seen a further deterioration in financial
markets that impacts on both living standards and the
current resources boom, both locally and
internationally.
I wonder what the investor community thinks of the
antics of the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy
Union on the Myer site in Lonsdale Street? I wonder
what it thinks of the picket lines and the brutality to
police horses? I wonder what it thinks about building in
the central business district of Melbourne?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Time!

Family and Community Development
Committee: opportunities for participation of
Victorian seniors
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I wish
to speak today on the Family and Community
Development Committee’s report on its inquiry into
opportunities for the participation of Victorian seniors,
which was tabled in this house in August. I begin by
congratulating the committee on this report. I think it is
a significant report which makes a number of very
worthwhile recommendations. I have spoken on a
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number of occasions in this house about the
contribution that our senior Victorians make. They are
highly valued members of our community. The
committee’s report highlights the contributions senior
Victorians have made and are making to the
community, but they need to be properly supported to
be able to do that.
Amongst other things, the committee was asked to
identify the role of government in supporting older
Victorians, to consider the economic significance of
older Victorians in the paid workforce and voluntary
sector and to consider ageing well in terms of quality of
life and community participation. I can only touch
briefly upon some of these issues in my time today, but
I do want to indicate that senior Victorians in our
community experience a number of barriers to
participation in relation to the accessibility of services
and buildings, financial insecurity and elder abuse.
However, I am concerned that while some very
worthwhile recommendations are contained in this
report, the reality, as it currently stands under this
government, is not meeting the aspirations represented
in this report.
We have an ageing population. These days people live
much longer than they did several decades ago. For
example, people in the early 20th century were
expected to live only into their mid-50s, whereas today
people live well into their 80s. That of course creates a
whole range of issues in terms of the need for people to
have economic independence but also support from
government for the essential services that they will
require.
That is why I am very concerned about the rhetoric that
we have heard is contained in the secret Vertigan
report. It talks about ‘big society’, modelling its ideas
on what is happening in the United Kingdom at the
moment, where the Cameron government is essentially
saying it is moving towards smaller government by
dismantling government services, and people will need
to rely on philanthropy and charity to receive the
support they will require in their lives.
I hope we do not get to the point here in Victoria where
our senior Victorians will increasingly need to rely on
charity and philanthropy because various services are
dismantled. At the moment — despite the fact that the
minister seems to be quite oblivious to it — because of
funding cuts we are seeing cuts in services through
home and community care across Victoria. Councils
are reporting that their waiting lists are growing, and
this will impact on the very thing that the committee
recommended in its report — that is, that senior
Victorians be provided with support to enable them to
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age well and to continue to live in their own homes and
communities as long as possible before moving into
aged-care facilities. That requires support from
government.
Despite the government cutting back on transport
accessibility funding, there are recommendations in the
report relating to transport accessibility which I think
are very worthwhile. Housing accessibility is also a
recommendation, but I draw the attention of members
to the fact that in its own Building Amendment Bill
2011 the government squibbed this issue when it had
the opportunity to address it.
There is also a recommendation of having a lead
minister for older people to report to the Parliament. I
point out that the previous government had a dedicated
Minister for Senior Victorians, with a
whole-of-government approach to issues affecting
seniors. This government decided to abandon that and
only has a Minister for Ageing, which means that that
minister tends to take a very narrow focus on the needs
of our senior Victorians. I think this is a worthwhile
report, but the reality does not match the rhetoric.

Economy and Infrastructure Legislation
Committee: Road Safety Amendment (Car
Doors) Bill 2012
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I wish
to speak tonight on the inquiry into the Road Safety
Amendment (Car Doors) Bill 2012. Even though I
wrote a minority report on this, I would like to start off
by thanking the committee, and especially the chair,
Mrs Coote, for the incredibly cooperative way that we
managed this. It was a difficult reference in many ways
because we were confronted by evidence from people
who had had their lives put at risk, such as Andrew
Tivendale, who was in a coma for five months after
being doored. I particularly want to mention the parents
of James Cross, who was killed in such an incident.
Michael and Nicola presented to the committee in an
incredibly dignified manner. They certainly were not
using their experiences to seek revenge on the person
involved. They understood how difficult it was for her,
but they were attempting to make sure that no other
family would have to go through what they went
through.
My main reason for writing the minority report is that
while I consider recommendation 2 of the report — that
VicRoads undertake a review of car dooring incidents
before the end of 2014 — worthwhile, the committee
does not have the power to actually implement it. If we
had known that VicRoads would definitely look at
whether the increase in penalties is changing behaviour,
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I probably would not have had to write a minority
report, but we cannot be assured that that work will be
undertaken.
Again, I consider that the committee dealt with the
issue of demerit points in a very cooperative way, even
though members clearly disagreed. As Ms Broad said
in her contribution, a majority of the submissions were
in favour of demerit points being imposed for car
dooring. Victoria Police was quite clear in its evidence
that the issue should be dealt with by police. I would
like to quote Victoria Police representative Sergeant
Kozulins:
We sort of look at that as an administrative function —
whether a passenger or minor can get demerit points. If they
cannot, they cannot. If it happens to be a driver, and 75 per
cent of the time we see it — that is fine — they can be
attached.

The police saw this as a straightforward administrative
way to deal with this issue. However, on the issue of
demerit points, it is quite clear in my mind that while
people are often willing to pay a fine they are not as
happy about getting demerit points because that will
lead to the possibility of the loss of their licence. I do
not think the increase in fines the government brought
in via regulation during the time the committee was
considering the bill is enough — the increase needs to
be much higher.
I, like other people on the committee, learnt a great deal
about this issue during the time of the report. I am not a
cyclist; I am a walker — I am not brave enough to
cycle around Footscray. However, the inquiry has made
me change my behaviour a lot in that I am looking in
windows and getting out of cars slowly, making sure
that there is not a cyclist coming up alongside me.
The other issue we have to confront as a community is
that often cyclists are blamed, with people saying that
cyclists get too close to cars. If you look at any of the
bike paths around the city, the reality is that there is
simply not enough separation between cars and cyclists.
As well as needing demerit points and increased fines,
we also need to have safe cycling paths throughout the
city for the increasing numbers of people who choose to
cycle. We should be encouraging that, not discouraging
it.

Family and Community Development
Committee: opportunities for participation of
Victorian seniors
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — I would
like to speak today on the Inquiry into Opportunities for
Participation of Victorian Seniors report. I am a
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member of the Family and Community Development
Committee, and I have to say that it was a very
interesting inquiry. As I said when this report was first
brought into this chamber, this is an issue that is
relevant to all of us in this place. We are all moving
inexorably towards being senior Victorians; it is a
march we cannot do much about, and it is coming our
way.
Hon. M. P. Pakula — Some of us are closer than
others!
Mrs COOTE — Some are indeed closer than
others, Mr Pakula. The reality is that most of us here are
dealing with seniors issues; if we are not dealing with
constituents who have seniors issues, we are dealing
with family members, loved ones or neighbours who
have them, so it is very relevant. A huge number of
Victorians will be facing some quite significant issues
within the next 20 years.
One of the things that was very interesting to see is that
it is very hard to talk about a cohort of people being
aged. As I said before, some people who are in their 90s
are sprightly and going to the gym each day or
swimming or exercising or are participants in their
community. Others who are about 45 are not quite so
agile and able, so it was very difficult to come up with a
lot of generalisations within that cohort. However, one
of the aspects that was particularly interesting to me
regardless of how old people are was the issue of
empowerment. This came up for a number of
submitters who reported to our committee, the Council
of the Ageing being one of those. It was very
interesting. The report says on page 94, under the
heading ‘Understanding empowerment’:
The committee considers empowerment to be an older
person’s capacity to make informed and effective choices,
that is, to make choices and to transform those choices into
desired actions and outcomes.

There are a number of areas which this touches upon.
One is improving access to information, and another is
fostering independence. Others include encouraging
connectedness, promoting safety and enabling lifelong
learning and volunteering.
One of the issues about information sharing is it is not
just information on health issues, local council issues or
anything to do with government services. One of the
things that was particularly interesting, and you only
have to go to your local library to see it, is that so many
older people are engaged with the internet — indeed
with Facebook — so that they can keep in touch with
their grandchildren particularly. We have seen a huge
drive in areas such as ancestry.com where people are
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engaging with modern technology to do their heritage
checks et cetera.
Information is an empowering tool; it is important for
us. All of us in this place are pretty switched on as far
as information gathering is concerned, but we cannot
take it for granted. A lot of people out there, particularly
senior Victorians, have not been brought up in or have
not embraced the information age. We must be very
careful, in any information we send out, to be cognisant
of the fact that not everybody is on the internet, and we
must make certain as members of Parliament that we
get information out to our entire electorates,
remembering that some people still need to have paper
information. Improving access to information is
extremely important.
We take fostering independence for granted, but here is
a story of an 80-year-old:
I am male, 80 years of age, live on my own and have no
family or relatives.
I am lucky that I own my home and have very good
neighbours.
My main worry, and I think that it is the same with most older
people, is the fear of losing my independence. By that I mean
becoming sick or feeble to the point that I am unable to look
after myself and possibly have to be put into an aged-care
home.

We have to recognise that this is a fear amongst the
community and deal with it appropriately.
Another issue is encouraging connectedness. Some of
the reasons people lose their connectedness is because
of loss or bereavement if someone dies; mental or
physical health problems; moving house and therefore
losing the community they have known; and caring
responsibilities, where people often become very
isolated because they are spending all their time caring
for a family member or someone with a disability or
someone else in ill health or grandchildren. Other areas
are cultural issues which isolate people, such as people
who identify as gay, lesbian, transgender or intersex,
and locality and distance, which often make lack of
connectedness a real issue for some people.
Lifelong learning is another particular issue. I do not
have time now, but I will take this up again; it is a very
worthwhile report.

Department of Sustainability and
Environment: report 2011
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I am very
pleased to rise and make some comments on the
Department of Sustainability and Environment’s annual

Wednesday, 29 August 2012

report for 2011. In this report we see that the DSE has
been very busy and has made considerable
achievements from 2010 to 2012. I would encourage
members to take the time to have a look at this report.
As a member who represents a rural and regional
electorate, Northern Victoria Region, the flood
response and recovery work that the DSE has
undertaken in my electorate and across Victoria has
been very significant. There has been a series of
significant flood events across Victoria during the
reporting period, severely affecting homes, businesses
and communities and resulting in large-scale damage to
the environment, parks and the reserve system.
DSE staff have been deployed, and they have
responded to these significant events by being involved
in the filling of sandbags and arranging for sandbags,
dropping very important supplies to isolated
communities, participating in incident management
teams, providing mapping expertise, dealing with flood
plain management and dam management issues, being
involved in rapid risk assessment teams that assess the
risk to life and property whilst the flood event is either
emerging or under way, and assisting with
infrastructure and environment on public land affected
by the floods right across regional Victoria. They have
also been very much involved in the recovery work,
and that is still under way.
These flood events have required a lot of recovery
work, including cleaning up of our streams and
waterways, as well as works to restore and repair
flood-damaged parts of Victoria and the flood warning
network. As part of the flood recovery employment
plan more than 40 people in regional Victoria have
been employed to undertake flood recovery work,
including fencing, weeding and erosion control.
DSE has also been very involved in responding to the
recommendations of the 2009 Victorian Bushfires
Royal Commission and positioning regional Victoria to
do that. That is an initiative that was undertaken during
the period from 2010 to 2012. There has also been
investment in natural resources and management.
When you look at it you see that one of the distressing
decisions the Baillieu-Ryan government has taken —
and particularly Peter Ryan — is to take away
important resources from the DSE to look for a big cat.
I have just outlined some of the significant work that
has been undertaken by the DSE, but the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security, Peter Walsh, has said
that the DPI (Department of Primary Industries) and the
DSE will spend months reviewing photographs and
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evidence, sightings and reports to verify the existence
of a big cat.
When I mentioned to someone that we had a big cat
motion on our papers today they said maybe the first
thing that should be suggested to Mr Walsh was that he
put out a saucer of milk. That might work. If that does
not work, then maybe they should try Whiskas and then
maybe move on to some of the more exotic brands of
cat food. That money could be much better spent
employing our DSE and DPI personnel to build on the
work they do.
If the minister does not think that is worth doing, then
perhaps some of the money could be directed towards
reducing cost of living pressures that have blown out
for Victorians. In my electorate and in many areas
across the state people are struggling as a result of the
School Start bonus and the education maintenance
allowance being abolished. That is heavily impacting
on people in my electorate. There is also the ripping off
of $100 million of annual funds from TAFE.
These are some of the things that money could be better
spent on. Perhaps it could be better spent on looking at
a jobs plan, particularly a jobs plan for rural and
regional Victoria. Perhaps the money would be better
spent doing that rather than reviewing photos and
reports for evidence of the existence of a big cat. I
recommend that people take a look at the DSE annual
report.

Family and Community Development
Committee: opportunities for participation of
Victorian seniors
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — As I
said when I tabled this report during the last sitting
week, I am pleased to rise to speak on the Family and
Community Development Committee’s report entitled
Inquiry into Opportunities for Participation of
Victorian Seniors.
We have heard from Ms Mikakos, who acknowledged
some of the issues arising from this report, and we
heard Mrs Coote’s contribution earlier this afternoon. I
would like to refer to a particular aspect of the report.
As Mrs Coote said, it was a very interesting inquiry and
many issues were raised throughout the course of the
inquiry, but one particular area on which we heard
significant evidence and about which we learnt more
was the area of elder abuse.
In the report we highlighted the need to promote safety.
As the report highlights:
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The feeling of physical and financial safety and security is
essential to the empowerment of people in later life.

Abuse of the elderly can come in various forms. It can
be physical abuse, sexual abuse, psychological abuse,
social abuse, neglect and financial abuse. Those
elements are of particular concern. At page 105 of the
report the committee highlights:
Most old people have a view that it will not happen to them
and that, ‘My family will look after me, and I can trust them
with everything’, but it is more often than not their own
family that will perpetrate the financial elder abuse.

That was part of the evidence given to the committee
by State Trustees, and the incidence of abuse in terms
of financial elder abuse is, as I said, quite alarming.
This is due to it often being hidden in nature. It is
difficult to get a sense of the numbers involved, as
highlighted on page 106 of the report. In research that
was undertaken it was found that up to 5 per cent of
Australians aged over 65 have experienced it and that
older women over the age of 60 are more at risk. It is
not only those two cohorts but also different groups
within our community that are at risk of elder abuse.
The committee heard from a number of areas and
identified that the challenges related to elder abuse are
often exacerbated for seniors from culturally and
linguistically diverse backgrounds. The committee
heard evidence that in many instances abuse is hidden
because of the need for interpreting services, and in
many cases children and family members undertake
that necessary interpretation. It is a very serious issue,
and it was highlighted in a Herald Sun article of last
year. That article says:
Most cases are perpetrated by close family members. As a
result it is a very silent crime, and one kept very much in the
confines of the family.

I was pleased that during the course of the inquiry the
government put out some guidelines entitled Elder
Abuse Prevention and Response Guidelines for Action
2012–14. That has been prepared in conjunction with a
number of people. The advisory group was put
together, and it comprised representatives from the
health, legal, finance and community sectors. It was
chaired by Nick Wakeling, the member for Ferntree
Gully in the other place. This document outlines some
practical guidelines and also highlights this very
alarming rise in elder abuse.
One of the recommendations or findings of the
committee was that there is a greater risk of abuse, and
one of the recommendations of the committee was that
the government work with various groups and
implement a campaign to raise awareness of elder
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abuse and how it can be prevented. As I said at the
outset, it was a very interesting inquiry. It raised many
issues that I think we should all be aware of, but the
effects of elder abuse that are spreading throughout our
community and are identified as a silent crime need to
be noted.

Department of Sustainability and
Environment: report 2011
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — I wish to make
some remarks on the 2011 annual report of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment. At the
outset I would like to acknowledge that DSE has a huge
set of responsibilities for, amongst other things,
efficiently managing Victoria’s water resources,
reducing the impact of major bushfires and providing
effective stewardship of Victoria’s environment.
At the commencement of the report there is a reference
to a very long-running program which was completed
in 2010 called the Summerland Estate Buyback
program. The program was commenced in 1985 by the
Cain Labor government to secure important habitat and
protect Phillip Island’s largest remaining little penguin
colony. It is not in my electoral region of northern
Victoria, but it is terrific to see that in 2010 DSE
acquired the final lot of land on the Summerland Estate,
completing that very important program. Well done to
all of the people who have been involved in that
program over all of those years.
Regrettably, notwithstanding the very important
responsibilities that DSE has, the current government,
under the leadership in the case of DSE of two
ministers, Minister Peter Walsh and Deputy Premier
Peter Ryan, has apparently seen fit to have Department
of Primary Industries and DSE staff spend months
receiving photographs and submissions from goodness
knows who, looking for evidence of sightings of big
black cats, pumas, cougars or whatever might be sent
their way. It is disgraceful — I do not think it is too
strong a word — that the Baillieu-Ryan government is
diverting important resources from DSE and DPI to this
purely political exercise.
This annual report, to use two examples from northern
Victoria, includes very detailed information about the
work undertaken by DSE in protecting threatened
species in relation to the helmeted honeyeater and the
mountain pygmy possum. It is very important work that
the department is undertaking, but that program and
many other programs are going to be affected by this
diversion of resources to this ridiculous political
exercise. It can be put into the same category as the
hell-bent policy of the Baillieu-Ryan government of
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putting cows into national parks and requiring DSE to
be involved in bogus so-called scientific studies which
are nothing of the sort, as the media has done a very
good job of exposing.
Another important area of DSE’s responsibilities which
is referred to in this annual report is in relation to
bushfires. The Department of Sustainability and
Environment report refers to its work in relation to
identifying neighbourhood safer places sites. But, as
members would be aware, the recently released report
on the implementation of the recommendations of the
bushfires royal commission, otherwise known as the
Comrie report, has exposed the fact that the government
has made next to no progress in the rollout of
community fire refuges. The notable exception is a
community fire refuge in Harrietville, which predates
all of this because it is a very old mine that the
community itself turned into a fire refuge, and it is a
very good fire refuge.

Auditor-General: Carer Support Programs
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise tonight to speak on a Victorian Auditor-General
report of August 2012 titled Carer Support Programs.
In 2010 Carers Australia estimated that informal carers
provided $40.9 billion in care services nationally. In
Victoria there are over 700 000 informal carers,
including 194 000 primary carers. Recognising the
benefits of enabling people to stay in their own homes,
state and commonwealth policies have shifted from
institution-based to community care, which means that
we are heavily reliant on informal care by family and
friends. Putting more emphasis on care in the home
puts pressure on elderly Victorians in particular.
The role of carers is an integral component of the
efficient and effective operation of the health and
human services system. Each year the state allocates
approximately $200 million to 44 700 carers for
support programs. The Department of Health has
programs for providing and managing carer support,
with aged-care and palliative care programs being in
the wellbeing, integrated care and ageing division and
the mental health programs in the mental health, drugs
and regions division. The Department of Human
Services has programs for providing and managing
carer support in the disability program area of the
disability services division and in the child protection
program area in the children, youth and families
division.
The conclusions of the report were that while
departments recognise that supporting carers is core
business, they do not treat carer support programs in the

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Wednesday, 29 August 2012

COUNCIL

way core business warrants. There are gaps in data
collection, failures to assess care needs and a lack of
outcome measurement. Carers experience barriers to
support such as poor awareness of services and
difficulty navigating service systems, as departments
lack referral processes, needs assessments and
prioritisation practices for carers across each of the
program areas.
It seems there is a genuine lack of awareness of the
available supports for carers, which means that carers
can miss out on some of these services. As a result there
is a potential unmet demand for carer support, the
extent of which is unknown. Departments do utilise
print and web media and community expos and events,
yet they have not attempted to understand what is not
working and consequently address the problem.
Departments and providers do not consistently assess
the needs of the carers they interact with to identify and
provide assistance to those who may need and want
support. It is likely that some carers in need are missing
out. There is no consistent use of standardised tools for
assessing carer needs. Better identification of carer
needs through referral and assessment processes would
facilitate carer access to supports. Departmental staff
and providers are prioritising carer access to supports
differently, sometimes subjectively. Consistent
prioritisation of carer needs is necessary to ensure
equitable and timely access to high-quality demand
services.
Brokerage funds are available on request to purchase
services and one-off material items. However, the
departments are not oversighting brokerage funds for
carers or providing enough guidance to service
providers distributing funds. This often results in
variable practices, raising the risk of inequity for carers
and resulting in compromised transparency,
accountability and equity through effective monitoring
and governance.
Departments and service providers do not routinely
collect wait time data and the timeliness of carer
supports is unknown. There is a lack of quality data.
The audit found that ongoing efforts to embed a culture
of carer recognition in service provision are needed.
Departments are not monitoring outcomes against
program objectives, and considering the growing
community reliance on carers and the increasing need
for carer supports, this lack of knowledge regarding the
effectiveness of carer support is a significant gap.
Consultation with service providers revealed ad hoc use
of carer-related outcome measurement tools.
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The Department of Human Services should, as a result
of the report, identify and address gaps in the promotion
of carer supports to improve carer awareness of
services, require consistent carer identification and
needs assessment, improve administration and
monitoring of carer brokerage funds, monitor and
report on timeliness of access to carer supports, develop
outcome measures for carer supports and monitor
outcomes.
The Baillieu government has legislated to recognise
carers, but we as a society need to do more to recognise
carers as an everyday part of Victorian life, just as some
time ago we legislated for the use of seatbelts and they
are now an everyday part of our normal lives. We have
to recognise carers in the same way. I was a carer for
my late father when he was extremely unwell, and I
recognise the great work of carers in Victoria,
particularly in my electorate of Northern Metropolitan
Region. Organisations like the Whittlesea Disability
Network get together and do a good job recognising the
work that carers do, and Respite Alliance Whittlesea,
commonly known as RAW, is an alliance of people
who are supporting and promoting the need for carer
support, respite care and all things for Victorians in
need.

Department of Primary Industries: code of
practice for the welfare of horses competing at
bush race meetings
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I rise to
speak on the code of practice for the welfare of horses
competing at bush race meetings. I would also like to
congratulate the Minister for Agriculture and Food
Security on his work in the area of animal welfare.
Hon. D. M. Davis — A good minister.
Mrs PETROVICH — He is a very good minister.
The purpose of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Act 1986 is protecting animals and encouraging the
prevention of cruelty to animals. It established
fundamental obligations regarding the care of animals
in general terms. This code of practice relates to bush
race meetings, flat races and mountain races. The
competing horses have some minimum standards with
which they have to comply, such as horses under four
years of age must not be permitted, and that is because
those horses are considered too young. Their bones are
not set and it is not the right thing to do. Organisers
must record and check identification of lame, unfit and
injured horses that are otherwise unable to run to their
full potential. Any horse that is withdrawn or
eliminated from a race on veterinary grounds must not
be permitted to race again without clearance.
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I would like to highlight the focus of the coalition in the
area of animal welfare in the state of Victoria: the
introduction of Oscar’s law, funding for wildlife carers,
the fox bounty, wild dog control and the code of
practice for the welfare of horses, just to name a few. I
would also like to highlight the lack of real attention to
this area by the previous government, members of
which purport to be animal rights activists, as do the
Greens. If this is the case, why has there not been any
outcry in this house today about the treatment of horses
in the mounted division of Victoria Police who in the
course of their duties were attacked by CFMEU
(Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union)
members?
These beautiful, well-trained animals showed much
better behaviour than the CFMEU members who had
no qualms using tactics not only on Victoria’s finest but
also on their police horses. As a person who has worked
with horses all my life — I have qualifications in a
variety of areas, but also in natural horsemanship — I
reviewed the footage a number of times. Union
members used tactics in an orchestrated way: thumbs in
the chest, punching horses and three or four union
members zeroing in on the point of a shoulder of a
horse in an attempt to push the horse over onto the
bitumen. A horse being pushed by two or three very
large men, as in this case, is a very cowardly act.
As a person who loves horses and who has worked with
them all my life, I have listened to and learnt from some
of the greatest horsemen and women around and
continue to learn about and understand equine
behaviour. My admiration and love for these animals
has not been diminished, but my disgust at the targeted,
cruel treatment of police horses by CFMEU members
turned my stomach. I saw from the footage that this was
an orchestrated campaign to disadvantage the horses in
a very cruel way. What I saw was union members who
had been trained in the most brutish and cruel way
deliberating attempting to hurt the horses. I cannot
condone that behaviour, and I know members of the
horse community will be outraged by this behaviour.
This was an illegal strike, and the behaviour of those
involved in these acts of cruelty should be identified
and dealt with.
It has been a practice of Greens, Socialist Alliance
members and union members to throw marbles and
nails under horses’ feet — —
Ms Hartland — On a point of order, President, the
Greens have never been involved in throwing marbles
under the feet of horses, and I would like that statement
withdrawn.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The members to my
right indicate that it is a point of debate, but it cannot be
refuted in this sense other than in the way Ms Hartland
sought — that is, a withdrawal. The fact is that unless
the member demonstrates that there was a Greens
person or persons who actually participated in this
behaviour, then it is an unsubstantiated allegation and it
is not appropriate in the course of a comment on
reports. I seek that the reference to the Greens be
withdrawn.
Mrs PETROVICH — I withdraw. The pulling off
of bridles and punching and using pressure points in an
attempt to push horses onto the road goes against the
principles of the Royal Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals and morals, as does a whole range
of other illegal activity. It was an abhorrent display of
animal cruelty by CFMEU members, and I cannot
condone it.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Question on notice: response
The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I proceed to
the adjournment debate and call on the minister to
move the motion, there are two matters I want to
quickly address. One of them is that Ms Pennicuik has
raised with me the issue of question 8264 to the
minister in this place representing the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security in regard to the
monitoring of citizens who might have been involved in
various behaviours that might have been of concern to
either the Department of Primary Industries or the
police. Ms Pennicuik’s view was that the answer was
not explicit enough or comprehensive in its response to
the question. I have read the question and I have read
the answer, and I am in no doubt about what the answer
suggested. I think it dispatched that question
sufficiently, and I do not request that the question be
returned to the notice paper.

Members: imputations and personal reflections
The PRESIDENT — I also wish to make some
remarks in regard to proceedings earlier in the day on
the motion in respect of the automobile industry, during
the course of which Mrs Peulich made reference to
Ms Tierney’s place of residence. This issue has been
raised before in the context of debates, with accusations
being made about where Ms Tierney lives. It is a matter
of concern to me that it continues to be raised when
Ms Tierney has refuted those allegations on a number
of occasions. I think it is incumbent upon members of
the Parliament, unless there is substantial proof to the
contrary, to accept Ms Tierney’s assurances to the
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Parliament that she lives at the address at which she is
registered to vote and that she does not continue to
reside in an inner city location outside her electorate.
Two things concern me in relation to this matter. One
of them is the question of relevance. In these debates
we need to make sure, particularly if we reflect on other
members, that it is done in a manner that is relevant. I
cannot see how Ms Tierney’s place of residence had
any relevance to the motion that was before the house
and was being debated. The only tenuous connection
could be that Ms Tierney represents the area of
Geelong, where there is a major automobile
manufacturer and no doubt a number of supply chain
companies that support that manufacturer. However, I
do not believe her place of residence, irrespective of
where she lives, has anything to do with her ability to
advocate on behalf of her electorate, particularly in
regard to that issue.
The reference to where Ms Tierney may or may not
live was gratuitous. As I said, she has on a number of
occasions sought to ensure that the Parliament is
informed of where she lives. The suggestion that she
lives outside her electorate is not accurate. In many
ways this goes to a more serious matter which has been
raised with me in that if those sorts of accusations
continue, then they are reflecting on the member in a
way that is improper and would suggest that she is, for
the sake of argument, amongst other things, committing
electoral fraud by claiming to live at an address when
she is living somewhere else.
If that is a matter that a member — either Mrs Peulich
or someone else — wishes to pursue, then they ought to
do that by a substantive motion, and they ought to have
proof that their position is correct. Otherwise it is an
unfair reflection on a member and something that I
would not tolerate in any similar circumstance for any
other member, particularly where a member has on
previous occasions provided assurances to the house.
Those assurances ought to be accepted by the house,
given that the member is in good standing.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Fruit fly: control
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — The
matter I raise on the adjournment tonight is for the
Minister for Agriculture and Food Security, Peter
Walsh, and it relates to the severe cutbacks in the
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budget for the Department of Primary Industries (DPI).
We have seen a manifestation of this in the drawing of
a ‘Brisbane line’ as a protective measure against the
fruit fly in Victoria. I have no issue with governments
reviewing the effectiveness of programs from time to
time, and I have no issue with governments reviewing
the appropriate measures in relation to who pays for a
program. However, what we have seen since the last
budget is severe cutbacks in the Department of Primary
Industries, including 200 positions being cut, and as
consequence of those budget cuts we are seeing that the
whole of the Goulburn Valley and Gippsland are
suddenly being described as impossible to defend
against fruit fly.
There are no longer fruit fly exclusion zones; instead
DPI will concentrate its efforts on eradicating the pest
in Sunraysia. Stone fruit, apple, pear and cherry
growers will be among those affected. Our ability to
trade with Tasmania and South Australia could be
affected. We have had a long discussion about fire
blight, and Ms Lovell and others in this place have gone
on endlessly about the need to protect Victoria from
New Zealand fruit imports. However, under the current
minister we now have a review of the $9 million
funding for the fruit fly eradication program.
In an interview with Jon Faine on ABC radio on
Monday of this week the minister said DPI was out
talking with industry and a decision would be made
soon. The action I am seeking is that the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security sit down and talk with
the Victorian Farmers Federation horticulture group
about the consequences for its members and their
industry of this budget cut, which endangers one of
Victoria’s key industries.
I also hope that when the minister is discussing the
budget issue with the VFF horticulture group he will
explain the rationale behind the Brisbane line. It has
been put to me today by someone from Gippsland that
it is very strange that the Brisbane line is around the
Swan Hill electorate and Sunraysia, while the rest of
Victoria seems to be left swinging. I am not accusing
the minister of that, but when it was put to me today,
quite frankly I did not have a response to it.
I hope the minister will talk with members of the
horticulture group, particularly those from the
Dandenongs, Gippsland and the Goulburn Valley, to
explain the rationale for this DPI budget cut of
$9 million. In effect it puts up the white flag to fruit fly;
it says it is endemic, it is all too hard and there is no
point in defending the Goulburn Valley and
Gippsland — ‘Let’s just draw a Brisbane line around
Sunraysia’. I also hope the minister will explain how
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the Brisbane line is relevant to horticulturalists in
Victoria today and why it has been drawn around
Sunraysia and not around other parts of regional
Victoria.

East–west link: benefits
Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Roads, the
Honourable Terry Mulder, and it relates to the
construction of the east–west link. This is a very
important road project that will bring great benefits to
the western suburbs of Melbourne as well as to the
greater metropolitan area.
In his Investing in Transport report of 2008, Sir Rod
Eddington estimated that there were some 95 000 trips
occurring daily, via various means, west to east and
vice versa, across the northern parts of Melbourne. A
further 145 000 trips were taken west to south-east
utilising the M1 corridor of the West Gate Freeway and
the Monash Freeway. According to the report, 11 per
cent of those movements were by commercial vehicles.
The report goes on to say that traffic will grow by
40 per cent by 2031.
This project will provide improved access to the port of
Melbourne, making this state a greater competitor in
getting products out into the global market. It will also
improve traffic flows, which will mean greater fuel
efficiency. It will take cars off the roads in the northern
suburbs, which will mean that people who choose to
ride their bikes can do so without having to worry about
the traffic congestion that currently chokes the northern
areas of metropolitan Melbourne.
I am pleased that the federal Liberal opposition sees the
benefits of this project and has committed $1.5 billion.
In a speech last week the leader of the federal
opposition, Tony Abbott, said he would like to see the
project start within 12 months of a federal Liberal
government being elected. This is where my request
comes in. I request that the tunnelling commence from
the western end and head towards the east. The west
has the industrial capacity and the workforce to get this
job done. At the LeadWest post-budget breakfast
Mr Barry Harvey, AM, the independent chair of
LeadWest, made it clear that it was his opinion that
tunnelling from west to east was a priority, and I tend to
agree. This tunnelling from west to east will provide
many great advantages, and I hope the minister and
those planning this vital project recognise the benefits
that starting in the west can bring to the project.
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Higher education: TAFE funding
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The matter I raise is for the Minister for Higher
Education and Skills and relates to the $290 million cut
to the TAFE sector. I ask the minister to reconsider the
cuts to the sector in light of the devastating impact they
are having on constituents I represent and, in the case I
will discuss, Chisholm Institute of TAFE’s Frankston
campus.
One constituent who spoke to staff at my office
recently, Ms Hall, is currently studying a certificate IV
in liberal arts at Chisholm’s Frankston campus. She is a
mother of three who is returning to work after
experiencing a long-term medical condition. She has
been advised that from next year her liberal arts course
will no longer be available at Chisholm’s Frankston
campus, which is her local TAFE. She has been told
that she and her classmates will need to find an
alternative provider. Ms Hall is understandably
confused by the conflicting comments that have been
made as a result of these cuts, including those by her
local member, the member for Frankston in the other
place.
In his contribution to the debate on the Education
Legislation Amendment (VET Sector, Universities and
Other Matters) Bill 2012 the member for Frankston is
reported as saying — —
Hon. D. M. Davis — On a point of order, President,
the adjournment debate is to seek an action by
government, not to attack a member in another place.
Mr TARLAMIS — On the point of order,
President, my comments are in the context of some
statements that the member for Frankston made which
led to some confusion for my constituent.
Hon. D. M. Davis — Further on the point of order,
President, he is not the minister.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The reference is not to
the minister. The member is entitled to explain why his
constituent is confused. The member to continue,
recognising that I do not tolerate the overt criticism of
other members in normal circumstances.
Mr TARLAMIS — In his contribution to the
debate on the Education Legislation Amendment (VET
Sector, Universities and Other Matters) Bill 2012 the
member for Frankston stated that he was confident that
while the TAFE cuts may lead to course closures at
Chisholm’s Frankston campus, affected students could
travel to other campuses or TAFE providers to continue
with their education and skills training with little
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disruption to their daily routines and educational
opportunities. He went on to say that if you want
education, sometimes you have to put in and sometimes
you have to travel.
Ms Hall took this on board and commenced looking for
another place that offered her course, and she managed
to find one in Shepparton, which, I am told, is the only
place in Victoria where she will be able to undertake
this course at an adult and community education
provider. To get to the course Ms Hall will need to
leave her house at 5.l5 a.m. and take a taxi from her
home to Frankston station to arrive there at 5.35 a.m.
She will then need to catch a train from Frankston
station to Southern Cross station. Assuming the trains
run on time, this part of the journey will take 1 hour and
9 minutes. On arrival at Southern Cross station she will
need to wait for half an hour until the train to Seymour
departs. This part of the trip will take 1 hour and
25 minutes. She will then need to disembark, walk to
the bus stop and catch the bus for the final leg of the
journey to Shepparton, which should take 1 hour and
10 minutes. She will arrive at Shepparton at 10.00 a.m.,
all things going well.
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This is simply not a viable solution for Ms Hall, and I
ask the Minister for Higher Education and Skills to
reverse these cuts before it is too late for people like
Ms Hall.

Horses: responsible ownership
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Agriculture
and Food Security and relates to the code of practice for
the welfare of horses. Victoria’s equine industry is one
of the state’s largest industries, contributing millions of
dollars to the Victorian economy each year. It is a broad
industry, encapsulating racing, breeding, sporting and
performance horses, pony clubs, adult riding clubs and
pleasure riders. As a lifelong horse owner I have
contributed significantly to the Victorian economy with
farrier, feed, horse dentist and rugging bills.

Once in Shepparton she will need to walk 400 metres to
the Shepparton Community and Learning Centre. Let
us hope her bag is not heavy. By this time she will be
1 hour and 15 minutes late for her course, and her travel
time will have been 4 hours and 29 minutes from door
to door. Her return journey is a relative breeze — only
3 hours and 45 minutes from Shepparton to Frankston
station, and after another 15 minutes on the bus she is
home.

Owning a horse and caring for it properly is a big
commitment, both financially and in time. The vast
majority of horse owners care for their animals very
well, but there are some, often through a lack of
knowledge, who are negligent in their care of these
beautiful animals. During the last sitting of this house I
was pleased to speak on the report on the code of
practice for the welfare of horses, which falls within the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. This new
code updates the 1987 code and deals with all aspects
of equine management, welfare and health. It offers
comprehensive information on everything from
feeding, training, hoof and teeth care and saddlery to
something that many of us have to face as our horses
get older or injured, euthanasia.

Being away from home from 5.15 a.m. until 8.30 p.m.
means Ms Hall will barely see her children. She should
get home just in time to wish them goodnight.
Reassurances given by the minister and statements
made by the local member fail to provide comfort for
Ms Hall who, as highlighted earlier, faces major
disruption to her daily routine. Ms Hall accepts that she
may need to travel, but I would challenge anyone who
says the travelling Ms Hall would have to endure is fair
and reasonable.

The code of practice also details the behavioural needs
of horses and covers the design of facilities, stocking
density and the responsibilities of horse owners. There
is also a clear and simple diagram describing the
appropriate body condition for a horse. This will enable
people to recognise when their horse is not being fed
enough. It sounds ridiculous, but it is true. I ask that the
minister continue to support legislation, funding and
education programs aimed at promoting responsible
horse ownership and management in Victoria.

In the absence of a local adult education provider
offering a certificate IV in liberal arts through an adult
learning centre, Ms Hall’s only other option to date
would be to apply for one of the limited places in
Monash University’s liberal arts diploma at a cost of
$6000. This is just one of many examples of the ways
these severe cuts are manifesting themselves, and I
have no doubt that many more will come to light.

Fruit fly: control
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I also
wish to raise the matter of the fruit fly exclusion zone
with the Minister for Agriculture and Food Security,
Peter Walsh. I understand that under recent changes the
Goulburn Valley and Gippsland will no longer be
exclusion zones for the Queensland fruit fly (QFF). The
Department of Primary Industries will concentrate its
fruit fly eradication efforts in Sunraysia, which must be
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very reassuring for growers there. However, there is a
catch. I am told the growers in the north-west will have
to contribute funds — up to 70 per cent of the cost —
towards the eradication efforts.
Furthermore, the timing of this announcement is
terrible. Growers are about to head into a new season.
According to media reports there has been little, if any,
real consultation with the industry about the changes.
Where on earth does the government expect growers to
find the money at this late stage? More broadly, there is
also widespread concern about the impact that declaring
fruit fly endemic in areas such as the Goulburn Valley,
Victoria’s food bowl, will have on the region’s
reputation in domestic and export markets. As John
Wilson from Fruit Growers Victoria, which is based in
the Goulburn Valley, told ABC radio last week, this
declaration is great news for countries that compete
with Australia in export markets. I quote Mr Wilson’s
remarks on Queensland fruit fly:
I am sure that when the news of this gets out our foreign
competitors, Chile, South Africa et cetera, will be saying to
our potential customers, ‘Oh, look, Australia has just declared
QFF endemic.

He said also:
They won’t make particular reference to Victoria.
I’d hate to be marketing against it.

The specific action I am requesting from the minister is
that he first explain why he believes this is in the
interests of the industry. I also ask him to abandon his
plans to scale back the state’s fruit fly eradication
season and that he investigate alternative methods of
fruit fly management in consultation with the industry.
It is another blow to Victorian growers and yet another
sign that members of the Liberal-Nationals government
are slipping back into their old ways and treating
regional Victoria like the toenails of the state.
I support the call by the Victorian Farmers Federation
for the Victorian government to provide growers and
the industry with more time to look at other fruit fly
management options. It would appear that the state
government has just thrown its hands up in the air
having decided that managing fruit fly is too hard,
rather than thinking about the broader impact that the
decision of declaring fruit fly endemic will have on the
growers here in Victoria, particularly in Northern
Victoria Region, which I represent.

Rail: Altona loop service
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
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Planning on behalf of the Minister for Public Transport.
At a community meeting held in May government and
Metro Trains Melbourne representatives made a series
of promises to the Altona loop community. The May
community meeting marked the one-year anniversary
of the new train timetable. The timetable introduced in
May 2011 resulted in significant cuts to the Altona loop
train service. Ever since, the Altona loop commuters
have been the most dissatisfied on the whole
metropolitan network, as shown in every customer
satisfaction survey.
At the meeting the community once again outlined its
concerns about the Altona loop train service and the
negative impacts it has on commuters. Both the
government and Metro representatives responded and
made commitments, which I will summarise. They
were to: reduce waiting times at Newport from
7 minutes to 4 minutes; minimise cancellations through
the loop because of the 22-minute service frequency, as
a cancelled train means a 44-minute minimum wait for
an Altona loop commuter; investigate and fix early
train departures; and extract Altona loop data from
network performance data. Performance data is
measured at the start of the journey at Flinders Street
and at the end of the journey at Werribee. Punctuality
fines are based on that data. We have seen no
information on punctuality on the Altona loop. It is as if
the loop does not even exist. Is this how the minister
wishes to treat people? The summary also includes
commitments to: provide the Altona Loop Group with
quarterly performance data and to make improvements
to Newport station, with ramps and cover. Ramps and
cover have been installed at Newport station, and that is
fantastic, but the community has not heard a word on
any of the other commitments made four months ago.
The government and Metro have failed to live up to
their commitments to the Altona loop community. The
residents already have it hard living with their terrible
train service, so this is like rubbing salt into the wounds.
I ask that the minister give the Altona loop community
the respect it deserves and deliver on what was
promised.

Social housing advocacy and support program:
funding
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Housing. On
any given night in Australia 105 000 people are
homeless, nearly half of those people are under
25 years of age and 20 511 of those homeless people
are Victorians. There is no question that these are
frightening statistics. Therefore, with this in mind, I was
saddened, although not surprised, to learn that once
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again the Baillieu government has cut funding to a vital
service in this state.
Despite its success in Western Metropolitan Region, the
social housing advocacy and support program has had a
cut of $1.8 million. This program, run by the tireless
workers at the Department of Human Services, deals
with both individuals and families to help with rent
applications, dispute resolution, mental health problems
and family breakdowns. This program has also
managed to reduce the eviction rate in public housing
from 13 per cent to 6 per cent over the past six years.
The importance to this state of this program, which is
provided in my electorate, cannot be doubted.
Wombat Housing and Support Services and the
Sunshine-based Salvation Army Social Housing
Service, both of which are working hard in Western
Metropolitan Region, stand to lose 20 per cent of their
case management money this year and 10 per cent next
year. In Brimbank alone, 50 households will be cut
from their much-needed services. I am sure there are
plenty more who are struggling with the same fate that
the government has in store for them.
How can the government make cuts to these vital
services, which presumably would have limited
resources already, especially when you consider the
significant number of homeless people in this state? I
urge the minister to consider those thousands of
individuals who will now face the devastating situation
of homelessness with limited support services behind
them.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Just before I call the
minister to respond to adjournment matters, I want to
go back to the issue that I raised in respect of the report
that Mrs Petrovich was talking to. Just after I made
those remarks, the Leader of the Government said to
me privately that the comments being made by
Mrs Petrovich in the course of her discussion were in
fact matters for debate and that there may well be
opportunities for somebody else to comment on those.
Can I just put to the house that in respect of reports it is
my view that assertions, accusations and comments on
policies are quite possibly a matter for debate, and I
would be reasonably tolerant of remarks that might be
made in that respect. But where the comment is about
actions, and particularly is a comment, accusation or
assertion of illegal activity, I believe the burden of
proof is higher.
Earlier today Mr Pakula raised with me the likelihood
that somebody associated with some very offensive
tweets was a member of the Liberal Party. I have
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actually seen some of the tweets — Mr Pakula has
shown them to me since — and I have to say they are
absolutely outrageous. I think the person who is behind
them is a person who needs some help. But the point is
that on that occasion I said to Mr Pakula that he needed
to rephrase the remarks that he made to reflect, if you
like, that it was allegedly a member of the Liberal Party
and not in fact a member of the Liberal Party, which
was a direct association, because it was not known for
sure that that was the case.
I take the same view on this matter, that where there is a
suggestion of illegal activity by somebody or an action
that is illegal then, as I said, I think it requires a higher
burden of proof in terms of the remarks being made in
this house than perhaps discussion of policy matters.

Responses
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I have
written responses to adjournment matters raised by
Ms Darveniza on 2 May, Mr Elsbury on 23 May,
Ms Mikakos on 20 June and Ms Mikakos on 21 June.
A matter was raised for the attention of the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security by Mr Lenders about
fruit fly and decisions about fruit fly made by the
minister. Mr Lenders asked the minister to sit down
with the relevant horticulture groups. I have no doubt
that the Minister for Agriculture and Food Security has
made decisions cautiously and after consultation. I have
no doubt that he will be prepared to undertake further
consultation on that and a range of other matters, and in
that sense I will pass that matter on to him.
Mr Elsbury raised a matter for the Minister for Roads
concerning the east–west link and the importance of
that link to the western suburbs of Melbourne. He put
on record a number of statistics about the movement of
vehicles and the importance of future growth that will
occur in those movements. He also pointed out the
importance of the link for the movement of transport of
various types, including trucks and so forth, to the port
of Melbourne. I concur with him about the importance
of that matter. I know it is a matter that the Minister for
Roads is seriously advocating for, and he is pushing
forward fast on this issue. He is determined to
undertake some testing, which I know to be happening,
and he has also been advocating strongly to the federal
government.
I note that the federal coalition has made a commitment
of $1.5 billion should it be elected. It would be a
welcome move for the current federal government to
match that, and it would mean this project could
proceed much more quickly. I will pass the matter
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raised by the member to the Minister for Roads, and I
note the importance of that matter not only to Victoria
but also to the western suburbs represented by the
member.
Mr Tarlamis raised a matter concerning the Chisholm
TAFE Frankston campus and a Ms Hall. He claimed
there was confusion on matters raised by a number of
members, including the minister. I am not sure that I
accept his assertions, but I will pass this matter forward.
I know that the minister responsible for TAFE, the
Minister for Higher Education and Skills, is very
concerned to see the very best outcome for TAFE. I
note that the minister has made the point in this house a
number of times that the previous government failed to
properly plan for the growth when it deregulated and
allowed — —
Mr Lenders — President, I draw your attention to
the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — As I was saying in response
to the adjournment matter raised by Mr Tarlamis
concerning TAFE, which I will pass on faithfully to the
Minister for Higher Education and Skills, some of the
challenges around TAFE have been matters left to the
current government by the previous government’s lack
of proper planning. There was insufficient provision
and massive growth. I note that this year the minister
will preside over the second highest level of funding to
that sector in the history of Victoria.
A matter was raised by Mrs Petrovich for the attention
of the Minister for Agriculture and Food Security
concerning the equine industry. I note her longstanding
commitment to the welfare of horses and her
longstanding knowledge of and links with that
particular industry, as well as her call for a focus on
those codes of practice. Those are important points and
the continuation of support for responsible ownership
of horses is something that I know the member feels
deeply about. The minister for agriculture is very aware
of these matters, and I will pass them matters on to him
for his attention.
A matter about fruit fly was also raised by
Ms Darveniza concerning decisions by the Minister for
Agriculture and Food Security, Mr Walsh. I can only
reiterate the point made earlier that Minister Walsh
would have made those decisions with care and with
thought and in consultation with relevant stakeholders. I
will pass the matter on to him and ensure that he
responds in a satisfactory way. The member has
particularly asked that he explain why he believes those
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decisions are the right ones, and I will forward that
comment.
Ms Hartland raised the matter of planning for the
attention of the Minister for Public Transport, and she
referred to a community meeting in Altona concerning
the timetables on the Altona loop and measurement or
reporting on those timetables. The minister has focused
very much on punctuality across the whole system, he
has focused on a better system overall and he is in fact
delivering that. In terms of the Altona loop, I will
certainly pass that matter on to him for his attention,
and I am sure he will respond to the member.
Mr Eideh raised a matter about housing and the number
of homeless people across Australia and in Victoria for
the attention of the Minister for Housing. He sought the
assistance of the minister with respect to the decisions
to support a number of agencies in offering placement
services and other matters. The Minister for Housing is
interested in providing the very best results for our
community. She has inherited a terrible position in
terms of the sustainability of housing after 11 years of
Labor government. If Mr Eideh read the transcripts of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, he
would see some of the challenges that have been left by
the previous government and the backlog in a number
of areas. The minister is seeking to deal with these
issues in a methodical way. I will pass the specifics of
the matter on to the Minister for Housing.
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) —
Pursuant to standing order 4.13 — and I raised this with
Mr Davis when we were sitting here two weeks ago —
I have a number of outstanding adjournment matters. I
got three back from the Premier last night, so I am
pleased about that, but Mr Davis, who came in here in
October last year and said he would respond and came
in here two weeks ago and said he would respond, still
has not responded to my adjournment matter to him
from 5 May 2011. He wrote it down; this is the third
time he has written it down. He has also not responded
to my adjournment matter of 8 December to him.
I also raised an urgent adjournment matter with the
Premier on 7 December last year after Mr Davis could
not answer a question about bushfire readiness. I
referred the matter to the Premier, but I still have not
received a response. I ask the minister to explain that.
There is a series of other outstanding adjournment
matters, but I particularly ask the minister about the one
from 5 May last year — and it is not an onerous one, I
might add — which he has on three occasions now
indicated to me he would answer, and he has written it
down each time. The second one I have mentioned to
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him is from 8 December. There is also the one to the
Premier on bushfire readiness from 7 December 2011.
Why have I not received responses to those three
adjournment matters?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I will
follow all those matters up. As the member indicates,
he raised a number of them with me the other day, and I
have followed them up. I am pleased that he is pleased
that some were provided, but we will certainly follow
up each of the matters that he has raised again tonight,
and indeed a couple I think he has raised for the first
time — I will inquire into those.
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
reluctant to do this but, pursuant to standing order 4.13,
a member has the option of moving without leave that
the Council take note of the minister’s explanation, so I
move:
That the Council take note of the explanation.

What concerns me about this minister and this
adjournment process is particularly the adjournment
matter I mentioned from 5 May 2011. I raised this with
the Minister for Health on that date, and it was not an
onerous request. I had been asked by the East
Gippsland health-care network, or an equivalent group,
to ask the minister to give it two weeks notice of a date
so it could organise a forum to meet the new Minister
for Health. I raised the matter with the minister, he
earnestly thanked me for it and said he would deal with
it. In one sense it is not a particularly significant issue
other than what I would argue is the contempt of the
chamber shown by this minister.
That is the issue, and there were a series of other ones.
The issue was raised again by me on a generic basis
some months later, and then last year — I think it was
11 October or approximately that date — we had a
similar debate in the house when the minister told me
he would get back to me. He wrote it down and
earnestly pleaded to the house, ‘We will get onto this’
et cetera. I raised this again two weeks ago. In a similar
vein the minister wrote it down, said he would follow it
through and effectively said, ‘Trust me, I will do it’.
What is interesting is that in the meantime the Premier
has managed to answer three of the outstanding
adjournment items. The Premier is not a member of this
house, so presumably the minister asked the Premier or
the Premier had someone listening to the debate and
then he wrote the letters. I will not comment on the
nature of what he wrote back to me, but I will comment
on the fact that he showed me the courtesy of replying.
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A significant outstanding matter for the Premier is the
issue of bushfire preparedness. When I asked a question
last year about the Department of Sustainability and
Environment targets being about 70 per cent off — not
an insignificant issue to Mr Davis as the minister
representing the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change — Mr Davis said, ‘I don’t know, but I will take
it on notice’. I said in my supplementary question that
he is a senior member of cabinet and surely it discusses
bushfire preparedness. Mr Davis said he would take the
question on notice, and I might add that I have not
heard back from him on that.
I then raised an adjournment matter with the Premier —
not an unreasonable one from a member of
Parliament — about how the state was going in
preparing for a bushfire season. I would have thought
that was hardly minor or trivial; it is an issue of some
seriousness. There was no response. I will put that
matter aside.
My specific question now is what can a member of this
house do when one raises an adjournment matter and a
minister says on three or four occasions, and as recently
as two weeks ago, to the member in the house, ‘I will
respond’, but there is no response?
This is a motion that the Council take note of the
minister’s explanation. There is no action sought from
the house other than taking note. In moving this motion
and reserving my right of reply I note that this minister
has on multiple occasions treated this house with what I
would say is contempt. He had no intention of
answering the question. It is not onerous or
complicated; he could have answered it on his feet back
in May 2011, and he chose not to. I note that this
minister treats the forms of this house with contempt
and is totally ignoring the fact that even his Premier is
prepared to respond to adjournment matters in the
Legislative Council, but he is not.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I will
be brief. With the house’s indulgence I may be able to
discharge the adjournment matter from 5 May 2011 by
indicating that I attended the forum in East Gippsland.
It was a worthwhile forum. There were several hundred
people there, and I was asked a range of questions. I
thought it was a magnificent forum all around. The
presence of so many people contributed to a good
outing for the community, giving people an opportunity
to put their views regarding the functioning of the
health service in Bairnsdale in particular but also more
broadly across East Gippsland. If the member is
prepared to, I would very much appreciate it if he
would accept this as a response on that particular
adjournment matter.
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I will follow up on the other matters. As the member
will note, there have already been some responses from
other ministers, and they have been due to the efforts
that those ministers have put in.
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
more than happy to accept the minister’s verbal answer
in discharging this particular adjournment.
Motion agreed to.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 7.14 p.m.

Wednesday, 29 August 2012

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
Wednesday, 29 August 2012
PRODUCTIONOFDOCUMENTS

COUNCIL

3947

Error! No text of specified style in document.
3948

COUNCIL

