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Buninyong Planning Scheme - Amendment L40
Part B.
Geelong - Greater Geelong Planning Scheme Amendments RI09, RIll and RLl08.

The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took
the chair at 10.03 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITION

Lowan Planning Scheme - Amendment Ll3.
Narracan Planning Scheme - Amendment U2.
Wangaratta Planning Scheme - Amendment L21.

East Gippsland forests
Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham) presented a
petition from certain citizens of Victoria praying
for the establishment of wise management of large
national parks and wildlife reserves for East
Gippsland predominantly for conservation.
(80 signatures)
Laid on table.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Performance audit of Auditor-General

WANT OF CONFIDENCE IN MINISTER
FOR ROADS AND PORTS
Vicroads: tender
The PRESIDENT - Order! Before calling on
Mr White I point out to the house that by
implication under standing orders nos 88 and 124
motions before the house are to be seconded. It has
been a practice of the house not to require that to be
done. However, I believe that in view of the serious
nature of the matter proposed by Mr White there
should be a formal seconder.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - I move:

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) presented report of
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee for the
appointment of an auditor to conduct a
performance audit of the Auditor-General,
together with appendices.

That the Minister for Roads and Ports no longer
possesses the confidence of this house.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA (Melbourne North) - I
second the motion.

Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

Financial audit of Auditor-General's
Office
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) presented report of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee for
the appointment of an auditor to conduct a
financial audit of the Victorian Auditor-General's
office, together with appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Planning and Environment Act 1987 - Notices of
Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes:

Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - In February
1994 Vicroads put out for tender the plant hire
business of Vicroads. The successful tenderer was a
group of in-house engineers operating under the
name Australian Highway Plant Services. In relation
to the transaction I make the following accusations
on matters for which I hold the minister and the
government responsible.
Firstly, no proper valuation was carried out on the
plant and business that was sold. It has been alleged
by ex-employees and valuers that the value of the
plant and business was close to $90 million. The
plant and business were sold for $42 million.
I further allege that the transaction did not go to the
State Tender Board. During the tender process the
minister and Vicroads allowed the successful
bidders, the in-house buyout group, to continue to
work and run the business and have an in-house
advantage not available to other bidders. The
in-house bidders were Tom Flintoff, managing
director of the plant and supply department;
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Rodney Adams, accountant for the plant and supply
department; Reg Schlipalius, senior engineer of the
plant and supply department, and Brett Wilson,
senior engineer of the plant and supply department.
I further allege that 650 vehicles from the Vicroads

plant were transferred to Australian Highway Plant
Services. Not only were the vehicles transferred, but
there was a fleet upgrade between the signing of the
deal and the settlement date, with no adjustment in
price for the fleet upgrade.
On 3 June 1993 Australian Highway Plant Services
was registered as a Victorian company. The original
directors were the four people that I mentioned
earlier: Tom Flintoff, Rodney Adams, Reg
Schlipalius and Brett Wilson.
On 7 July 1994 Mr Adams, Mr Schlipalius and
Mr Wilson ceased to be directors and were replaced
by Ray Kelsey, former managing director of
Wreckair; Charles Abbott, member of the Willaura
branch of the Liberal Party; Alexander Waislitz and
a fourth director, Ashok ]acob. The owner of
Australian Highway Plant Services is a company
called Jetpur Pty Ltd. The directors of Jetpur are the
five men I have mentioned - Charles Abbott, Ray
Kelsey, Alex Waislitz, Ashok Jacob and William
Flintoff.
The shareholders in Jetpur include Pratt
Management Services and Julian Beale, MP, through
his trustee company. The government and the
Minister for Roads and Ports knew at all times that
Mr Julian Beale, the shadow minister for
privatisation in the federal opposition between 1990
and 1993 and the current member for Bruce, was
pu tting pressure on both the Victorian government
and senior officers in Vicroads to sell the plant hire
business in Glen Waverley, which is in his electorate.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The house is dealing
with a serious matter, so it is important that all
members hear the statements being made by
Mr White. Other members will have their chances to
respond.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - The in-house management
group, which was the successful tenderer, was at all
times a front for Mr Julian Beale and the Pratt group.
Assets were undervalued, so the Victorian taxpayers
have been clearly ripped off.
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I make it clear that Mr Julian Beale acted as the agent
for the transaction, and he now has shares in the
company worth $3.8 million. All Victorians want to
know how he financed the transaction. Did he pay
in full or were the shares paid for him? We know
that Mr Beale donated $50 000 to the Liberal Party
in 1993--

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I ask Mr Forwood
and Mr Theophanous to desist and to allow
Mr White to continue with the debate.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - Not only did Mr Beale
donate $50 000 to the Liberal Party in 1993, he also
donated $65 000 to the party in 1992. There was no
announcement of the transaction in Parliament at
any time during 1994. Why was there no
announcement by the Minister for Roads and Ports
of that significant transaction? The answer is
because the deal is crook. The government has
clearly been bought. The minister is responsible, and
clearly he should go.
The Premier was personally involved in contacting
senior public servants, telling them to hurry up the
deal. Not only was the business sold, but valuable
contracts have been awarded to Australian Highway
Plant Services relating to the equipment being
contracted out and in some cases leased back to
Vicroads, and there have been other contracts with
the Public Transport Corporation, Telecom,
Melbourne Water and successor bodies to the SEC.
I shall go through the issue in detail. Vicroads had a
division known as the plant and supply department,
the basis of which was a plant hire business.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I ask the house to
settle down.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - Plant was hired both
internally to Vicroads and externally to other
companies, including Melbourne Water, Telecom,
the SEC and other government departments.
Vehicles and equipment were hired. Employees of
the plant and supply department were initially told
there were no plans to privatise their department
but that expressions of interest might be sought with
a view to ascertaining whether there was some
interest in the plant division of Vicroads.
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In 1994 expressions of interest were called by the
management buyout group, a group of in-house
engineers consisting of Mr Tom Flintoff, managing
director of the old plant and hire department,
Mr Rodney Adams, an accountant with the plant
and supply department, Mr Reg Schlipalius and
Mr Brett Wilson, both senior engineers in the old
plant and supply department, and Mr Ray Kelsy, the
managing director of Wreckair.
Of the members of the buyout group, only
Mr Tom Flintoff was asked to stand down from his
position during the negotiation stages; but he
remained at the Vicroads Glen Waverley site until it
was announced that Australian Highway Plant
Services was the successful tenderer. One of the
bidders, a director of the company associated with
the bid, was fully familiar with what was happening
at all stages of the tendering process. None of the
other members of the management buyout group
was removed from his position. Indeed, all were
able to run the business and gain inside knowledge
during the tender process. The management buyout
group was also supplied with an office.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! There is no way that
the proceedings can be heard let alone recorded by
Hansard given the constant cacophony. I ask
honourable members to quieten down and let
Mr White make his contributions. Other members
will get their chance.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - The management buyout
group was also supplied with an office on level 15,
90 Collins Street, Melbourne, which is the location of
the investment company Jawcamb, which is headed
by the Liberal Party member and Norwich Life
Australia director, Charles Abbott. I put that
forward as evidence - that the engineers who were
the directors of Australian Highway Plant Services
were from the outset located at level 15,
90 Collins Street - because an arrangement had
already been entered into with the company that
was to take them over, the company that now has
control of the arrangement. From the outset they
were located on level 15, 90 Collins Street, which
means that an arrangement had been entered into
before the tender process had been concluded.
The members of the management buyout group
then formed themselves into a company called
Australian Highway Plant Services Pty Ltd. The
tender process began in February 1994.
Approximately 12 companies tendered for the plant
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and supply department of Vicroads. Some of the
tenderers included the Coates, Wreckair and Thiess
companies - as well as the management buyout
group, Australian Highway Plant Services. One
tenderer was an in-house group. The key engineers
who were responsible for running the plant and
supply department and who were also tendering for
the jobs remained at Glen Waverley throughout the
tender process, which significantly disadvantaged
the other 11 tenderers.
It is understood that Australian Highway Plant
Services Pty Ltd tendered approximately $42 million
for the old plant and supply department and,
notwithstanding comments to the contrary by the
Minister for Roads and Ports last Monday week in
the Melbourne Age, I stand by the comment that the
bid of $42 million was not the highest tender. No
valuation was carried out on the plant and supply
department. However, it has been put to the
opposition by various people, including former
employees and valuers, that the value of the
business was closer to $90 million.

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Are you going to
name some of these experts?
Hon. D. R. WHITE - Mr Peter Robinson, who
was manager of the former plant and supply
department, was appointed to oversee the tender
process. On at least three occasions Mr Robinson
was contacted directly by the Premier and urged to
ensure that the deal went through. As part of the
tender some 650 vehicles from the Vicroads fleet
were transferred over to Australian Highway Plant
Services. A fleet upgrade took place between the
signing of the deal and settlement date with no
adjusbnent in price for the upgrade. All plant items
that were sold to Australian Highway Plant Services
were sold either with a roadworthy certificate or
with the agreement that they would be provided
with a roadworthy certificate.
A budget of $1 million was set aside to bring the
plant up to roadworthy condition at the expense of
Vicroads. The work to bring the vehicles up to
roadworthy condition was not put out to tender and
was awarded to Australian Highway Plant Services.
In effect that company is double-dipping: it is
submitting exorbitant upgrade quotes and doing the
work itself. No tender was let for the upgrading.
Further, Australian Highway Plant Services
purchased the vehicles on a tax-exempt basis and is
now able to sell them off at a huge profit.
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In the past any Vicroads vehicles that broke down
were fixed by the Vicroads plant and supply
department. Most of the fleet cars are owned by
Australian Highway Plant Services, and each has
been leased back to Vicroads and placed under
RACV service membership. It is now the
responsibility of the RACV to fix those vehicles if
they break down.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - The point being?
Hon. D. R. WHITE - The point being that as a
consequence of that financial arrangement, Victorian
taxpayers are much worse off. Not only were the
assets not valued, they were sold for $42 million,
well under what most people in the industry know
and understand they were worth, and the fleet was
upgraded at no cost to the bidder. Moreover, as a
consequence of these actions the cost at which
Vicroads now has to undertake work is much higher
than was previously the case.
In the financial year ended June 1994 Mr Julian Beale

donated $50 000 to the Liberal Party.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - It is most unusual- -

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Will the house settle
down! It is difficult to hear the contribution of
Mr White. It is in no-one's interest for honourable
members to be shouting at one another.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - It is most unusual for a
federal member of Parliament to donate such a large
sum of money - $50 000 or $60 000 - to his or her
own party.
Australian Highway Plant Services is a Victorian
company which was registered on 3 June 1993. The
registered office is at level 15, 90 Collins Street,
Melbourne, which is also the registered office of
Jawcamb Pty Ltd and Jetpur Pty Ltd. I have already
named the original directors of the management
buyout group.
On 7 July 1994 Rodney Adams, Reg Schlipalius and
Brett Wilson ceased to be directors of Australian
Highway Plant Services.

The current directors are William Flintoff, Ray
Kelsey, Charles Percy Abbott, Alexander Waislitz
and Ashok Peter Jacob. Waislitz and Charles Abbott
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are part owners of the private investment company
Jawcamb, and Abbott is also a director of Norwich
Life Australia and is a member of the Liberal Party.
He is a member of the Willaura branch, which is
branch no. 739, and his membership number is
833373.
On 19 October 1994 Mr Julian Beale declared in his
register of members' interests that his company
Obena Ridge Pty Ltd, which is a trustee of the J. H.
Beale family trust - the trust being an investor in
shares in listed and unlisted companies,
interest-bearing deposits, rent-prodUCing properties
and other investments and which has among its
beneficiaries Julian Beale, his wife Felicity Irene
Beale and his children Deborah Beale and
Mrs Jennifer Susan James - holds shares in the
private company Australian Highway Plant Services
Pty Ltd. The sale in question was settled on 9
November 1994.
In his register of members' interests dated 21
November 1994 Mr Beale declared that Obena Ridge

Pty Ltd no longer held shares in the private
company Australian Highway Plant Services Pty
Ltd. However, on the same register he declared that
Obena Ridge had purchased shares in the private
company Jetpur Pty Ltd.
On 9 November 1994 two notifications of allotments
of shares in relation to Australian Highway Plant
Services were filed with the Australian Securities
Commission. The first allotment was for 544 000
shares with a nominal value of $1 per share, a
premium paid of 25 cents per share and a total
amount of $1.25 paid per share.

A further allotment was for 12 256 000 shares with a
nominal value of $1 each, a premium paid of 25
cents per share and a total amount of $1.25 paid per
share. Both allotments of shares are held fully by
Jetpur Pty Ltd of level 15, 90 Collins Street,
Melbourne.
Jetpur Pty Ltd was registered on 24 August 1994. It
has as its directors Raymond Martin Kelsey, Charles
Percy Abbott, Alexander Waislitz, Ashok Peter Jacob
and William Thomas Flintoff. Three lots of
notifications of allotments of shares have been filed
with the Australian Securities Commission in
relation to Jetpur Pty Ltd: two lots on 9 November
1994 and one lot on 22 December 1994. In total there
were 11760000 A-class shares issued and 1641600
B-class shares issued. All shares have a nominal
value of $1 each, with a premium of 25 cents paid
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per share and a total amount of $1.25 paid for each
share.

was to put pressure on and persuade the senior
officers of Vicroads to sell this plant.

In total, Pratt Management Services Pty Ltd holds
6136000 A-class shares in Jetpur Pty Ltd. In total
Obena Ridge Pty Ltd holds 3 064 000 A-class shares
in Jetpur Pty Ltd. In total Elyxis Pty Ltd, of level 15,
90 Collins Street, Melbourne, holds 2 560 000 A-class
shares in Jetpur Pty Ltd. In total Faws Investments
Pty Ltd holds 1641 000 B-class shares in Jetpur Pty
Ltd.

Julian Beale originally indicated in his federal
register of members' interests that his family
company Obena Ridge Pty Ltd had purchased
shares in Australian Highway Plant Services. Just
one month later he advised federal Parliament that
his family company had divested itself of its shares
in Australian Highway Plant Services.

The ultimate holding company of Elyxis Pty Ltd is
Jawcamb Pty Ltd of the 15th floor, 90 Collins Street,
Melbourne. Jawcamb's current directors include the
Liberal, Charles Percy Abbott, John Anthony
McIntosh, Robert Stinson, and Jonathon Paul.
Pratt Management Services Pty Ltd changed its
organisation details on 1 February 1995 to become
Thorny Investments Pty Ltd. The directors of
Thorny Investments are Anthony Joseph Pratt,
Jeanne Pratt, Richard Pratt and Alexander Waislitz.
Faws Investments Pty Ltd has as its directors the
management buy-out group, including William
Flintoff, Brett Wilson, Rodney Adams, Reg
Schlipalius, Raymond Martin Kelsey and Michael
Naphthali.
At a recent board meeting of Australian Highway
Plant Services Mr Julian Beale attended, and at a
meeting just prior to 24 January 1995, a Mercedes
Benz with the number plate SMERC turned up
outside the building where the board meeting was
held. The motor vehicle is registered in the name of
Felicity Beale, date of birth 26 December 1937.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - She is Julian Beale's wife.
Mr Julian Beale, MHR for Bruce, was the federal
shadow minister for privatisation from 1991 to 1993.
He was MHR for Deakin from 1984 to 1990 and has
been the MHR for Bruce since 1990.
From 1965 to 1979 Julian Beale was the general
manager of the Imco container company and it was
no doubt through this role that he built up a
relationship with Richard Pratt.
In his role as the federal shadow minister for
privatisation, Mr Beale was pushing the sale of
Vicroads. He was physically seen around the Glen
Waverley premises on a regular basis. The purpose
for which Mr Beale was at the Glen Waverley depot

Julian Beale's family company then purchased some
3 064 000 shares in Jetpur Pty Ltd. Jetpur Pty Ltd
owns all the shares in Australian Highway Plant
Services. Julian Beale is now the second largest
shareholder in the privatised plant division of
Vicroads. Julian Beale has tried to shuffle his
companies around to hide his interest in the plant
division of Vicroads.
So we are making it clear that in relation to the role
of the Minister for Roads and Ports it transpired that
he placed a major part of Vicroads business on the
market. In putting it up for tender he has carried out
no valuation. We have had a number of concerned
public servants, valuers, come to us and indicate to
us that there was no valuation.

It is also clear, Mr President, that this issue at no
stage went to the Tender Board and that during the
tender process the in-house group of bidders was no
more than a front for Julian Beale. In other words the
official announcement made by Australian Highway
Plant Services was that it was an in-house buyout
group. When you read the Business Review Weekly
you gain the view that the successful bidder was an
in-house group. As senior engineers and an
accountant in the organisation they did not have the
capacity to carry out a transaction of $42 million.
There was no suggestion at any time that these
senior public servants had the wherewithal to carry
out the transaction. But at all times the appearance
was that the transaction would be financed and
funded by the in-house group. What was really
transpiring at all timesHon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - What is clear at all times
and what we are told in Tony Thomas's article in the
Business Review Weekly is that an in-house group was
operating. But we now know that that is not the
case. What in fact is the case is that at all times they
were operating out of an office at level 15, 90 Collins
Street. And that office was the true purchaser. The
agent for this transaction, a key shareholder in the
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transaction and the major beneficiary in the
transaction, unbeknown to all the other tenderers,
was in fact Julian Beale. The engineers were no more
than a front. The engineers and an accountant were
in fact employed by Australian Highway Plant
Services and originally the directors were no more
than fronts for Julian Beale. He orchestrated the
transaction in which he is now the beneficiary of
shares worth $3 600 000.
If this were such a laudatory, transparent
transaction, it is surprising that at no stage in 1994
did the Minister for Roads and Ports come into the
house to explain the tender process, the bidding
process, who the bidders were or what the benefits
are.
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the other 11 bidders, and they knew what was
happening.
They were privy at all times and this minister
allowed it to occur. He knew what was going on at
all times. He knew that Julian Beale went down to
the Glen Waverley depot, persuaded the managers
to put in a bid and when they put in the bid 11 other
bids came in. And how were the other 11 bids
treated?
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - On their merits!
Hon. D. R. WHITE - They were not, because the
people handling the bidding process - Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Which people?

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Who would
understand on your side of the house?
Hon. D. R. WHITE - It is of great significance to
all Victorians that this transaction has occurred
because this is a model. We are about to see the
privatisation of the SEC and of United Energy, and it
is fair that all Victorians have a close look at what
occurs when privatisation is undertaken by this
government. When privatisation is undertaken by
this government what do we see? We see that the
major beneficiary is none other than a Liberal
member of the federal Parliament, who is acting in
secret in collusion with the minister and the Premier
of this state.
Not only was there no valuation and no tender
process but a fleet upgrade occurred with no
adjustment to the price for the successful bidder.
The minister is responsible for overseeing this
transaction and he has sold off for less than half its
value part of Vicroads to close mates of the
government and the Liberal Party. He is putting
himself in the circumstance where someone donates
$50000 and $62 000 to the Liberal Party, which then
gives that person an inside run; and there is no
suggestion here that all the bidders were treated
without fear or favour on their merits - that did not
occur.
Firstly we had Julian Beale down at the Glen
Waverley depot talking to the senior engineers. Then
we had the senior engineers form a buy-out group;
then they established an office at 90 Collins Street;
and after they established an office at 90 CoIl ins
Street they put in a bid. Then they remained on the
premises so that they had an unfair advantage over

Hon. D. R. WHITE - I will name them Tom Flintoff, Rodney Adams, Reg Schlipalius and
Brett Wilson. After having talked to Julian Beale
those men then put in a bid as part of an in~house
group. They then remained on the premises,
running the business during the fleet upgrade; and,
in addition, while remaining on the premises
throughout the tendering process they had inside
information about the running of the business and
they continued to run the business during the other
bids. They had inside information about what was
happening in relation to the other 11 bids at all times.
So Mr Beale got on the inside, made the bid and
organised the bid which was no more than a front.
At all stages they were on the inside. They knew
what was happening throughout the bidding
process. None of the other 11 bidders knew what
was happening, and at all times Julian Beale had his
people on the inside, and at all times during that
process the minister knew what was happening.

In fact the senior public servant who held
responsibility for the tendering process was leant on
by the Premier to hurry up the bid. On three
occasions Mr Peter Robinson, who is now in
Treasury, was leant on by the Premier to hasten the
bid.
So when it comes to privatisation in this state, here is
the model: first you donate to the Liberal Party, then
you go down to the Glen Waverley plant, organise a
front organisation to put in a bid, locate it in your
own offices at 90 Collins Street and then as the deal
is being consummated you arrange for your
company to take over the bid.
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These mates, including Mr Julian Beale, Liberal
Party benefactor, Richard Pratt, and Liberal Party
member Charles Abbott, were all involved.
Notwithstanding the remarks of the minister last
Monday, Australian Plant Highway Services was
not the highest tenderer and the Premier was
personally involved in overseeing this project.
Therefore, we see how the Liberal Party does
business in Victoria. Who were the people who
borrowed from Tricontinental and did not pay back?
They were Liberal Party members. Who were the
owners of Pyramid who donated - Hon. K. M. Smith - On a point of order,
Mr President, for 45 minutes Mr White has been
going on, and I am pleased to see you flipping
through the standing orders now, because his
speech is boring and repetitious. He has repeated
himself at least 10 times on every issue. He would
not have had enough content in his speech to fill in
5 minutes but he has kept on repeating it. He has
said nothing of substance; it is boring and
repetitious and I ask you to bring him back to order.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Standing order 133
states:
Any member may, either in the Council or in
committee of the whole Council, call attention to
continued irrelevance or tedious repetition on the part
of a member addressing the Chair and the President or
the Chainnan, as the case may be, may direct such
member to discontinue his speech.

Certainly during the course of Mr White's speech, to
which I have been listening carefully, a number of
issues have been repeated. For instance, the address
90 Collins Street has been referred to on at least three
or perhaps four occasions. So in that respect the
repetitious issues are relevant to the point of order. I
ask Mr White not to go over the ground he has
already gone over but to continue with his speech.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - In looking at this
transaction one has to put into perspective what is
happening in this state today. What is happening is
made clear when you ask yourself the question: who
were the successful bidders for the casino? They
were Liberals - Ron Walker, Ron Williams and
Rod Camegie.
Hon. R. I. Knowles - On a point of order,
Mr President, you quite correctly pointed out at the
beginning of this debate that this is a serious motion
about a want of confidence in the Minister for Roads

321

and Ports. Mr White is not embarking on that course
when he talks about contracts at the casino or
whatever. That matter is unrelated to the Minister
for Roads and Ports and therefore it cannot possibly
be part of a motion of want of confidence in the
Minister for Roads and Ports. I urge that Mr White
be brought back to the motion which is Mr Baxter's
responsibility as Minister for Roads and Ports.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - On the point of order,
Mr President, in relation to this motion of want of
confidence in the minister and in relation to the
character of this transaction, I argue that it is not
unreasonable to refer in passing to that transaction
in the context of one immediate transaction that has
already occurred and the way in which privatisation
is occurring in order for people to understand what
is transpiring in Victoria.
I am arguing that what is occurring in Vicroads is
not only the minister acting in a way that is not
consistent with the tendering process but that he
forms part of a cabinet that is reinforcing the
character of transactions in respect of both Vicroads
and what occurred in relation to the casino.
Moreover, if what is occurring in Vicroads is
allowed to continue, we will see similar transactions
by this and other ministers concerning the imminent
privatisation of the SEC. It is not unreasonable to
make that analogy in passing.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The motion before
the house is very limited: it is directed specifically at
the house not having confidence in the Minister for
Roads and Ports. If the motion were directed against
the privatisation practices of the government, a
wider scope would be relevant. At this stage of the
debate I have been surprised by the very few
references to Mr Baxter, but I accept that Mr White
has not yet finished. I uphold the point of order. It is
not relevant to debate issues other than the one
specifically before the house - that is, whether the
Minister for Roads and Ports no longer possesses the
confidence of the house, presumably for actions for
which he is responsible.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - The Minister for Roads and
Ports is a member of a government that was elected
to govern, not to steal people's assets and give them
to its mates. That is what is happening with
Vicroads. Its assets are being stolen and handed over
to the government's mates. The tender process that
commenced in 1994 is not beyond reproach. On that
occasion the minister said, on behalf of the
government, that Vicroads would sell its plant hire
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equipment, that 650 vehicles would be put on the
market and that tenders would be called for. In the
course of calling for tenders the minister allowed a
group of in-house engineers to make a bid. He knew
they had put in a bid, but as the minister responsible
he made no attempt to ensure they were removed
from the day-to-day running of the depot. The
minister no longer deserves to have the confidence
of this house because he did not ensure that the
in-house bidders were kept at arm's length from the
running of the day-to-day business. In other words,
he allowed them in!
The second reason why the minister no longer
deserves to have the confidence of the house is that
prior to the sale he did not ensure that a proper
valuation of all the assets was carried out. So, no
formal valuation has been carried out.
The third reason why the minister no longer
deserves to have the confidence of the house is that
he at no time took the transaction to the State Tender
Board, either in relation to the tender process itself
or, at the end of the process, to get the board's
formal agreement.
The fourth reason why the minister no longer
deserves to have the confidence of the house is that
he allowed vehicles to be upgraded at no cost to the
successful bidder.
He no longer deserves to have the confidence of the
house because throughout the tender process he
allowed the senior officers who were part of the
bidding process to continue to run the plant,
ensuring that at all times they were around the
depot or on the premises and fully aware of what
was happening with the other bids. It is also clear
that Mr Baxter allowed Mr Peter Robinson, who was
responsible for the transaction, to be told by the
Premier on three occasions to hurry up the
transaction.
It is clear that the minister knew and understood at

all times that Mr Julian Beale was not just at the
depot in the normal course of his business as the
member for the electorate. He was there to persuade
the officers not only that the transaction should go
ahead but that their bid should go ahead. In other
words, Mr Beale was at the depot to persuade the
senior engineers to put in a bid. The minister was
aware at all times that that was happening, and he
allowed that to occur.
The minister is also aware that the in-house group
that put in the bid was located at 90 Collins Street, a
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front for an organisation that subsequently took over
the transaction. Not only that, but the minister no
longer deserves to have the confidence of the house
because subsequent to the transaction he allowed
contracts to be entered into on behalf of Australian
Highway Plant Services that were worse and more
costly than the original circumstances, and taxpayers
are worse off as a consequence. We submit that on
this occasion the other 11 bidders were dudded and the same thing has happened with other
transactions undertaken by this government,
including the casino. There is no justification for this
minister, the Minister for Roads and Ports, allowing
this transaction to proceed with the involvement of
Mr Julian Beale. The house should remember that
this is the first occasion on which Mr Beale's
involvement in the transaction has been fully
disclosed. Mr Julian Beale is so thrilled about what
appeared in an article on page 2 of a recent edition
of the Sunday Age - I believe it was a fairly
innocuous piece - that he is now suing the Sunday
Age and Mark Phillips.
Hon. M. A. Birrell - I presume that is on the
public record, too?
Hon. D. R. WHITE - That is not on the public
record. Mr Beale has not disclosed that publicly, so
far as I am aware. I make it clear that under no
circumstances should Mr Julian Beale have been
allowed to participate in the transaction. Under no
circumstances should he be in the position he is in
today, holding $3.6 million worth of shares. Not
only that, we want to know who paid for those
shares. It is very doubtful that Mr Beale paid for
them in full.
The opposition says the Minister for Roads and
Ports no longer deserves to have the confidence of
this house and should cease to be a minister because
of his handling of the transaction. He has allowed
situations to occur that should never be allowed
under any tender process: no valuation was carried
out; the highest bidder did not get the job; and
people had inside information about what was
going on throughout the tender process - and they
were allowed to remain on the job. Mr Baxter has
overseen a project that should not have been
allowed.
Hon. M. A. Birrell interjected.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - If by way of interjection
the Leader of the Government is saying this is a
model for future transactions - that when it comes
to the United Energy transaction we will see
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Mr Walker and Mr Beale and Christopher Skase and
Alan Bond and John Elliott wandering around
putting in bids - Victorians are in for a fire sale of
their assets to the Liberal Party's mates and cronies.
On this occasion it was allowed to occur with the
knowledge of the Minister for Roads and Ports.
The minister no longer deserves the confidence of
this house because of his handling of this
transaction. It is clearly the worst tender process that
has ever occurred in the history of Vicroads. It
seriously diminishes the position of Vicroads now
and in the future. It seriously financially
disadvantages not only Vicroads but also the
taxpayers. The only person who had a victory in this
matter was Julian Beale.
The opposition says that the Minister for Roads and
Ports should resign because of his handling of this
transaction, and I call upon the members of this
house to support the motion.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - A motion of no confidence in a minister is
the most serious motion that the opposition can
move, and one would expect that such a motion
would be moved only when an allegation of great
substance was made against the minister with proof
of maladministration, or for some other reason.
I have listened to Mr White for almost an hour and,
apart from a few remarks about 50 minutes into his
speech, I was hardly mentioned. It appears to be just
another typical David White sleaze attack on
someone outside Parliament. Obviously Mr White
did not have his heart in it either because the
television cameras are not here today, nor was there
any request to have them here, which is usually the
case when Mr White wants to do an exercise on
someone who is not here to defend himself.
Hon. Rosemary Varty - He usually has a
microphone in his pocket.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - You are right, Mrs Varty.
Today we have heard in typical fashion from
Mr White, and the body language exhibited today
by his colleagues is similar to their body language
whenever he gets to his feet to make a sleaze attack.
They are uncomfortable.
Today we got an attack on Julian Beale and
Charles Abbott. Why? Because they happen to be
members of the Liberal Party. Mr Beale, presumably
along with others, happens to be a donor to the
Liberal Party.
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Hon. M. A. Birrell - Big surprise!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - Yes, I am in favour of
people donating to political parties because I believe
it is the way democracy works. It is interesting and I do not want to ascribe any ill will to Mr Pratt,
who also happens to be involved - that he did not
appear in this diatribe from Mr White and I wonder
why, because he is an acknowledged donor to the
Liberal Party, but he is also an acknowledged donor
to the Labor Party!
Hon. M. A. Birrell - Neither of them donates to
the National Party!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - That is a tragedy! I
listened with interest: I was waiting for concrete
allegations to be rolled out because I was facing the
most serious allegation against me in more than
20 years in Parliament, but they did not come.
We heard the typical repetitious attacks from
Mr White. We heard about the office in
Collins Street about four or five times and we heard
about the $50 000 donation four or five times. I do
not know who occupies 90 Collins Street and I do
not care. I do not intend to find out whether AHPS
established an office at 90 CoIlins Street, because
that was a commercial decision for AHPS to make. I
do not involve myself in where it may establish a
commercial office.
I shall deal with outsourcing plans in Vicroads. It
was no great surprise because I have been on record
in this place for many years as having complained
about the millions of dollars worth of machinery
bearing the Vicroads logo that is stationary on
highways all over Victoria. The sun is blazing down
and there are perfect road-making conditions and
weather, but the plant is idle. It seems totally
ridiculous to me that the government should own all
this plant and that it should be under-utilised to that
extent. It has seemed to me for the past 10 years or
more that there would be a lot more sense in getting
that plant out into the private sector where it is
likely to be better utilised and thereby lower the cost
of road building in Victoria for the benefit of all
Victorians.
Of course this was not only my idea: the government
was elected on a policy of privatisation of a whole
range of areas - Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - To improve the
position of the state!
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER - Indeed, Mr Hartigan,
and the record is on the board for all to see. Progress
is being made in a whole range of areas, and some
progress is yet to be made in others. Work is being
done.
Another example of outsourcing in Vicroads was
road marking. Why did we need to use public
servants to paint white lines on roads? That work
was put out to tender and four contractors got the
job, and thousands of dollars a year have been saved
as a result of that outsourcing. There are great
benefits from outsourcing and we are seeing
evidence of that all around.
We have heard the allegation that the plant was sold
at half price. This is the parrot response from the
opposition. We hear it from the Leader of the
Opposition with great regularity and we hear it
today from Mr White, who put a value of
$90 million on the plant but did not produce any
evidence of who put that value on it other than some
unnamed person. Perhaps it was a disaffected
former employee, but he did not say that. Perhaps
he made it up.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Maybe it was no-one
at all!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - Yes, Mr Hartigan; there
was absolutely no substantiation for the $90 million
valuation. If Mr White has the valuation let him put
it on the table.
Hon. M. A. Birrell - I think he would have if he
had it because he didn't have any other substance!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - That is right. Clearly he
does not have it and I would like him to admit that
he does not have it. The mere fact, as was rightly
said, that there was no other evidence means that
clearly he does not have the $90 million valuation. It
is a fictitious valuation plucked out of the air by
someone or other, or perhaps overnight by Mr White
when he was working out what he was going to say
today. It just happened to be a convenient figure. It
is double what he knows the true valuation to be,
which was established at $42 million, but he decided
to run on the $90 million valuation. That is about the
strength of his valuation.
I make it clear to Mr White that a proper valuation
was placed on the plant and business prior to
tenders being called, and it was not done in house. It
was done by competent outside people who
established the benchmark at $42 million.
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Hon. D. A. Nardella - Who did it?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - It was Deloittes and
Minter Ellison who established this benchmark.
He says we also heard much about 12 tenderers:
there were never 12; there were never 10. However,
there were 10 who registered expressions of interest.
I make it perfectly clear to the house that it was not
some overnight decision; it was a very lengthy and
carefully managed and considered process which
started as far back as March 1993. A series of steps
were gone through to ensure that the best value was
obtained for Vicroads, that the best deal was
obtained, that the process was properly executed
and that there could be no suggestion that it was
otherwise. I have every confidence that that process
was properly followed.
There was market testing by a nationally advertised
call for registrations which opened on 28 August
1993 and closed on 29 September 1993. As a result,
there were 10 registrations of interest.
The process went on. Eventually tenders were
formally called and three tenders came in:
subsequently one withdrew; the end result was two
tenderers. There were very complex negotiations
with the tenderers to establish the preferred
tenderer, the preferred tenderer was nominated or
chosen by the chief executive of Vicroads and then
the final negotiations took place between Vicroads
and their advisers, including, as I have already
indicated, Deloittes, Minter Ellison, AHPS and their
advisers, who also hired competent outside people.
The process was gone through until finally on
8 November last year the contract was signed to sell
the Vicroads plant to AHPS at the price that has
been mentioned. We have heard all the allegations
that AHPS was a front for Julian Beale.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Completely
unsubstantiated.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER -It is completely
unsubstantiated indeed. No evidence has been
produced about that at all and I have no idea when
Julian Beale became involved in this.
I draw the attention of the house to a letter
published in the Sunday Age of 9 April from
Mr Kelsey, the Executive Chairman of AHPS and a
gentleman who got many mentions by Mr White.
The letter states, in part:
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Myself and the other former Vicroads managers who
participated in the purchase took many months to find
a satisfactory group of investors to back us. More than
20 leading financial institutions were approached. We
considered ourselves fortunate to attract Jawcamb, (a
private investment company headed by Charles
Abbott) who in turn attracted Thomey, (Pratt
Industries) and the investment company of Julian
Beale,MP.

So it can hardly be said that they were a
stalking-horse for Julian Beale; it was the other way
around. This management buyout group saw an
opportunity - and I do not want to deny any group
of public servants opportunities; the same
opportunity would be available to people in private
industry to do management buyouts.

That is what the opposition wants to do. It wants to
say, 'You cannot be involved in anything like this if
you happen to work for the government' and
somehow or other you are disadvantaged vis-a-vis
people who might work in the private sector.
Opposition members do not practise what they
preach all the time because in the past they - and
Mr White in particular - have been involved with
management buyouts, but Mr White conveniently
forgets that. On this occasion he wants to deny
Vicroads employees the opportunity to be involved
in putting in a proper competitive bid for a business
that they might operate efficiently.
However, obviously they are not likely to have
$40 million at their disposal if they are working for
Vicroads; they need to go out and get equity
investors. What did they do? As Mr Kelsey says,
they approached a lot of prospective equity backers
and after some time an arrangement came through
that included Jawcamb and Thorney, which
happened to have some connections with Mr Beale
and Mr Pratt.
I think that is an absolute absurdity to allege
incorrect process. Worse than that, it is scurrilous to
allege that they were simply stalking-horses and
were being used up by Mr Julian Beale. That is
certainly not true.
As for the suggestion or question or allegation by
Mr White: who paid for Mr Beale's shares? I could
not care less. I do not know and I do not intend
finding out. Vicroads got the cheque, the cheque did
not bounce and, as far as I am concerned, that is all I
need to know.
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It is an advantage to have outsourced the plant: it is
saving at least $5 million in a lump sum and it is
saving at least $700 000 a year in operating costs.
That is $700 000 a year that we now have to spend
on roads. The amount of $700 000 will build three or
four bridges in country Victoria and will build some
passing lanes and some duplication in
Mr Forwood's electorate; it might even do
something in Mr White's electorate, but he will not
be here after the next election, so it does not matter.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - It is an efficient
outsource operation which is freeing up money to
spend on roads instead of persisting with an
artificially constructed, contrived in-house plant
operation which charged itself and other branches of
Vicroads hire charges which bore no resemblance
whatsoever to commercial reality; it simply booked
entries one way or the other and at great cost.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - But the net benefit is
to Vicroads.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - And the net benefit of
this selling is to Vicroads and thereby to the people
of Victoria, because they will receive more benefits
from the roads.
Mr Kelsey further said in his letter:
Negotiations with Vicroads were long and painstaking.
Vicroads was advised at every stage of the process by
leading £inns including Minter Ellison Maurice Fletcher
and Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu.

The tender process was a highly competitive one.
We believe our bid was selected because it was the
most attractive to Vicroads financially and because
we offered all employees in Vicroads' plant division
employment with us at AH Plant.
I would have thought the opposition might be
interested in the work force of Vicroads receiving
some continuity of employment.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Since when has it been
interested in that?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - It professes to be, but of
course we know it is really just on the surface.
OppOSition members could not care less about the
people they profess to represent when it comes to
the crunch.

WANT OF CONFIDENCE IN MINISTER FOR ROADS AND PORTS

326

COUNCIL

The letter continues:
Additionally, the introduction of AH Plant as another
competitor in the plant hire industry will benefit
Vicroads and the industry due to increased competition.
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The events took place with the complicity of the
minister and others and without the proper scrutiny
of the State Tender Board. Any selling-off of assets
must take place through an independent process.
Hon. Rosemary Varty - What a hypocrite.

I believe Mr White has failed abysmally to
demonstrate with any degree of substance that any
aspect of this tendering process has opened any
question. I simply believe he has attempted to set
out to engage in a process of guilt by association
with Mr Beale, the Liberal Party and Mr Abbott and
in the process has somehow attempted to link me
into it as minister, which I find a bit intriguing
because I am not a member of the Liberal Party
anyway.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - You are a member of the
government.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER - I find it strange that
Mr White should move a motion of such seriousness
against a minister when he has so little to offer.
I do not intend to take the time of the house to go
through all his oft repeated allegations one by one
because I do not believe there was any substance in
them anyway; I have demonstrated that. I totally
reject his assertions.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA (Melbourne North) The motion that the minister no longer possesses the
confidence of this house is one of the most important
motions to come before the house.
The opposition has not moved this motion lightly.
We have moved it because decisions have been
made and events have occurred for which the
minister is responsible, the nature of which is
corrupt and which brings the state into disrepute.
This is an important motion, one the opposition
takes seriously. We are accusing the minister of
being responsible for an authorised sell-off of a
publicly owned, profit-making enterprise to people
with inside information and political cronies with
connections to the executive arm of government.
They donated massive amounts of money to the
Liberal Party, as a pay-off to the Kennett
government for a valuable, profitable and ongoing
enterprise. In this affair they can be construed as
bribes. All this occurred without the application of
the proper checks and balances available under the
Westminster system of government, which this
house should hold up as being paramount.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I am not a hypocrite.
The State Tender Board is part of that independent
process. The board was not used when the process
was being set up.
Hon. Rosemary Varty - You heard the minister
say it went through the tender process.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - That placed the
minister in an untenable situation. Under the
Westminster system - Hon. Rosemary Varty - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy President, the minister clearly stated that
the tender process was used. Mr Nardella
deliberately stated that the tender process was not
used. He is misleading the house.
Hon. D. R. White - On the point of order,
Mr Deputy President, we make it clear Mr Nardella is making it clear - that at no stage
was the State Tender Board involved in the tender
process. We also make it clear that throughout the
tender process one of the key in-house bidders knew
and understood what was happening with the
day-to-day operations of the plant. Furthermore, he
knew and understood what was happening with the
other bids.
We will continue to maintain that, notwithstanding
anything the minister says. That is why this debate
is occurring.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - Order! There is no
point of order. It is a matter for discussion and
explanation.
Hon. Rosemary Varty - You will continue to
mislead the house.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I have never misled
the house, nor will I in this debate.
Hon. Rosemary Varty interjected.
Hon. D. R. White - Take it to privileges - go on!
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - Order! Mr White
has had his say. Mr Nardella, without assistance.
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Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - That has placed the
minister in an untenable situation. Whenever that
occurs the house is obliged, because of the weight of
the evidence, to withdraw its confidence and to ask
the minister to resign his commission. That is what
the motion is about.
I turn to the facts. In his zeal to sell assets at all costs,
and given his ideological bent to look after and
nourish his political supporters, the minister has
sold the Vicroads plant and supply department to
inside traders and Kennett government political
donors. The management of the plant and supply
department, namely, Mr Tom Flintoff - Hon. K. M. Smith - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy President, it is the tradition of this house
that members do not read prepared speeches. It is
obvious that Mr Nardella is not using his own notes;
the words have been written for him. I ask you to
ask him to desist reading from prepared notes.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - On the point of order,
Mr Deputy President, the house knows that I do not
use prepared notes. I am using copious notes. That is
not the way I operate in this place. It is the custom
and practice of this house that copious notes can be
used.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - Order! A member
is not entitled to read his speech in its entirety.
However, Mr Nardella is certainly entitled to use
copious notes. I will keep an eye on Mr Nardella to
ensure that from time to time he deviates from his
copious notes.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The management of
the plant and supply department - namely Mr Tom
Flintoff, managing director, Mr Rodney Adams, who
interestingly was an accountant in that department,
and Mr Reg Schlipalius and Mr Brett Wilson, senior
engineers with Vicroads - had inside information.
They had the inside running on the tender. They
continued to run the enterprise during the tender
process, and they ended up buying the enterprise
after utilising that inside information.

327

ins and outs of its financial dealings, including the
clients and the value of the enterprise; but he was
also part of the management team that was in the
process of buying the enterprise. Schlipalius and
Wilson also remained in their pOSitions and gained
inside information on the plant supply enterprise.
Mr Reg Kelsey, a former managing director of
Wreckair, was also part of the management team.
Together they formed a company known as
Australian Highway Plant Services Pty Ltd, which
was favoured in the tender process. How were they
favoured by the authority and, subsequently, by the
Minister for Roads and Ports? Even though it should
have, the sale did not go through the tender board
process. No independent process was undertaken,
and the outcome was not determined in a proper
way by an independent authority.
Although the minister confirmed that there were
10 registrations of interest in buying the
organisation, it is clear that people who are not
insiders do not trust the tendering process operated
by the government. The withdrawals of interest in
the sale show that those who initially expressed
interest certainly did not trust the process!
Australian Highway Plant Services Pty Ltd won the
tender with a bid of $42 million. Earlier the minister
told the house that that was the value of the
enterprise. Was that a good price to achieve for the
Victorian people? Should they have received more
money for the enterprise? Could they have got a
better deal for the assets the government was giving
away at this fire sale? Is the $42 million that was
paid for the enterprise a fair replacement for the
revenue Vicroads gained each year from hiring out
its equipment to organisations such as Telecom and
road builders who used its services and equipment?
I say the answer is no. I say that $42 million was not
enough to cover those things and not enough to
cover the revenue shortfall of about $8 million a year
that the enterprise was returning to Vicroads, to the
government's coffers.

Although Mr Flintoff was removed from his position
during the negotiations, he was still at the Vicroads
Glen Waverley depot and was therefore involved on
a day-to-day basis with Vicroads. Therefore, his
position involved a conflict of interest.

The minister talked about going through the pain of
the sell-off so that the government could make
$700 000. Previously the enterprise was earning
$8 million a year, which is a lot more than the
$700000 he claims it is now earning, allowing it to
build three footbridges in the country. We have lost
an extremely valuable enterprise!

M.r Adams, the accountant, was also still there and
had access to all the information regarding his
department. In his role as accountant he knew the

If you or I, Mr President, had an enterprise that was
bringing in $8 million a year we would expect it to
yield at least 10 per cent - and if I were a shrewd
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business person I would expect a return of about
15 per cent. On that basis the value of the enterprise
had to be approximately $80 million! The opposition
has received information that the value was about
$90 million!
Hon. Andrew Brideson - What is the source?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The valuation comes
from people who worked at the enterprise and who
knew the value of the plant they were working with.
However, I do not believe we will ever know what
the real value was. Although the minister said
advice was sought from Deloittes and from Minter
Ellison he provided no formal report and certainly
none was presented to this house. I challenge the
minister to provide those reports.
Hon. Andrew Brideson - It is irrelevant to the
debate!
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - It is very relevant to
the debate because we are talking about selling off
an asset for less than its value.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA -It is not your asset; it
is an asset of the people of Victoria!
The PRESIDENT - Order! We cannot possibly
hear the debate when five, six or seven members are
talking or shouting at once! I ask the house to settle
down and listen to Mr Nardella.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The value of the
assets that the people of Victoria own is absolutely
critical to the performance of the minister and the
government. That is why this is important! I make
that clear just in case government members do not
understand why the opposition has brought the
matter before the house.
I challenge the minister to table the two reports he
claims were made by Deloittes and Minter Ellison so
we can verify their valuations. The opposition's
information is that they are not formal reports.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson - Who did your valuation?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I explained that
earlier, which you would know if you had been
listening! We had people in the organisation who
understood the value of the plant and equipment,
and they valued it at around $90 million.
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The opposition has received information that a
couple of people who would have understood the
real value of the plant and equipment and who were
in the management buyout group continued their
roles in Vicroads, and they were Flintoff and Adams,
who was the accountant. But that is not the worst of
it! Our information is that Australian Highway Plant
Services was not the highest bidder. Its $42 million
tender was not the highest bid submitted. The
government sold off a profitable enterprise, a
valuable Victorian asset, to a company that did not
submit the highest bid!
Hon. Rosemary Varty - You can't say there
were no tenders and then claim it didn't go to the
highest tenderer!
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - It was given away to
inside traders, to mates of the government. If the
Tender Board was not involved in the process, who
was appointed to oversee the process? I will let you
know who went through this 'tender' process. It was
a former manager, a work mate, a friend of Flintoff,
Adams, Schlipalius and Wilson - Mr Peter
Robinson. This raises its own questions but the main
issue is that the process the minister put in place, the
process for which the minister of the Crown was
responsible, was an incorrect process. It was a
process that has brought dishonour to the Victorian
people.
Worse still, the process set up by the minister was
then open to further political interference. On three
occasions the Premier, Mr Kennett, directly
contacted Mr Robinson, who was part of this
'tender' process, urging Mr Robinson to ensure that
'the deal went through'. So the process was not
independent. The minister is responsible for what
the government does; he is duty bound to put in
place independent processes and that did not occur.
Because the minister is responsible for the process,
he is responsible for the integrity of the process and
the authorities involved. He has let down the people
of Victoria.
Then it gets even worse. Not only did they give it
away for $42 million, they upgraded the cars that
were sold to Australian Highway Plant Services.
This is an unbelievable feat of incompetence by the
minister and by this government. We, the Victorian
taxpayers, bought and paid for new cars between
the time the contract was signed and the deal was
settled. It is like putting your house on the market,
and then, after signing the papers and receiving the
deposit, renovating it. It is like putting a 2D-square
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extension on the house after the sale, but before
settlement!
This is what this government and this minister have
done. That is the implication of the workings of the
government. It is an atrocious situation where the
taxpayers, the people of Victoria, have paid for new
cars - for an increase in the assets of the
organisation after it was sold off.
There was no compensation for that. You would
have thought the government would have gone back
to Australian Highway Plant Services Pty Ltd and
said, 'We have bought some new cars. We have
spent millions of dollars buying them and we would
like the money'. But no, an unbelievable decision
was made. But there is more. Because government
instrumentalities are exempt from sales tax, no sales
tax was paid on those new cars. So in a real sense a
further windfall went to Australian Highway Plant
Services.

It went even further. Not only did we give them new
cars, but Vicroads through the goodness of its heart
and with the hard-earned dollars of the taxpayers
made roadworthy the 650 old cars that it handed
over under the contract. So not only were they given
new cars, they made the old cars roadworthy! That
did not go through a tender process. This
government and this minister, who talks about
propriety, did not take it through a tender process.
He did not say, 'If we have to do this because of the
contract, what is the best price we can get for
making the cars roadworthy?'. They did not do that;
they sold to the company cars that they made
roadworthy without any tender - without any
checks and balances. It is outrageous that a minister
who is responsible for our money has gone through
that type of process.
The situation is that the final successor to Vicroads
has major political identities at its head. After the
political interference that occurred, the final
outcome is that the owners of Australian Highway
Plant Services Pty Ltd include Mr Julian Beale, the
liberal MHR who donated $50 000 to the Liberal
Party. The ordinary people out in the community do
not ordinarily contribute to political parties. In
Victoria, if you have a lot of money and you
contribute to the Liberal Party, you can buy yourself
into any of the enterprises that are being sold.
Mr Richard Pratt, who is not a member of the
Liberal Party, also donated $50 000. To the average
person in the street that is around three years wages.
Many of my constituents would be lucky to see
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$50000 in a IO-year period, yet Pratt and Beale just
throwaway $50 000 to the Liberal Party and get a
political payback as well- they get a valuable
enterprise.
They have taken over the management of the
companies, as was explained by Mr White, through
the share transactions that have been detailed to this
house previously. The minister, as a responsible
officer of this house, and the government have
allowed it to occur. The minister must be held
accountable to the community for those actions.
Under the Westminster system, he is the one
responsible and the one who has brought disrepute
to the Victorian community. He must be judged by
this house. The situation is untenable and action
should be taken by the house. I urge all honourable
members to support the motion.

Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) - I cannot
say it is really a pleasure to speak during a debate
such as this. Mr White raises a serious matter when
he moves a vote of no confidence in one of the best
ministers in this state, and possibly even Australia. I
am amazed at the ridiculous statements made today
and it is no doubt another figment of the
imagination of Mr White, assisted by Mr Nardella.
They have put their imaginative thoughts together
and presented them to the house today. But it is a
serious matter and government members see it as
such, whereas I am sure the opposition does not.
The Leader of the Opposition in this place left part
way through Mr White's speech and is still not in
the chamber. Given that this is such a serious debate,
I wonder where he is? I observed carefully the
interest shown by the colleagues of the two
opposition members who spoke today. It was in
stark contrast to the interest shown when the
minister stood up to speak. He clearly explained the
situation. He put the facts on the table rather than
speaking imaginative nonsense. When the
opposition members spoke, continual interjections
were: 'Who said that?' The question was never
answered. This motion is a waste of the Parliament's
time.
The basic allegation was some tenuous connection
with members of the Liberal Party - not members
of the minister's party - and I cannot see what that
has to do with business. If we believed Mr White's
exhibition today, it would be difficult to find anyone
left to do business with in this state. The minister has
acted in the true commercial sense. He is saving
money for this state and bringing it back to an even
keel after 10 years of Labor mismanagement.
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Mr White claimed the minister accused had been
part of a rip-off - what a load of absolute nonsense.
He accuses the minister of having no integrity but if
he did so outside this place he would be laughed out
of court. They are suggesting this minister sneaked
around and put together some shonky deals but
they presented not a zack of evidence and skated
around every issue they raised, be it the tender
process or anything else.
Great play was made by opposition members of
share ownerships by various people but again 1 ask:
what does that have to do with business? There was
a wonderful array of other useless information from
the two speakers, and one of Mr White's best
comments was, 'I am making it clear.' Clear? Clear
as mud! And all he did was throw it today.
He said concerned public servants have made
comments, but again we were given no names. He
suggested influence and inside commercial
information were involved, but all 1 can say is that
Mr Beale, whom 1 do not know, must be Supennan
if he is that good. I bet he does not change his clothes
in a telephone box. Yet after today's perfonnance,
Mr White could probably fit all his mates in one!
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of the community asked the Minister for Roads and
Ports to open the facility.
1 also refer the house to the national highways
strategy report. Today the opposition has claimed
that the Minister for Roads and Ports is losing
money that belongs to the people of Victoria. 1 do
not believe there has been another minister who has
accrued more money for the state. 1 ask honourable
members to read the national highways strategy
report. The minister put forward an extremely
strong case for a $222 million allocation for Victorian
roads in 1995-96. That equates to the correct
percentage of road funds that should be allocated to
Victoria, not the 16.5 per cent that the federal
government allows and Mr White and Mr Nardella
are content to allow to dribble into this state, which
does not give us a fair go. The minister has made a
submission and put forward a document that will
look after the people of Victoria.
1 refer the house to another document that proves
the minister is open in everything he does.
Mr Baxter consults about what he does; there is
always transparency in everything he does.
Hon. D. R. White interjected.

Mr White and Mr Nardella have concocted a web of
nonsense about the minister. Wherever he goes in
this state, in this country or internationally he is
recognised for his integrity. It has really been an
attack on Mr Beale and Mr Pratt but, unfortunately,
to the best of my knowledge, they do not contribute
to the party to which the minister belongs.
The minister is a role model for new members to
Parliament, such as me, or for anyone considering
entering politics. This minister, who would think
nothing of getting on a bus to travel to work to see
how things really are, has carried out his duties with
integrity. At the same time he has not neglected his
own electorate. He is constantly representing both
the city and the bush. He has been prepared to
consult on any issue and it is certainly not his nature
to sneak around and do the shonky deals that have
been suggested today. It never was his nature and it
never will be his nature.
Last week in the bush an interesting thing
happened. The Charlton community got together
and built a travellers' rest for people who travel
through that small town. No state money was
involved, which was a bit embarraSSing; but because
of his integrity and the good light he is seen in by
both country people and people in the city, members

Hon. B. W. BISHOP - 1 have read the motion
very carefully, and I am disgusted by it. As part of
the study referred to in the document, the minister is
inviting comments on rural roads. The minister
consults with people: he talks about tourism; he
talks about heavy vehicle operation; he talks about
poor roads contributing to a third of the crashes on
country roads. He is asking freight operators to
contribute to the rural road study. He is not a
minister who sneaks around. He is a minister who is
open, W:lO ~.)nsults and who has integrity.
I ha ve travelled around the state a great deal. Last
week's visit to Charlton was interesting because of
the driver training course that is linked to the
Charlton school. That course has been difficult to
maintain, and we have been negotiating for a couple
of months to see whether it can continue. During the
visit, the minister met community members and
worked through the matter with them in an open,
clear and patient manner.
The minister has put in place the 3-cent-a-litre Better
Roads Victoria levy. As a result, each year more than
$150 million is being put into the road system which, 1 remind Mr White, fell into disrepair during
his 10 years of government. Thanks to the minister's
work Victoria's roads can effectively support its
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agriculture and manufacturing industries, both of
which operate in very competitive markets. One of
the minister's money-saving innovations is the
stitch-in-time program for our roads, which has kept
them at their present standard.
The minister has been accused of putting public
money at risk. What a load of nonsense! I do not
believe any minister could have done more for the
state or the nation. The minister has taken the hard
decisions on tunnels, freeway extensions and
ring-roads, putting forward a practical and
workable program. He has been able to work with
people to achieve good results. I could go on and on
about the achievements of the minister and how he
has consulted openly, something not raised today by
members of the opposition. I will conclude by
talking about the contentious issue of ports.
Hon. D. R. White - This is the best eulogy we
have ever heard! He loves the guy - and he's not
even dead!
Hon. B. W. BISHOP - You, Mr White, asked me
why I asked the question, which shows your lack of
understanding. Victoria's ports are crucial to the
ability of our agricultural industry to compete on the
international market. Mr White would know that,
but he did not recognise it today. The minister
answered the question fully. Mr White talked about
not consulting. The minister has attended more than
a dozen meetings, perhaps close on 20, about the
situation with our ports.
In conclusion - no doubt we could go on and on,

endlessly rebutting the arguments of the
opposition - I believe the opposition has put
forward a very weak argument. The minister
obviously has the support of the house. He has
generated a great deal of confidence during his
20 years in Parliament - and in particular, during
his past two and a half years as minister.
Hon. R. S. IVES (Eumemmerring) - Whenever
the subject of the house's lack of confidence in a
minister is discussed because of his participation in
a process by which public assets have been
plundered by members of the Liberal Party and their
business supporters, the other side becomes
apoplectic and hysterical. Members opposite are
under strict instructions to do everything they can to
disrupt opposition speakers simply because we are
going to the very heart of what is wrong with this
government. I anticipate they will yell and scream
and shout. I will take that as further evidence that
we are onto something and hitting them where it
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hurts. The house will understand that to overcome
the interjections and for the benefit of Hansard I will
have to repeat everything three or four times - but I
am happy to do so.
Mr Bishop essentially said that Mr Baxter is one of
the greatest ministers in the country. He said he is
kind to animals, he is a good neighbour, he is liked
in his constituency, he produces papers that read
well and he goes up to Canberra and represents our
interests. Mr Bishop said he could go on and on,
which he did, giving the sort of speech - Mr Baxter
will appreciate this - that members usually give
when other members die! It was a great testimonial
and a splendid eulogy. Unfortunately, the saddest
and most damning comments of this debate came
from Mr Baxter's own mouth, particularly when
after reference had been made to the oft-repeated
90 Collins Street address, his reply was, 'I don't
know, I don't care, and I don't intend to find out'.

Hon. K. M. Smith interjected.
Hon. R. S. IVES - In a sense I am complimented
by Mr Smith's reflections on any Shakespearean
quality in my speech. It reaffirms a belief that
Mr Smith habitually reads comics.
The minister's most damning comment was, 'The
cheque didn't bounce, and that is all I need to
know'. What is a damning comment from a minister
of the Crown! It is a matter of hear no evil, see no
evil and speak no evil. He is safely cocooned in his
own ignorance and is determined to stay in that
position.
His comment tells us something that I have
suspected about the amoral quality of this
government. I shall state as fairly as I can the case he
put to the house. His case was that there was
equipment lying idle all over the state. It was baking
in the sun, exposed to the wind and the rain. It was
under-utilised and a shocking waste of public assets.
There was a group of honest-to-God public servants
who wanted to be business entrepreneurs and they
checked this out. They said, 'Gee whiz, we haven't
got much money. We can't afford $40 million. It may
be much less than what it is worth but it is certainly
more than we can pay. What can we do as a group
of honest Aussie battlers who merely want to
become entrepreneurs and make a quid for
ourselves in the great Australian tradition?'. They
said, 'We need some money. Where do we get it?
What about good old Charlie Abbott, the people's
friend? He is always good for a few bucks for a
battler'. The people's frie~d, Charlie Abbott, says,
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'Well, boys, I would like to help you. I realise you
haven't got the cash. I know there is something
wrong with all this equipment lying idle all over the
countryside. Private enterprise can manage it much
better. How can I help you get the cash?'. He said,
'I'll scrummage around amongst a few friends to get
a bit of cash'. The group next said, 'We are getting a
bit stretched, but there is a man who, although he
realises this is a good business opportunity, is really
the pal of the people: the local member, Julian Beale'.
He was a sponsor of the impoverished federal
Liberal Party when nobody else was prepared to
donate to the federal Liberal Party. The deal is done.
There are a few additional things that might cause
curiosity but, as the minister said, 'As long as the
cheque doesn't bounce I don't need to know. I don't
really need to inquire too deeply into the upgraded
plant or into the business of buying cars through the
government without paying tax. I don't need to
inquire too deeply into what is going on here'. That
was the minister's story: that this group of battlers
wanted to do the decent thing by the state of
Victoria and start a little business; they passed
around a hat and came up with this backing.
This is where the issue of the address at 90 Collins
Street is important. How early in the piece did they
establish a connection with Charlie Abbott or Julian
Beale? In the matter of conflict of interest, as
John Cain, the former Premier, once remarked, 'The
Liberals think that conflict of interest is something
running in the fifth race at Flemington'.
The question of conflict of interest deserves a better
defence than what Mr Bishop used, which could be
called the Joh Bjelke-Petersen defence. I have
mentioned this time after time in privatisation
debates in this house and I shall continue to do so
because this is the sort of debate that will be brought
on by government actions time after time. I
remember many years ago Joh Bjelke-Petersen
saying on television, 'Listen, the government is to be
congratulated and the public of Queensland should
be proud that there are people with business
acumen in this government. If we had to rely on the
normal sorts of politicians, particularly those in the
opposition, and if we had to rely on the normal sorts
of public servants we would not get anywhere, and
in matters such as selling oil drilling rights off the
Barrier Reef, thank heavens your government at
least understands business'.
Essentially that is what Mr Bishop was saying, that
we in this state are fortunate to have
Liberal parliamentarians who understand the world
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of business and who are prepared to throw in a few
bob to help battlers set up business.
When we speak about the duties of a minister we
must consider such things as the fact that they are
custodians of assets under their control. They have a
duty of care. Mr Bishop said that the government
took this debate most seriously, but if it did
Mr Baxter would have produced documentation on
the valuation of this equipment and we do not have
it. We have only an assertion from the minister that
it was done.
The points raised by Mr White are worth repeating.
Essentially he said the minister stood accused of not
keeping the in-house bidders at arm's length. The
minister stands accused of not having a proper
evaluation made and of allowing an in-house tender
process but not taking it to the State Tender Board.
He is guilty of allowing an upgrading of vehicles
and equipment as a windfall for the group. He was
probably fully aware of what was happening
around him and the threat that he was causing to his
own party and his own government when Mr Julian
Beale, the former shadow minister for privatisation
suddenly said, 'I am going to buy a share in this
action'.
Is that what privatisation means to the government?
It will sell off assets, but it will be the Liberal Party,
its mates and, with barefaced effrontery, a member
of the federal Liberal Party, who profit. There is a
conflict of interest. The minister has said nothing to
satisfy the allegations that have been made by
Mr White. The minister's only defence has been, 'As
long as the cheque doesn't bounce I don't need to
know. I don't know, I don't care and I have no
intention of finding out'. Those are his words, which
condemn this minister and the government.
Hon. W. R. Baxter - Taken out of context by you!
Hon. R. S. IVES - That is their morality: 'As
long as the cheque doesn't bounce I don't need to
know'. I hope those words will form the epitaph of
the government!
Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) - I feel
committed to contribute to the debate on the motion
moved by Mr White that the Minister for Roads and
Ports no longer possesses the confidence of this
house. The truth of the matter is that Mr White has
again used this house to abuse its privilege. He takes
every opportunity in this cowards' castle to tip a
bucket on somebody outside the house who cannot
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defend himself against accusations made in the
house.
Let us get the debate into the context of what it is all
about, Mr White. The truth of the matter is: you have
used and abused this house, because Julian Beale
has sued you, he has sued Theophanous and he has
sued the Age for what you have done and what you
have said about this matter. I can tell you, Mr White:
you can start looking at putting your Ascot Vale
house on the market as well as Mary's house down
on the west coast.
Hon. B. W. Mier - On a point of order,
Mr President, I think Mr Smith is acting outside
standing orders with respect to the threats that he
has levelled at other members of this house. I cannot
refer to the particular standing order, but I am
certain there is a standing order about this sort of
matter. No member of this place has the right to
level threats similar to those that Mr Smith has just
directed at other members.
The PRESIDENT - Order! With due respect to
Mr Mier, I do not beljpve there is any such standing
orcit" or practice of t:'l;; house.
Hon. K. M. SMITH - Thank you, Mr President.
Once again we have seen David White use and
abuse this house. When he went into opposition he
started with me; he lost that one. He then moved to
Michael Kroger and his brother: he used and abused
this house by abusing them in cowards' castle when
he did not have the courage to stand out on the
street and say the same things. He did the same to
Jeffrey and Felicity Kennett and today he has done
the same to Julian Beale, Richard Pratt and Charlie
Abbott. He has used and abused this house because
he does not have the courage to say it outside!
Today he abused the Minister for Roads and Ports.
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in my substantive contribution to the debate but on
which you, Mr President, ruled me out of order, I
seek a ruling from you. In exercising my right of
reply I will then take the advantage of canvassing all
the debates that I have raised in this house on the
topic of privatisation, which is what Mr Smith is
doing.

I seek a ruling from you as to whether Mr Smith is in
order in referring to KNF and to Mr Kroger and his
case. If he is, I look forward to exercising the same
opportunity. However, earlier in the day when I
attempted to raise the casino matter you ruled that I
was out of order following a point of order raised by
the Minister for Housing. Mr President, I seek your
guidance.
The PRESIDENT - Order! First of all, the issue
in this case is whether in a response to a motion
moved by Mr White against the Minister for Roads
and Ports Mr Smith is able to look at other issues
involving Mr White, and whether that is analogous
to the ruling I made before. I do not believe it is
analogous, but I do take the general point about
relevance to the debate. In this case I think the
honourable member has made his passing reference
to some issues of the past. I now ask him to get onto
the substance of the motion before the house.
Hon. D. R. White - I intend to respond to his
arguments in passing as well, because I am
summing up.
Hon. R. I. Knowles interjected.
Hon. D. R. White - Bloody oath I am. If he raises
my house and KNF, I will respond to it.
The PRESIDENT - Order!
Hon. D. R. White - He cannot have it both ways.

Hon. D. R. White - On a point of order,
Mr President, earlier in the day I noted that you
made a ruling about the nature of this debate. I
indicated in response to a point of order moved by
the Minister for Housing that by way of analogy I
wished to refer to a number of other transactions,
including the casino. You ruled that that was not
possible because it was a narrow debate.

In response Mr Smith is not debating anything
relating to Vicroads or the Minister for Roads and
Ports; he is debating a number of matters that I have
previously raised in the house. If he is allowed to
raise a number of matters that were previously
raised in the house and which I also wanted to raise

The PRESIDENT - Order! In his response the
honourable member is entitled to respond to issues
that have been raised in the debate. All I am saying
to Mr Smith is that having made those points in
passing he should get onto the substance of the
debate.
Hon. D. R. White - Thank you for your ruling; it
opens up the debate.
Hon. K. M. SMITH - Thank you for your ruling,
Mr President. Mr White has again come into this
house and offered nothing. He has made a number
of accusations but again has not been able to prove
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anything. He has offered this house no proof
whatsoever about the actions of the Minister for
Roads and Ports.
Hon. D. R. White interjected.
Hon. K. M. SMITH - There was not one ounce
of proof in what he has put forward to this house
about the actions of the Minister for Roads and
Ports. Mr Nardella read out a speech that he could
not possibly have written himself because the words
were too big - Don, I'm sorry! The same sort of
Shakespearean performance was put by Mr Ives
when they rolled him out because no-one else was
prepared to support Mr White on his motion.
Today the Leader of the Opposition did not even
have the courage to support David White's motion.
The look on Mr White's face - -
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This is the sort of person who uses and abuses this
house. He did it yesterday in moving the motion,
and he has done it time and again. This is yet
another example of the sort of person he is, the sort
of person that his own party threw out as leader in
this house. He is the sort of person who could not
get preselection in a safe Labor Party seat because
they do not like him any more than we on this side
of the house do.

I say only that I support the Minister for Roads and
Ports, who has my greatest confidence in his ability
as a minister.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - In reply I
point out that the Minister for Roads and Ports said,
'I don't care where the cheque comes from as long as
it doesn't bounce'. That is his understanding of
propriety; that is his understanding of the people he
is prepared to do business with.

An Honourable Member - He left the house!
Hon. K. M. SMITH - He left the house because
he was disgusted with David White. He replaced
him and he is disgusted with him.
What have we seen? We have seen nothing of the
Leader of the Opposition, who could not support
David White in his motion.
I can say quite honestly that the Minister for Roads
and Ports, Mr Bill Baxter, has performed a sterling
job since taking over the portfolio: he understands
exactly what roads and ports are about and has done
a magnificent job in that field.
He has got right up the nose of Mr White and other
opposition members because they never performed
as well as the present minister has performed.
They were there for 10 years. In that time they did
their best to lose the state of Victoria and just about
did: this state was on the brink of bankruptcy when
Mr White was one of the decision makers. We have
seen what John Cain thinks of him: he did not like
him stabbing him in the back, and today Mr White
has come here to try to stab this minister in the back.
Yesterday he again used this house to move a
motion against the Minister for Roads and Ports.
What did it say to give any indication of what it was
about? It was a serious motion, a vote of no
confidence in the minister; yet David White could
not even put into the motion of no confidence on
what basis he was moving it.

I make one response to a matter raised by Mr Smith:
Mr Smith said that a number of opposition members
had been sued by Mr Julian Beale. That is not
correct. I said in the house in relation to that that
Mr Julian Beale had taken action against the Sunday
Age and against Mark Forbes - that is all; that is all
the action that he has taken. Mr Smith is completely
incorrect.
He is also threatening on behalf of Mr Beale that he
is taking action against me. That needs to be put into
context. It is not the first time that Mr Smith has said
that. Last year Mr Smith said that by December the
Premier of Victoria would have me in court in
respect of a writ. That did not occur. The time has
passed and no action has been taken. Mr Smith is
wrong today, he was wrong last year and every time
he gets on his feet he is wrong.
V, e hedId the Minister for Roads and Ports say he

had received advice from Deloitte's and from a
solicitor from Minter Ellison during the tender
process. What he did not make clear, what he did
not say, was whether he had received a valuation.
At no stage did he say he had a proper valuation
which he could table and which would demonstrate
that the value of the goods being sold as part of the
arrangement was $42 million - because no such
valuation exists.
The minister also explained what happened during
the selection process. He said 10 companies were
originally involved, that that was reduced to 3 and
that 1 then dropped out, leaving only 2. At no stage
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did he say the process and the outcome had been
referred to the State Tender Board.

the election in the marginal federal seat of Bruce;
and this is the model for privatisation in Victoria!

The minister was silent on the upgrading of the
vehicles. He did not say how he could justify the
vehicles being upgraded after the heads of
agreement were entered into, despite the fact that
that significantly increased the value of the assets.
He at no stage outlined the recompense the state
would get for that. The minister also made no
attempt to explain how he dealt with the in-house
bidders during the tender process. At no stage did
he show how he had put a boundary or a Chinese
wall around their activities during the process,
because they were free to roam around, be involved
in the management of the vehicles and gain an
in-house understanding of what was occurring
throughout the transaction.

Julian Beale, the federal shadow minister for
privatisation between 1990 and 1993, argued for
privatisation at the national and state levels - and
he is in it up to his annpits. He was the first port of
call; he received preferential treatment. Like Ron
Walker, he knows that if you are a mate of the
Liberal party you get preferential treatment. The
second thing that can be said about this model
concerns the effect it will have on a number of
substantial and controversial private transactions
that are about to occur. Five electricity distribution
companies are to be sold in 1995. United Energy,
Powercor, Citipower, Solaris and Eastern Energy are
on the market, as well as one electricity generator.
What transaction model will be used when United
Energy is first put on the market - the Vicroads
model or a second model, the one used for the
casino tender process?

The minister failed to show how the in-house
bidders were and should have been treated. He
failed to show due diligence. He argued that
Mr Beale did not arrive on the scene until after the
transaction had been consummated, a claim we
strongly contest. But he contradicted himself with
his own words: he simultaneously said the in-house
group did not have the wherewithal to submit a bid.
Therefore they could submit a bid and its financial
veracity could not be checked until somebody put
up the money. But he covered his own words. One
cannot put in a bid and say you have $42 million unless you can demonstrate to the seller that you
actually have $42 million to put up.
Before the minister could enter into a contractual
arrangement with Australian Highway Plant
Services he firstly had to have bidders; and then, as a
matter of due diligence, he had to check whether
they had the money. As soon as he established that
they had the money, Julian Beale was there - at all
times, up front - before the deal was consummated.
But we are saying more than that. We are asking
how the in-house bidders got there in the first place.
What motivated them to put up $42 million, and
what motivated them to put in a bid? Julian Beale
visited them at the Glen Waverley depot
beforehand, telling them from the outset that he
would provide the financial backing if they were
prepared to put up a bid. It was not surprising that
the office was established on level 15, 90 Collins
Street, and it was not surprising that the money
flowed from Julian Beale. We are saying that at no
stage should he have been involved in the process.
This is the model for Australia: this is the John
Howard model; this is the model for the conduct of

The unsuccessful casino tenderer, TIT-Sheraton,
continues to claim that it was dudded. 1 say that on
this occasion the other bidders were dudded. Here is
a message for all Victorians: if you want to bid for
United Energy and there are 47 expressions of
interest, do not bother unless your name is Ron
Walker, Julian Beale or Michael Kroger - especially
with respect to the Port of Portland Authority. He is
the next cab off the rank for a deal from this
government. That is the government's model for
privatisation.
Our precious state assets are being sold by the
Liberal Party for less than their value to achieve
favourable deals for the mates. That is the business
character of this government: it is stealing the
people's assets and selling them to its mates. That is
what the minister is guilty of. He gave Julian Beale
an inside running that was not available to any other
bidder. That is the model, Mr Bishop, that your
government prefers.
We say this house cannot and should not condone
the sorts of business practices that Joh
Bjelke-Petersen and Russell Hinze engaged in. That
is what we see in a minister who stands back and
says, 'I do not care where the cheque comes from so
long as it doesn't bounce'. This deal is crook, Julian
Beale's involvement is crook and the government is
crook - and that should not be allowed to occur.
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House divided on motion:

Ayes, 12
Davidson, Mr
Gould, Miss
Henshaw,Mr
Hogg,Mrs
Ives,Mr
McLean, Mrs (Teller)

Mier,Mr
NardelIa, Mr
Power, Mr (Teller)
Pullen,Mr
Theophanous, Mr
White,Mr

Noes,27
Asher, Ms
Ashman,Mr
Atkinson, Mr (Teller)
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Bishop,Mr
Bowden,Mr
Brideson, Mr
Connard, Mr (Teller)
Cox,Mr
Davis,Mr
de Fegely, Mr
Evans, Mr

Forwood,Mr
Guest,Mr
Hall,Mr
Hartigan, Mr
Knowles,Mr
Skeggs,Mr
Smith,Mr
Stoney,Mr
Storey, Mr
Strong, Mr
Varty, Mrs
Wells, Or
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Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 12.43 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 21 March; motion of
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment).
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I indicate
from the outset that I think everyone would agree
with the general aim of this bill because of the
importance to Australians and Victorians of
protecting Australia's coast. As a people we have
become very dependent upon our coastline.
Australia is the world's largest island and it would
be surprising if there were any honourable member
who had not enjoyed recreational activities on the
coastline of Victoria or who did not have family or
friends who had made use of the coastline. It is
clearly an extremely important area.
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Although the opposition agrees that the coast is
important it cannot agree with the way the bill
addresses the situation. The opposition believes the
bill is flawed in a number of ways but believes that
can be remedied. The opposition freely supports and
approves of the direction being taken by the
government in providing greater coordination and
addressing the issue of how to better manage
Victoria's coastline and coastal zone.
The opposition also agrees that there has to some
extent been a consultative process in which people
have had an opportunity to put their views. Those
views are obviously quite diverse and come from a
wide range of people in the community: people who
take resources from the sea, such as recreational and
commercial fisherman; people who use the sea for
surfing, boating and other forms of recreation;
people who have a long-term conservation interest;
and people who live by the sea or visit the coastline.
Although the opposition agrees with the intention in
that respect there is evidence that the consultation
has not been satisfactorily responded to. I have been
approached by and have been in contact with a
number of people who are still dissatisfied with the
extent to which they believe the proposed legislation
addresses the concerns that have arisen from that
consultation.
The opposition does not believe that the thrust of the
bill should be opposed but believes the government
should pause and improve the bill. Therefore, I
move:
That all the words after 'That' be omitted with the view
of inserting in place thereof 'this house refuses to read
this bill a second time until the government (a) makes a commitment to ecologically sustainable
development;
(b)

properly resources research and monitoring
pollution in our bays;

(c) abandons its plans to privatise Melbourne's and the
state's water utilities that impinge directly on the
proper management of sewerage and drainage
run-off; and
(d) improves and strengthens environmental
assessment processes that directly impact on
coastal environment in Victoria.'

Hon. M. A. Birrell - You just could not bring
yourself to make it bipartisan!
Hon. B. T. PULL EN - The Minister for
Conservation and Environment should listen to the
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debate. The opposition believes the bill is deficient in
several respects.
Hon. M. A. Birrell- Why don't you amend it,
then? I heard what you said. Why don't you move
amendments to improve it?
Hon. B. T. PULLEN - In response to the
minister, I indicate that during the committee stage I
will be moving amendments to the bill and the
minister will have an opportunity to respond to
those amendments. However, I believe the process
of amending the bill is second best. The government
should be prepared to sit down and talk with the
critics, the conservation people and others who
believe the bill could be better presented.
Hon. M. A. Birrell -If you want them to be
treated genuinely why don't you give them to us?
Hon. B. T. PULLEN we will provide them.

As soon as they are ready

Hon. M. A. Birrell - You have had five months!
Hon. B. T. PULLEN - The minister has asked a
question and I have given him an answer. The
amendments will be here. In any case, he is not
prepared to treat them seriously.
Hon. M. A. Birrell - If you had wanted them
treated seriously you would have provided them to
us prior to the debate. It is a farce! You do not want
us to even read them.
Hon. B. T. PULL EN - It is interesting that
already the minister is excited about the debate. I
shall make quite clear what I think about the
consultation. It is only at this stage that many
groups in the community are examining the
proposed recommendations of the Land
Conservation Council in the Marine and Coastal
Special Investigation Descriptive Report dealing
with the coastline of Victoria, which represents the
results of considerable consultation. People are
struggling to read the report so that they can have
some input into the debate on the bill.

If the minister had been serious about the debate and if what he has said is not cant - he would have
timed the release of this report so that the people
whose comments would be most pertinent to the
debate would have had the report earlier. They
could have had both the bill and the report of the
Land Conservation Council. Do not give me the
rubbish that I have been laggardly in providing
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amendments to the bill, because in order to provide
those amendments I wanted to see this report, which
was published only yesterday.
The minister has two opportunities in the debate.
Firstly, he can accept the fact that he has been told
by many groups that he should pause and consider
that he has not responded adequately to the
reference committee which was set up. The
Victorian National Parks Association has written to
him and is dissatisfied with his response. He can
pause and allow that process to take place so that we
have a bill that we can support totally. We are giving
him a second opportunity. If he is not prepared to
pause, amendments will be moved at the committee
stage, and that could determine his attitude to them.
I am moving the reasoned amendment because the
bill has deficiencies. Firstly, it has a lot of emphasis
on structures rather than processes, particularly
processes that involve all the legitimate players in
handling the serious issue of coastal management.
Secondly, the bill lacks an integrated approach, and
that limits its ability to carry out some of its goals.
Part (c) of the reasoned amendment provides an
example of the deficiency. An important factor that
must be considered in effectively managing our
coasts and coastal zones is the increasing pollution
in the run-off from urban areas. This can be in one of
two forms. One form exists now in parts of Victoria
where sewage treatment is unsatisfactory. The
pollution comes from insufficiently treated sewage
seeping or moving into our bays and estuaries. The
second form is the run-off from drainage systems.
We now know that is a considerable problem in Port
Phillip Bay and, to a lesser extent, Westernport Bay.
It has been acknowledged more and more often by
the EPA and Melbourne Water that the pollution
from drainage run-off is in many ways more serious
than pollution from sewage. So although we are
basically treating our sewage reasonably well, the
drainage run-off is still a significant source of
pollution in the bay. The pollution immediately after
major storms is thus increased.
It was interesting that in the middle of the drought
the minister issued figures and said how
wonderfully clean the bay was. He was really
claiming credit for the dry weather. Of course the
bay was in reasonable shape; there had not been
much drainage run-off from the stormwater drains.
When the drought broke in the city and storms
occurred, the levels of pollution and seepage were
high because the rubber and other materials that fall
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off cars, faeces and other rubbish were all swept up
and eventually finished up in our bays and estuaries.
Although the Melbourne Water bill has been before
the house, it failed to resolve who will be
responsible for drainage. And the government still
has not resolved who will be responsible for
drainage. With the focus away from Melbourne
Water we do not know what role the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources might have or
what residual role there might be for the broken up
parts of Melbourne Water.
At briefings I have had with Melbourne Water and
the minister's department nobody has been able to
clarify who will have responsibility for the
management of drainage, stormwater and sewage
flows so that they can work on them strategically to
reduce the impact on coastal waters. The bill does
not provide for representation on the proposed
management council or the regional coastal boards.
Drainage is one of the chief influences on the quality
of the water along our marine coast and in our
estuaries and yet it is not covered by the bill. The
minister is saying we must be bipartisan. If we are to
be bipartisan he has to deal with one of the prime
sources of pollution in our waterways, and that has
not been done.
The second point about the mechanism or process
provided by the bill is that most of the processes
require the minister to act after advice. The bill does
not include any effective mechanisms that will
provide real checks and balances, particularly in
urban or other developments that might impinge on
the bay. No provision has been made for either the
council or one of the boards to act as a referral
authority in the same way as other bodies can act as
referral authorities, which could have been
considered. If something is important enough they
can cause that to be considered. They will have
notice of it and they will have powers under the
planning scheme.
We could have safety mechanisms for protecting our
coast. As some honourable members will know, this
issue came up in a recent inquiry of the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee. It
was debated at some length that the Department of
Energy and Minerals is the referral authority in
relation to areas that might be quarried. It was
important that the department act as a referral
authority to ensure that resources are not lost and
that quarrying activities are checked before people
can win stone and so on. Applications might be
made for permits for developments that might
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impinge on or inhibit access to necessary minerals,
gravels and clays for the future growth of
Melbourne. The referral authority allows other
authorities to have a check. Surely if we can do that
to protect quarries and access to clays around
Melbourne it is not too much to ask that there be
mechanisms which allow authorities charged with
implementing strategies to blow the whistle and call
the attention of the planning system to an activity
that could impinge on the operations and the good
health of the coastal zone.
There is no such mechanism here. Mechanisms lead
back to the minister and require the minister to take
action. I do not think that is particularly satisfactory
for any minister, but it is particularly inadequate for
this minister because he has not shown the fortitude
to carry out his responsibilities in defending the
environment in the face of opposition from his
colleagues or in the face of other changes in
govertunent policy.
We have not had environmental impact statements
in relation to the Westernport development, in
relation to oil tankers coming into Crib Point or in
relation to changes at the ferry terminal at
Queenscliff or Sorrento. The minister has not shown
enough strength to require his colleagues to take
action at least to consider environmental impacts in
a disciplined and purposeful way.
It was only after a lot of local opposition, a Supreme
Court injunction and debate in this house that some
process has been established for Mount Stirling. The
minister did not step in earlier and require that the
issues be considered through an environmental
impact statement. Also, we do not have an
environmental impact statement for Albert Park,
and at the moment we do not see the minister
defending the Yarra Bend park in the face of
developments by the Department of Health and
Community Services. Therefore, to say that all this
can work because it comes back to the Minister for
Conservation and Environment requires a belief that
there is consensus in the government and sufficient
personal strength in the minister to get something
done, but the record just does not show that.
My colleagues and I would prefer a much more
substantial mechanism than simply this bill leading
back to advice and asking the minister to act. In that
sense the bill has no teeth. It is not the bill it pretends
to be in its aims and objectives of providing a better
deal for the coastal zone in Victoria and a better deal
for those Victorians who want to see our coastline,
coastal zone, and marine waters protected.
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My other point relating to the reasoned amendment
is that the bill shows no commitment to ecologically
sustainable development (ESD). This has come
through as a request from many areas. The
importance of an ecologically sustainable approach
is mentioned quite strongly in the proposed
recommendations of the Land Conservation Council
report. It emerged in the reference panel during the
consultation period of the bill, and the Victorian
National Parks Association has written to the
minister with its criticisms of the bill. It raised both
the commitment to ecologically sustainable
development and a lack of commitment to biolOgical
diversity.
The minister did not like some of the outcomes of
the consultative process. Having been through that
considerable discussion period and having been part
of the coastline reference group that examined the
bill, the Victorian National Parks Association wrote
to the minister on 4 April this year stating that it was
dissatisfied with the minister's responses on many
matters. I quote from the letter dated 4 April from
the Victorian National Parks Association to
Mr Birrell, which states:
Below is an examination of our concerns with the bill,
which have not been allayed in your letter. One is lack
of reference to ecologically sustainable development
(ESO) and maintaining biological diversity.
Your letter makes no reference to these objectives and
gives no reason for their omission. The Coastal
Reference Group (CRG) -

a representative group recommended these objectives be included in the bill as
they believed them to be important principles for
environmental management. The VNPA concurs with
this view.

Secondly, it is concerned that there is:
... a lack of reference to urban development threatening
coastal values.

It continues:
Your letter does not address our concern that the bill
omits the objective recommended by the CRG that
'urban development does not threaten coastal values'.
Urban development frequently involves the removal of
vegetation and pressure on coastal reserves. We believe
this objective must be included in the bill as urban
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encroachment is rapidly changing our coast. Every
effort must be made to minimise the effect of this
development on coastal values.

The letter says the minister:
... repeatedly stated inappropriate development has
threatened coastal values.

The third point mentioned is a lack of reference to
public consultation on management plans. The
association believes the provisiOns in the bill for
consultation on management plans are
unsatisfactory. In particular, it believes four weeks is
totally inadequate for public consultation because
many groups meet once every four weeks. A
four-week turnaround does not provide them with
the chance of making considered views on
management plans.
The association is also concerned about repealing
sections of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act and the
inadequate consultation period for strategy and
CAPs. It is also concerned about the lack of
integration of land and sea management. Finally, the
association's letter points out that it believes
membership of the council is deficient in that it does
not involve the Environment Protection Authority.
It is clear that a number of issues and concerns
expressed to the minister have yet to be answered.
The Victorian National Parks Association is a
responsible conservation authority which the
minister himself at times has used in support of
various measures. It is clearly dissatisfied with his
reaction to the part of the bill it has considered in
detail.

Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Accident Compensation Tribunal
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) - In
light of the statement he made to the house
yesterday that the senior judge of the Accident
Compensation Tribunal had been consulted very
closely, will the Minister for Local Government, who
is the minister responsible for Workcover, confirm
that the draft of the Workcover legislation contained
a provision saying that the judges of the Accident
Compensation Tribunal would become judges of the
County Court? Will he also confirm that he
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contacted the senior judge, Ross Betts, just 2 hours
before the legislation went to Parliament on
30 October 1992 to tell him that the government
would be abolishing the Accident Compensation
Tribunal without any legislative provision for the
transfer of the judges?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - The honourable member extends
me a great compliment if he thinks I can recall such
great detail.
Hon. D. R. White - You recalled yesterday that
you had extensive conversations with him.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - I recall I had meetings
with him, Mr White, but I cannot recall the subject
matter in the detail the honourable member now
seeks.
Hon. D. R. White - Yesterday you said you had
him on side. Today you say you cannot remember.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - Thank you, Mr White,
that is really helpful.
Hon. D. R. White - That is what you are saying.
Hon. B. W. Mier - You can't remember the
destruction of Workcare!
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account. As a consequence, the panel's report is
being released today.
I refer the house to the following:
The panel acknowledges that the Southern and
Western bypasses and the widening of the South
Eastern Arterial to Toorak Road are the best means of
meeting the project's objectives. Furthermore, the panel
agrees that the environment effects statement process
was satisfactory.

Both those comments are worth noting. They show
that the proper process has been followed and that
the panel has endorsed that process.
Ms Asher has a particular interest in the so-called
lidding of Grant Street between Sturt and Dodds
streets, a matter she has raised in this house on more
than one occasion. In recommendation 2.3.3 the
panel's report says:
The panel by a majority of two to one recommends that
the depressed section of the Southern bypass along
Grant Street between Sturt Street and Dodds Street,
South Melbourne, be provided with a structural
covering as part of the project.

In his assessment the Minister for Planning said:
It is my assessment that the panel majority

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Your mob did that. He
can remember it very well.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - I am not trying to shirk
the issue, and I am not the slightest bit embarrassed
by the question. I will take it on notice and give the
member a detailed response.

recommendation be agreed and that the Melbourne
City Link Authority should ensure that the structural
covering is included in the project.

I have conveyed that recommendation and
assessment to the Melbourne City Link Authority,
and I expect Ms Asher's desires will be attended to.

Western and Southern bypasses

Gaming machines

Hon. LOUISE ASHER (Monash) - Will the
Minister for Roads and Ports advise the house of the
release of the panel report on the environment
effects statement prepared on the Southern and
Western bypasses?

Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - Although a
limit of 105 machines has been set for each gaming
venue, there is no limit on the number of hotels a
person can own. It has been brought to my attention
that a Mr Bruce Matheson has been buying a
number of hotels, which is not in keeping with the
spirit of the legislation. Is the Minister for Gaming
aware of the purchases Mr Matheson is making and,
if so, what action will he take? If he is not aware of
those purchases, will he investigate them and report
back to the house?

Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - I am pleased to advise the house that a
very detailed panel report is being released today.
Under its terms of reference the panel had five
weeks in which to report, and it sought a further
three-week extension. In due course the panel
reported to my colleague the Minister for Planning.
He subsequently gave me his assessment of the
panel's recommendations, which I have taken into

Hon. HADDON STOREY (Minister for
Gaming) - As the honourable member says, there is
a limit of 105 machines for anyone venue. The key
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to that are the words anyone venue'. If the
honourable member casts his mind back, he will
remember that the previous government introduced
the limit of 105 machines for each venue and
commenced the licensing of venues based on that
limit. I stand to be corrected, but it is quite possible
that some licensed people already owned more than
one venue at the time of our coming to government.
I do not think there is anything new in the
proposition that one person or one company has an
interest in more than one venue. My understanding
of the basis of the rule which we have endorsed and
which continues under this government is that it
restricts the availability of machines in anyone
venue so that venues do not blowout and become
major operations and to ensure an equitable
distribution of machines between metropolitan and
country pubs and clubs.
I

Although I am not aware of what the honourable
member says about Mr Bruce Matheson, I do not
think there is anything in principle to stop
Mr Matheson from purchasing more than one hotel.
Having said that, I will make some inquiries to see
whether the authority has any views on it. I will
report back to Mr White on the result of those
inquiries. At this stage it seems to me that there is
nothing to prevent it - nor is there anything in
principle that should prevent it.

Commonwealth-state housing agreement
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) - Will
the Minister for Housing advise the house of any
recent developments with regard to the
renegotiation of the commonwealth-state housing
agreement?
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) Commonwealth and state housing ministers met in
Brisbane yesterday to further consider renegotiating
the commonwealth-state housing agreement. As
honourable members know, the agreement has been
in place for 50 years. It has made a Significant
contribution to the supply of housing in this country
and has given low-income families and people with
special needs access to appropriate housing.
Under the auspices of the Council of Australian
Governments we have embarked on a process of
fundamentally changing the way the agreement
operates. It is currently based on the regulation of
inputs, under which agreed amounts are allocated to
various programs. The Industry Commission drew
attention to the weakness of this approach in its
inquiry into public housing. It recommended a
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fundamental shift in one of the agreement's
outcomes. That has been embraced by
commonwealth and state housing ministers.
We have developed a concept for a new six-year
national agreement that will set out broad objectives.
Within that there will be three-year bilateral
agreements between the commonwealth and each of
the states to try to ensure that the housing needs of
particular states are addressed. The commonwealth
government has accepted that income support is
fundamentally a federal responsibility.
It is envisaged that some recurrent funding will be
provided as a contribution towards the cost of rent
rebates. There is agreement that it is a scarce
resource and therefore it needs to be better targeted.
There is also agreement on the desirability of
prOviding greater flexibility to the states in the way
they meet the agreed outcomes.
Significant work will have to be done on the process,
firstly to establish some performance indicators
picking up on the concept of best practice. The
commonwealth and state ministers have agreed to
the splitting of public housing management into
tenancy management and property management.
Victoria is well down the track and leads Australia
in this area.
Agreement has been reached that we need much
better mechanisms for measuring housing needs.
Traditionally waitlists have been used as an
indicator. That has been recognised as a weak
approach in the sense that many people on the
waiting lists are not there because of housing-related
problems.
Hon. D. R. White - You are taking over from
Roger. You reckon he ought to shut up!
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES - If you are not
interested - Hon. D. R. White - I was wondering when you
would get to the point.
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES - Those honourable
members who are interested in the housing needs of
the poorer members of our community are
interested.
Work is being done in the Institute of Health and
Welfare to try to develop better methods for
measuring housing needs. Finally, there is
agreement that we need to develop a national
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approach to establishing a rental policy. Those three
areas are complex and they are being handled
sensitively. Work is progressing with a view to
meeting again in August to start to develop a
framework which will give effect to a fundamental
change in the approach of governments.

the state to be restructured under the reform of local
government boundaries. It is just over one year since
the commissioners were appointed in Bendigo, so
will the minister inform the house about the
achievements of the City of Greater Bendigo during
the past 12 months?

Hon. D. A. Nardella - Will the report of those
consultants be back by that meeting?

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I thank Mr Best for his question and
for his close and continuing interest in local
government, particularly the development of the
City of Greater Bendigo. I am pleased to announce
that the City of Greater Bendigo is now entering its
second year under the commissioners on a much
stronger basis than that which applied when the
commissioners were appointed. We did not believe
the amalgamation of five separate, disparate and
competing municipalities would be easy. I pay
tribute to the commissioners and staff who have
brought about the unification of local government in
that city for their skill and dedication. I have no
doubt that as a result the council will be better able
to serve the needs of the people of Bendigo.

Hon. R. I. KNOWLES - Yes, if they can do the
work, but some of the work will probably take
longer. Everyone is keen to get it right so that it does
not lead to unintended consequences.
The drive is to ensure that we get better utilisation of
the $32 billion that this country has invested in
public housing and to ensure we make better use of
the something like $3 million that is allocated
annually to housing assistance to ensure that those
who are most in need are those who have access to
secure, affordable housing.

Libraries: closure
Hon. P AT POWER (Jika Jika) - I remind the
Minister for Local Government that yesterday he
made it clear that he supports and accepts the
decision of the Stonnington commissioners to close
the Armadale library and I ask him whether he is
able to assure the thousands of Victorians who rely
on their municipal libraries for study and
recreational reading that he will act to ensure that
their libraries will not be closed as a result of
decisions of commissioners.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - Mr Power seeks an assurance that I
am not able to give, but I am confident in my belief
that the services provided by local government will
be expanded. I am happy to include in that belief
access to library services. It may be that those library
services are restructured as a result of the shift in
boundaries across local government. I expect that
Mr Power will understand the need for such a
review to take place, but I am adamant that services
will not be adversely affected and I expect that the
services provided by local government, including
library services, will be continued.

Greater Bendigo: commissioners' report
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) - My question
is to the Minister for Local Government. As the
house would be aware, Bendigo with its
surrounding municipalities was the second area in

During the past few days I have received a report
from the chief commissioner reflecting on the 12
months of his role. I cannot do the report justice in
the time I have, but there are many items of good
news in it, including the fact that operational
savings of $4 million have been secured, there is a
100 per cent increase in the tourism budget and that
the Bendigo Tourism Board has predicted that the
number of visitors to the region will be doubled. I
am pleased to report that the highlights in the report
include the commencement of the restoration of
Rosalind Park, which is in the centre of Bendigo.
Hon. Pat Power - Just behind Trades Hall.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - It is indeed, and it has
been the subject of development for some
generations, but now, due to the administration of
the commissioners, the restoration of the park is to
commence.
The commissioners are also pleased that the
$22 million Woolworths retail development has been
secured for the City of Bendigo. They report that the
Bendigo regional leisure complex at Eaglehawk has
been opened. The management of that complex has
been leased to the YMCA on the basis that the
capital outlay will be recovered and there will be
further recoveries to be put to more productive
community uses.
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I also report that the commissioners have announced
a natural conservation strategy which was
developed after substantial community consultation.
There is also to be a substantial boost to the Bendigo
Regional Art Gallery.
I was struck by the introduction of a 24-hour
telephone service operation and the provision of
four emergency coordinators so that the ratepayers
of Bendigo have access to information and assistance
24 hours a day seven days a week. There is a good
level of service provided to the people of Bendigo,
and I commend the commissioners and their staff for
their efforts thus far as well as those that will be
targeted over the balance of their commission.

Zumstein Park
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - My question
is directed to the Minister for Conservation and
Environment. Given that the redevelopment of
Zumstein Park in the Grampians (Gariwerd)
National Park which was optimistically announced
by the minister early in March has now turned into a
total debacle, what is the minister doing to try to
remedy the situation, or is it too late, as indicated in
the editorials of the local papers? If the minister is
doing something, which we all hope he can do, to
turn the situation around, will he apologise to the
local community for not consulting it in the first
instance?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - I thank the honourable
member for his question. I am glad he is onto this
issue because it has been on my mind. For those
honourable members who do not know, the
Zumsteins area in the Grampians, which was
originally established by WaIter Zumstein, was
incorporated into the forests area and then
incorporated into the national park. In the late 1980s
the area came into controversy when camping was
phased out and the European heritage of the area
was largely removed: that caused a great deal of
concern.
The area has a substantial introduced heritage,
which is now well respected by even those people
who want to see only native vegetation in the
national parks, which is of course the overriding and
normal rule.
We wish to revitalise this Zumsteins area so that it is
once again a daily visitor attraction. In the past two
weeks there has been a great deal of controversy
because the local staff of the Department of
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Conservation and Natural Resources removed
apprOximately 20 pine trees from the Zumsteins area
on the basis that they were seen to be dangerous to
the public using the area. That caused great angst
and disquiet, as did the fact that some of the
remnants were put into the empty former swimming
pool that was built by WaIter Zumstein many
decades ago.
The local people have legitimate concerns. To say
the least, explicit information rather than broad
terminology should have been given to them about
tree removal. However, I hope we can move from
this situation into a more positive mode.
Yesterday I had an extremely productive and
lengthy meeting with four representatives of the
local community, whom I was delighted to meet. A
joint statement was put out expressing the
productive and beneficial nature of that meeting.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous - They say you were
patrOnising them!
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - That was before the
meeting.
I deeply regret their sense of hurt. I obviously did
not have knowledge of the extent of the drama of the
tree clearing, but in the end someone has to take the
flak for it. Any reading of the Wimmera Mail-Times
will indicate that I have taken the flak for it!
I have communicated in a subtle manner my feelings
to those responsible and I look forward to the matter
being resolved. There is a productive way of
resolving it with the local community.
All works on the site have stopped. Any plans that
are put in place for Zumsteins will be the subject of
full consultation and public display. Any plans that
go ahead should be ones that have already been put
on display. We look forward to the outcome being
productive.
The only reason we are doing the important
planning work is because in the 1980s Zumsteins
was effectively destroyed. The area lost its attraction
as a day visitor destination. Much of the Zumstein
heritage was removed unnecessarily, and there is a
real desire by all of us to capitalise on two great
attractions of the area: firstly, the heritage and
memory of WaIter Zumstein and what he left; and
secondly, the fact that this is a natural feeding
ground for kangaroos and one of the greatest places
for anyone to go, particularly young people, to
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enable them to see kangaroos literally face to face
and learn something of them.

and I am delighted that it has led to such a positive
outcome.

I look forward to getting a positive outcome out of
what has been a very regrettable, disturbing and,
hopefully, not-to-be-repeated outcome.

Point Cook Metropolitan Park

The international significance of the wetlands stems
from the fact that it is a major Southern Hemisphere
destination for migratory wading birds. During peak
migration periods Point Cook's bird population
exceeds 7000.

Hon. W. A. N. HARTIGAN (Geelong) - Will the
Minister for Conservation and Environment please
advise the house of the steps taken to protect the
Cheetham wetlands and expand the Point Cook
Metropolitan Park?

The Cheetham wetlands and Point Cook
Metropolitan Park provide a very neat fit for
Melbourne Parks and Waterways by combining the
recreational strengths of the existing park with the
outstanding environmental values of the wetlands.

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - I thank the honourable
member for his question. I am pleased to advise the
house that the government has entered into a
landmark agreement to protect the Cheetham
wetlands as a permanent flora, fauna and open
space reserve.

The increase in open space at Point Cook is
particularly welcome in light of its strategic place
within a very large growth corridor. I certainly
congratulate all concerned on what has been a
tremendous outcome.

The government has entered into an agreement,
through Melbourne Parks and Waterways, with
Industrial Equity Ltd, which has received state and
local government approval to develop a
neighbouring piece of land for a residential
community.

Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Melbourne West) - I
direct my question to the Minister for Local
Government. On 20 February the honourable
member for Burwood in the other place wrote to the
people in his electorate advising that all child-care
centres will eventually be transferred to parent-run
committees of management. Can the minister advise
whether the written advice of the honourable
member for Burwood means local government will
cease to be involved in providing child care?

The government has, as part of that arrangement,
ensured that 403 hectares of wetlands of world
Significance are protected for future generations.
Any honourable members who have been to this
area will know of its profusion of bird life, that this
is one of the outstanding wetlands of Australia and
that, of course, it is within easy reach of the city.
That area now will be protected permanently.
Melbourne Parks and Waterways will manage the
wetlands as part of an expanded Point Cook
Metropolitan Park. As a result of the latest addition
the park has almost doubled in size.
The hand over of the Cheetham wetlands is certainly
a practical illustration to all of how environmental
benefits can be achieved in tandem with private
investment through the residential community that
will bring a large population to a very important
part of Melbourne.

Local government: child care

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I am not prepared to speculate on
the letter that the honourable member quotes to me
because I have not seen it. However, I will make the
point that there is a subtle but very important
difference between having local government
involved in a funding sense and having the
community involved in a management sense. It
seems to me that there may be some real confusion
as to what the - Hon. Pat Power - You are saying the Premier
was confused?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - No; I am not saying
that, Mr Power. I am saying that there might be
some confusion as to what the - -

It certainly represents a new level of understanding

in Australia of how to create a more beneficial,
cooperative approach to land use and
determination. It has been a longstanding project

Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - He was saying
Mrs Mc Lean was confused, and that is a very
reasonable assumption.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - There may be some
confusion about the way in which the question has
been framed. I am happy to have the honourable
member give me a copy of the letter.
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Senator Gareth Evans, whose name was supplied by
the senator's daughter. I cannot recount to the house
the joke he told, because it is not fit for public
consumption - and it is certainly not fit for this
audience!
Hon. D. R. White - All that build-up and you
can't tell the joke? What is the comedy festival
about? We want to hear it!

Hon. Pat Power - Get it from Jeffrey.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous - Tell us another joke.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - I am happy to take up
the matter privately with the honourable member
and to seek an answer to the question.

Hon. HAD DON STOREY - It is not fit for
general consumption, so I cannot pOSSibly tell it to
this house.

Melbourne International Comedy Festival
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) - As the
minister knows, the international comedy festival is
currently on. Although I know the biggest joke in
Melbourne is the Labor Party, will the Minister for
the Arts outline the support the government is
giving to the festival?

This year Arts Victoria and the government have
provided $300 000 for the festival, an increase of
50 per cent on last year. The government has backed
the festival because it is a very important part of
Melbourne. It makes Melbourne more attractive and
encourages tourists to visit our city.
Hon. M. A. Birrell interjected.

Hon. HADDON STOREY (Minister for the
Arts) - I thank Mr Forwood for both his question
and his interest in the comedy festival, which is
being widely publicised in and reviewed by the
newspapers. We know the Melbourne International
Comedy Festival is a burgeoning and most
impressive festival. It offers a unique venue for
humour and comedy and has attracted outstanding
audiences.
This year there are some 115 shows on the program,
which is a record, and there are more than
1000 separate performances. In short, there is a huge
range of shows. They include an American stand-up
comedian, a New Zealand vaudeville duo, an
Irishman doing Japanese monologues, which must
be fascinating to listen to, and Australian groups
performing jazz comedy.
I had the pleasure of attending the comedy festival's
charity gala night at Her Majesty's theatre, where 14
or 15 comedians each appeared on stage for a few
minutes. They included Glynn Nicholas, Lano and
Woodley, Emo PhilIips and many others.
One of the features of the evening was the invitation
extended to members of the audience by the
compere, Andrew Denton, to fill out and send up
forms on which they listed any interesting people
they were there with. He selected names from the
forms, inviting those people onto the stage to chat
with him. One of those he invited onto the stage was

Hon. HADDON STOREY - Moomba is also a
good festival. Those who have not been to the
festival should go to see some of the entertainment. I
congratulate the committee and the organisers.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I turn to
paragraph (b) of the reasoned amendment, which
refers to the need to properly resource both research
and the monitoring of pollution levels in Port Phillip
Bay. In some respects the reasoned amendment
applies to all bays, including Westernport Bay.
I shall refer briefly to Port Phillip Bay and to the
opposition's concerns, which the government must
take into account. The EPA's February 1995 report
entitled Protecting Water Quality in Port Phillip Bay is
a useful description of the situation in Port Phillip
Bay. It seems that Port PhilIip Bay is remarkably
resilient in the sense that it manages to deal
reasonably well with the amount of pollution and
other material that goes into it. We all benefit from
that. Small microscopic creatures do a remarkable
job, working away on the seabed and removing
some of the pollution.
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Nevertheless, we should not become complacent. If
you examine the figures presented in the EP A
report, you see signs of increasing problems. For
example, page 74 lists the annual input of substances
to Port Phillip Bay, showing the different origins of
the various contaminants. The report refers to road
run-offs:

that this is the source of the continuing elevated lead
levels in Port Phillip Bay. Approximately 9 per cent of
petroleum hydrocarbons entering the marine
environment are the result of atmospheric emissions.
Studies of aeolian and air inputs to the bay determined
that 600 tonnes of nitrogen was deposited in reactive
forms in the bay annually ...

Stormwater run-off from roads within the catchment
carries a range of toxicants such as lead and polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (P AHs) originating from car
exhausts and petroleum hydrocarbons from vehicle use
and spillage.

Those are discharges into the atmosphere that settle
in the vicinity of the bay. In that case the bay cannot
be protected by stormwater discharge control. It is a
result of the way the city has developed as well as
the way air patterns change during the day and the
fallout that results.

It is estimated that 37 per cent of the petroleum

hydrocarbons entering the marine environment are
from industrial discharges and urban run-off. Run-off
stormwater also carries large quantities of litter from
the catchment to the bay. Some of this is biodegradable,
other components such as plastics settle either on the
bottom of the bay or on the shore. It is believed that a
significant proportion of the E. coli count associated
with stormwater discharges is due do animal faeces
washed into the drains by rain.

Any improvement to the bay to offset the effects of
stormwater run-off will entail many people doing a
number of coordinated things. It will require local
government authorities attending to the problems
caused by litter and individuals changing their
behaviour. Our means of travel and the
contaminants that emerge from our vehicles are also
relevant. In a larger sense, it involves larger
responsible authorities such as drainage authorities
installing litter traps or settlement ponds to capture
litter and other contaminants and to improve the
quality of drainage water prior to its entering our
waterways.
When I was talking earlier about the breaking up of
Melbourne Water I made the point that wherever
there is a lack of focus no drainage authority will
take responsibility for tackling the problem and
working out ways of relieving the waterways,
particularly Port Phillip Bay, of the need to absorb
and handle those emissions.
Some emissions also come through the air. In talking
about air emissions the report says:
The 1990 inventory study estimated that on an annual
basis some 167 kilotonnes of volatile organic
carbon (VOC), 0.5 kilotonnes of lead and 27 kilotonnes
of particulates were emitted to the Port Phillip Bay
control region. Over 90 per cent of lead is estimated to
have arisen from vehicle emissions and it is suggested

I make the point that although that and other reports
are valuable, we really do not understand the
situation. There is a need for the government to
invest in an ongoing commitment to deal with the
issue. The legislation sets up a committee and a
structural mechanism that enables people to
produce plans and attempt to produce strategies to
deal with the situation. However, unless those
people are supported by an ongoing research and
monitoring effort it could all amount to very little.
Hence the reason for my reasoned amendment. I see
a disparity between the aims of the legislation, the
setting up of that mechanism and the withdrawal of
and lack of commitment to resources for those
research areas.
There are several issues. One is the principal issue of
the Environment Protection Authority's being a
main monitoring authority and the government's
lack of commitment to providing it with sufficient
staff. On the other side you have the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources and the steady
reduction in the number of people operating at
Queenscliff and other areas, all of whom have been
attempting to grapple with these issues. In the end
we cannot expect to get any answers if we
continually take away expertise in the form of the
people doing those jobs. No committee will be able
to work without adequate materials.
We know our coastline and the bays are sufficiently
different to ensure that we cannot simply translate
the data collected from other coastlines and bays
and expect to come up with safe and secure answers.
In the end we have to make a commitment to do
much of our own research and relate it to other
processes. In that sense I am answering the
minister's earlier question about why I am not
simply taking a bipartisan approach and supporting
the measure. The approach has to be integrated.
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A stronger commitment must be made before the
project can be totally bipartisan. If you withdraw
resources from the principal areas that have the
carriage of managing the environment and
providing the intelligence goverrunents can use to
create policies that address the serious long-term
environmental issues affecting our coastline, and if
you cannot coordinate drainage because you are in
the process of breaking up the responsible authority
to privatise it, you will not be in a position to pull
the package together.
Even if the bill were the best possible bill because of
the structures it proposed to set up, it would not do
the job if the government did not provide an
integrated package of resources and did not take the
right approach.
In talking about ballast water, at page 77 the report
states:
Ships carry ballast water in their ballast tanks to
provide stability and to compensate for variations in
the load carried. While ships are in harbour water is
taken on board or is released depending on the
requirements at the time. Ballast water provides a
means of transporting and distributing exotic
organisms. About 66 million tonnes of ballast water -

a surprising figure to me is discharged in Australian ports each year, mainly
from bulk carriers, mainly from Asia and much of it
potentially contaminated. It is believed that
contaminated ballast water is the source of the toxic
algae which now blooms in the bay and has the
potential to damage our emerging aquiculture
industry. All ships in the bay must obtain port of
Melbourne authority to discharge in Port Phillip Bay;
this is generally given unless it is known that the ship
took on ballast from infected waters. The threats posed
to the disease-free status of our waters by contaminated
ballast water have been reported to be comparable to
those posed by oil spills.

In many ways it is worse in the long run because at
least oil spills have only a certain duration and the
potential exists to ultimately clear them up. Once an
exotic species, analogous to the rabbit with respect
to its effect on land, has been introduced, it is
difficult to remove it from the environment. Many
marine organisms from the Northern Hemisphere
not able to survive the temperatures of tropical
waters, have not naturally occurred in our waters so
the mechanisms to combat them do not exist in our
waters. In other words, there are no predators or
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control mechanisms. They can flourish and do great
harm if they are brought into environments that
have no natural controls.
The Environment and Natural Resources Committee
has been actively seeking a reference in this area the members of the committee have taken a
bipartisan position - because it believes work
should have been done on this issue and we should
have already tried to produce some solutions to it. I
again make the point that unless we address not
only the mechanism side but also the resource and
research sides, the effect of the bill will be limited.
Finally, I refer to the consultative process. The
composition of the committees needs to be
increased. I will be moving some amendments to
adjust that.
I have been advised by the Clerk that an amendment
I intended to propose about making a place for
representatives of drainage authorities on the
committees of the proposed. council and the regional
boards is not possible. Under the provisiOns of the
bill, a person possibly coming from a privatised or
non-government situation would be entitled to
payment. Since this house cannot suggest that the
other house include a measure that provides an
entitlement to payment, I have been advised that I
cannot proceed with the amendment even as a
suggestion.
Instead I indicate in the debate that it is
inappropriate that we have advisory bodies and
councils that do not have representation from the
drainage and sewerage bodies in their particular
regions. We are talking about three regions in the
state, so consideration would have to be given to
three areas with the responsibility for managing
drainage and sewage. Without that input I fail to see
how you can have these committees effectively
looking at catchment strategy and discharges
affecting the estuaries and marine areas.
The simplest way would be to include as a member
of the committee a person from the relevant
drainage and sewerage authority selected from a
panel of three names. I realise that would increase
the membership of the committee and that is not
always desirable. However, given the importance of
drainage and sewerage that would be a valuable
addition. Rather than moving an amendment, I
make that suggestion for the minister to consider.
In conclusion, I refer again to the improvements that
need to be made to the proposed legislation. As I
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have identified in the reasoned amendment,
supporting measures need to be taken. I look
forward to the house accepting the reasoned
amendment.
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) - It is
with great pleasure that I support the Coastal
Management Bill. All honourable members
understand the importance of our coastline to those
who live in this great state. Victoria has
approximately 2000 kilometres of coastline which
makes an enormous contribution to the state. This
significant asset, which is of vital importance to our
standard of living, has been managed well and
professionally. It is a very interesting commentary
on the management of the wonderful asset that
approximately 96 per cent of the entire length of our
coastline is under public ownership. Therefore the
stewardship and the management of this marvellous
and important resource is important.
My colleague Mr Smith and I have the privilege of
representing the South Eastern Province. We are
blessed with a wonderful area to represent. It is one
of the largest continuous coastlines in the state. The
electorate has bay access on both sides of the
Mornington Peninsula, the eastern Westernport
area, Phillip Island and beyond Inverloch. My
colleague and I are conscious of the sensitive nature
of and complex issues that accompany the
management of such a valuable and enormously
productive area. The South Eastern Province is well
known to all honourable members. I am sure
practically all members are aware of the variety and
intensity of issues the area can bring into focus. Most
Victorians live very close to the coastline so all
aspects of government policy associated with the
waterfront have ramifications for practically every
Victorian.
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agencies and 29 separate acts of Parliament relating
to this very important issue. Many of us found it
unbelievable that for 10 years prior to our assuming
office such a lax approach had been taken to this
important matter.
From 1982 until we assumed office in 1992 there had
never been a coordinated strategy for the Victorian
coastline. It was very sad to see that in 1984 the
Labor government dismissed the Port Phillip
Authority. Therefore there was an absence of
leadership until we arrived. There was an ad hoc
approach, which was quite clearly unacceptable.
Prior to the arrival of the Liberal government the
major failing was that members of the public were
virtually excluded from coastal planning and
management. This problem has been addressed by
the minister. The bill provides a mechanism for
establishing a new focus and a new thrust in the
management of our coastline so that in future
long-term strategy and institutional frameworks and
planning procedures will be established, monitored
and effectively implemented. This is further
fulfilment of the promise we made to the people of
Victoria through the policy released in September
1992. The government is focusing particularly on
monitoring coastal and bay management and coastal
use and development plans for future generations.
Indeed, the minister and the government are taking
a professional strategic approach to ensure that the
management issues are addressed appropriately.
I refer briefly to the five specific objectives of the bill.
The first is to plan for the recreation, conservation
and commercial uses of the waterways and coastal
areas. The second is to provide protection for those
areas and to maintain significant areas. Thirdly, the
bill facilitates the development of a wide range of
facilities and seeks to improve the tourism prospects
for coastal areas. Fourthly, the bill will help to
improve and maintain coastal water quality.

For a long time the waters of our coastline have been
significant to us because of the economic influence
of the coastal infrastructure. Sport, transport,
recreation, fishing and other related industries are
all important. We must strike a balance between the
husbandry and future uses of the coastline. From
time to time conflicts arise over the management of
our coastline. As industries become established and
our population increases the achievement of a
manageable balance is even more important.

I should like to pay attention, in particular, to the
fine work done by some of my constituents,
particularly Mr Richard Hawkins of Mount Martha
who is very active in promoting the sensitive
conservation issues of the waterways. Mr Hawkins
works very hard to bring these issues to the
attention of my colleagues and me.

With the variety of activities and the diversity of
influences, South Eastern Province is typical of other
areas of the state. In 1992, the government inherited
what is often described as an unworkable coastal
management situation. There were 160 separate

Another organisation in the electorate is the South
Eastern Peninsula Residents Association, which does
a fine job in promoting the importance attached to
this wonderful asset of which we have control.
These people are typical of those in the wide variety

COASTAL MANAGEMENT BILL

Wednesday, 12 April 1995

COUNCIL

of organisations that work hard to ensure that the
important assets over which we have control are
well and truly to the forefront of our minds.
This bill will also improve public awareness and
understanding of the Victorian coastline and
provide an opportunity for involvement of the
public in coastal planning and management. There is
nothing more important than clear water along our
coastline and this new authority - the Coastal and
Bay Management Council- will develop Victoria's
first coastal strategy.
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deserves praise for the sensitive way in which he has
reviewed and implemented the bill. The minister is a
regular visitor to the South Eastern Province and is
very much aware of the diversity and challenges in
the province. He takes great interest in our area.
The development of the bill included a great deal of
public consultation through public meetings and
discussion papers, which were released in February
1994. More than 200 written submissions were
received and the Coastal and Bay Management
Council has indeed arrived after considerable focus
and attention to detail.

It will also advise the Minister for Conservation and

Environment on the development of coastal policy,
and that is long overdue. It will also oversee the
development of coastal action plans and will have
specific action plans. The council's scope is the entire
coastline of Victoria, so no area will be
overlooked - the entire coastline comes within the
ambit of the bill.
The minister will receive advice from this well
organised council which will have regular reviews
of its activities. In addition, the plans and strategies
being developed by the Coastal and Bay
Management Council will be implemented basically
through the planning mechanisms of councils.
Three regional coastal boards will be established.
The area under the control of the Central Coastal
Board will start at the edge of Geelong and extend to
Port Phillip Bay, Western port and Wilsons
Promontory. The other two boards are the West
Coast Board and the Gippsland Coast Board, and
there may be others in the future. However, that
decision will depend on future requirements.
Once established the approved coastal strategy and
its action plans will be conveyed to the minister,
who will delegate responSibilities through the
council planning mechanism. However, the Crown
will retain the veto on inappropriate development
and inappropriate planning.
There are two major changes. Although local
committees of management will continue, the
emphasis will be on the elimination of unnecessary
fragmentation and the introduction of desirable
rationalisation to make sure efficiency and
productivity are achieved as well as the ability to
communicate and implement plans.
Food production and recreation associated with the
waterways are vital to Victoria's standard of living
and the Minister for Conservation and Environment

A great deal of care was taken to prepare this bill
professionally. We have in place a strategy to
manage the waters of Victoria's coastline. It brings
enormous opportunities for Victorians to ensure that
the quality of care associated with the management
of our coastline is maintained. The reforms
presented to the community through the bill are
long overdue. It is with great pleasure that I support
the bill.
Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong) - The
opposition supports the general thrust of the bill but
has some relatively minor quibbles with it. As
Mr Pullen pointed out, we have proposals to
improve the bill which are offered on a true
bipartisan basis. If accepted, they will significantly
improve the bill.

Two sets of consequences arise from the bill. One
gives rise to the processes of the formulation of
policy, planning and management guidelines for
coastal areas. The other sets out a process for the
approval of development proposals. With respect to
the formulation of policy, I suggest that if the bill
had been implemented several years ago, two
obvious examples of improved outcomes would
have occurred.
The first relates to the Anglesea heathland problem,
which arose over the past two years. A consideration
of the factors in the heathland process was that if a
bill such as this had been in place at the time there
would have been a greater realisation of the need to
preserve that heathland as an adjunct to the coast in
that area and along the Great Ocean Road. We
would have seen less of a compromise in the
ultimate solution arrived at by the Minister for
Planning, Mr Maclellan. Although he did a good job
under the circumstances, the solution was a
compromise and led to more development in the
area than is appropriate both from the natural
beauty point of view and the development of
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tourism. Indeed, if such a coastal policy had been
applied to that heathland we might have seen a
more obvious involvement for the Minister for
Conservation and Environment. He was notably
absent from the exercise and it was carried through
by the Minister for Planning.
The other example where we might have had a
better outcome if such a bill had been in place is the
Point Lillias area near Geelong. It is a renowned
wetland area with significant variety and numbers
of birds, including international migratory birds.
The area is subject to
RAMSAR/CAMSAR/JAMSAR international
treaties relating to the retention of wetlands habitat.
If we had the coastal management council proposed
in the bill we would have set guidelines in respect of
future development of the area. In those
circumstances I suggest that the present government
would not have set aside Point Lillias as the site for a
chemical storage facility.
In that circumstance the government might have

been more encouraged to maintain the commitment
to west Point Wilson, certainly if it was committed
to moving the chemical storage facility from the
Footscray area.
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formulation that will stand for years and years.
There is no merit in restricting it to four weeks. The
bill would be improved if it referred not to a
minimum of four weeks but to 12 weeks of public
exhibition.
My colleague spoke about the lack of input by
drainage experts into the formulation of the policy. I
hope the minister will include drainage expertise in
the qualification lists for the management council
and the regional coastal boards.
The opposition is concerned about the council and
regional board appointment processes. Clause 11
says that in some cases - for example, the
Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources - nominations will be put forward in
panels of three. Six members will be Governor in
Council appointments. It may well be that the
minister will find processes that enhance the public's
involvement in the selections. However, more
straightforward and democratic methods should be
proposed to encourage the public to put forward
names and to give their thoughts on the council and
board appointments. Expanding the range of people
whose names could be put up to the minister
through the panel process would improve the
legislation.

In relation to the formulation of policy guidelines,

some improvements could be made to the bill and
Mr Pullen has mentioned several of them. The bill
would have been improved by more specific
statements regarding the need to maintain
ecologically sustainable development, presumably
within the purposes of the bill, and also to maintain
biological diversity. Fragile coastal areas have
systems rich in both flora and fauna and such
diversity can easily be lost. It would have been wise
to include both those areas within the purposes of
the bill.
With respect to the development of policy, the bill
suggests that any policy developed by the coastal
management council should be publicly exhibited
for a minimum of four weeks. Four weeks is far too
short a time for public exhibition. It takes people
longer than that to assess policy and have their
regular meetings. Conservation groups, whether
they be field and game, gunshooters or the
Australian society for growing plants, generally
have monthly meetings and a four-week turnaround
time is just too short.
One model we might have accepted is the Land
Conservation Council's arrangement of 12 weeks of
public exhibition. As an example of policy

I refer to the processes involved in granting
approval for or rejecting development applications,
about which I have several concerns. The general
role of the minister has not been as clearly specified
as it might have been. The minister has been given
too much discretion to exercise initiative. Although
we hope the present minister will not abuse that
initiative, there is no guarantee that a future minister
will not act dictatorially in administering the act.
Clause 38 says that a planning authority may specify
the minister as the referral authority. Why does the
bill not actually name the minister as a referral
authority, because that would make it clear? It
would also mean that the responsible authority
would be a one-stop shop. The developer would
apply to the responsible authority, which would
then convey the application directly to the minister. I
would have thought there is merit in that, because
the process would be neater. Why is it not universal?
I also ask why it is not clear that the minister will
refer all applications to the regional boards,
presumably through the coastal management
council? Is there any sense in the minister's not
referring some applications to the council or the
boards? Why will all applications not be referred
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there as a matter of routine? The government could
set up guidelines for responses from those bodies. If
a matter were left too open, the minister could make
his own decision without reference to the council or
a board and so not be transparently accountable for
that decision. I ask why that has not been done.
I am particularly concerned that clause 45 contains
no appeal rights to the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal concerning the minister's decisions on
development applications. The minister and the
government have made much of the involvement of
the public, but the minister has denied members of
the publiC the right to appeal against his decisions. If
the bill named him as a referral authority, the AAT
could take into account objections to development
proposal applications covering matters that had
b.ee~ :etoed by referral authorities. That is a fairly
SIgnificant and regrettable reduction in the rights of
the general public - that is, the rights of the people
affected by development proposals, third parties
who have a keen interest in them, and the
developers themselves.
I see no reason why the democratic right of appeal
has been denied to such parties. It is not as though
AAT appeals are made in a vexatious manner. It

costs money to lodge an appeal with the AAT, so
people think seriously about doing so. I suggest to
the minister that clause 45 should not be part of the
bill. Apart from those comments, I point out that the
opposition supports the thrust of the bill. I look
forward to the possibility of some minor but
nevertheless significant changes being made during
the committee stage.
Hon. G. H. COX (Nunawading) - I support the
bill, and in doing so I refer to some of the comments
made by previous speakers, especially the claim that
the bill is flawed and has no teeth. I refute those
claims. I particularly deny the suggestion that there
are no provisions to deal with stormwater run-off
into ~d pollution in the bay, as well as a variety of
other Issues that affect the condition of the waters
along the coast.
Some of the points raised by the previous speaker
concern all of us. The movement of oil tankers in the
bay and around the coastline and the potential for
accidents are issues of concern. We have seen in
other parts of the world the horrific results of
accidents involving oil tankers. However, ship
designers will make tankers safer with the effluxion
of time. There have been discussions about double
skins and so forth, which will render oil tankers less
dangerous than they are now. Mr Pullen and I are on
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the same parliamentary committee. We are both
concerned about the potential for ballast water
contamination of the coast and the bay in particular.
Nevertheless, that is an issue we need to attack
separately.
I shall reply to some of the points made about the
reasoned amendment, including the following:
(a) makes a commitment to ecologically sustainable
development;
(b)

properly resources research and monitoring
pollution in our bays ...

We are improving and strengthening environmental
assessment processes that directly impact on coastal
environment in Victoria. All those issues are dealt
with in the bill.
The membership of the council will include up to six
persons from the community with experience in
conservation, tourism, recreation, commerce, issues
relating to indigenous peoples, community affairs or
coastal engineering. We are covering the
reservations that were raised by the opposition
about this requirement.
Clause 8(1)(c)(v) provides for research into coastal
issues. The opportunity will be provided for
research into the effect of city drainage into the bay,
and that will be reported back to the minister. The
same situation applies to the operation of regional
coastal boards, which are confined to the bays and
which are separate issues.
Clause 12 sets out the functions of the boards. It
provides that one of the functions of a board is to
liaise with and encourage the cooperation of
government departments, municipal councils,
public authorities, industry, community groups and
persons and bodies involved in the planning and
management of the region in developing and
implementin~ strategic solutions to matters affecting
the conservation and use of the region's coast. The
opportunity is provided to develop activities and
strategies that will take up the points raised by the
opposition which it said were not being adequately
catered for.
In my capacity as chairman of the government's
tourism committee I was also interested in the
development of tourism facilities along the Victorian
coast. I have looked at tourism developments in
other countries around the world to see how we can
best develop our facilities for the use and enjoyment
not only of those who live in Victoria but also of
people who come from interstate and overseas and
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preserve the facilities as they are now for
generations to come. The coastline is fragile, and that
has been recognised in the way the council and the
boards have been set up. We all have a role to play
in caring for our heritage to ensure that we will be
able to enjoy it in the future.

regional coastal boards that will look after the
coastal regions. It will be achieved through the
coordination of plans and through a uniform use of
coastal regions for recreation and development so
that they work together and will not be a
contradiction of each other.

Honourable members would be aware of the
tourism thrust by the government which has meant
that people are coming to Victoria in increasing
numbers. That requires us to be prepared to cope
with the influx and the extra use of facilities along
our coastline. It is interesting to note what occurs in
the Old World, where millions of people move
across Europe during the summer to enjoy the
facilities and the way they have been sustained by
the use of a variety of strategies to protect the
environment.

I grew up near the Seaford foreshore. I spent a lot of
my spare time rummaging through the foreshore
area. It was a delicate environment. It fascinated me
to see the varied things that were on the foreshore. It
was peaceful and tranquil, and one of the prettiest
areas on Port Phillip Bay. Even now the area
between Seven Mile Bridge and the Seaford pier is
one of the best bathing beaches in Victoria. It is
important that we maintain that area for the future.
The whole community is concerned about the future
to ensure that the opportunities that we had as
children will be available for our children and our
children's children.

A great deal of work will result from the
establishment of the council and the boards which
will put together a strategy that will be in the
interest of the whole of the state. Before the coalition
government came to office the system was
unworkable because 160 separate agencies across the
state, acting under 29 acts of Parliament, were
responsible for Victoria's coastline. This is important
legislation for the conservation of the heritage of this
state.
The opposition spoke about the lack of opportunity
for people to put their points of view, but that is also
covered by the bill. Community groups will have
the opportunity to make submissions to the various
boards, to the council and ultimately to the minister.
There will be three boards: a Central Coast Board, a
West Coast Board and a Gippsland Coast Board.
Those who live in those communities and who know
the environments will have a great opportunity to
become involved in the operation now being
structured to ensure that development and
conservation are controlled so that the various
facilities along the coast can be enjoyed.
I wholeheartedly support the bill. Despite the fact
that the opposition has expressed reservations about
it I believe it will serve the state well into the future.
Hon. S. de C. WILDING (Chelsea) - I support
the Coastal Management Bill but I do not support
the reasoned amendment moved by Mr Pullen. The
bill aims to protect and manage the coast. Why are
we trying to do this? For the benefit of people now
and for future generations. How will we do it? By
creating a Victorian Coastal and Bay Management
Council, which will have the authority to set up

The government is genuinely concerned about the
foreshore area, the coastline and the bays. It is
concerned about the contamination of our rivers. It
is important that the public is made aware of the
effect of the drainage system on our bays. Recently a
survey was undertaken where people dropped cans
and paper into drains; the rubbish went through the
system and the rivers until it ended up in the bays. It
was proved that what we dropped in our streets
ended up in the bay.
The Baywatch program was established a couple of
summers ago. People who wished to go to bathing
beaches were able to telephone to check on the
quality of the water at the beaches they wanted to go
to. Since that program was introduced it is
incredible to note how many people have become
aware and are taking more care. There has been an
obvious improvement in water quality in our bays.
The campaign has been successful. It has also raised
the awareness of schoolchildren.
In our area many of the schoolchildren went out and
stencilled onto the side entry pits pictures of the
things that were dropped into the pits that would
eventually end up in the bay. We have good
education programs for our schoolchildren, but it is
important that education programs continue.

Dog owners, too, need to take on more
responsibility. One park is called Poo Park because
every dog that goes there leaves something there.
We must encourage dog walkers to take
pooper-scoopers with them so that animal
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droppings do not end up contaminating our rivers
and bays.
The upside-down Yarra is an old term that has been
used for our Yarra River. Recently the Herald Sun
portrayed a Jolimont park plan which included an
observation deck in the middle of the Yarra River.
Somebody asked me, 'Why is that? So we can watch
the same muck and mire go up and down the
river?'. It would be a shame for that ever to happen.
The government is working towards cleaning up our
rivers. It has installed litter traps in some of the
major sewers and stormwater drains so that the
Yarra will not be considered a dirty river. As it gets
cleaned up it is becoming increasingly popular with
people: it is beautiful to spend some time walking
along the banks.
For six years I was a member of the Mornington
Peninsula and District Water Board, which was very
concerned about ensuring that the catchment areas it
had were clean. I was also on the trade waste
advisory committee for Melbourne Water, which
was concerned about contamination by illegal
discharges into the Yarra and Maribymong rivers.
Although they were done under licence, it is terribly
important that the contamination from the
discharges allowed into those rivers is kept to an
absolute minimum.
As my colleagues have already said, currently the
care of the coast is carried out under 160 separate
agencies, whether they be committees of
management or councils, working under 29 acts of
Parliament. That is an uncoordinated approach to
coastal conservation. In addition many of the
committees have been recreating the wheel about
certain developments they want for their particular
areas.
For some 12 years I was also chairman of the Point
Leo foreshore committee. It was very interesting to
see the input of my fellow committee members into
working for their particular areas: they were
dedicated and had expert knowledge of the areas
they were looking after. They always managed to
achieve a balance between conservation and
development. We provided tourists - whether
daytrippers, weekenders or people going to the
camping areas - with recreation facilities and areas
where they could have a hit of cricket, and we
provided families with barbecue and picnic facilities
and camping areas with powered and unpowered
sites. We had clubs on the foreshore including the
Point Leo Boat Club and the Point Leo Surf
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Lifesaving Club. Other clubs such as the
Windsurfers and Surfboard Riders Association also
came into the area for recreation purposes.
When I was a member of the Point Leo foreshore
committee of management we worked very well
with the adjoining Shoreham, Somers and
Balnarring committees of management, so we had a
more coordinated approach to the area. However,
we still did our own thing; although we were
organising and running a similar area of coastline
we still felt that we were different from the people
next door. I believe the establishment of the regional
coastal boards will eliminate the ad hoc approach
that has developed over the past decade.
Coast Action is another initiative of the government
which is an example of what it is prepared to do and
is trying to do. The program ensures that the coast
will be restored and enjoyed well into the future.
Each year two-thirds of the Victorian population
visit the coastline. They do not go just for the
beaches and the swimming: bushwalking, sailing,
camping, fishing, surfing and windsurfing are other
recreations that Victorians use their coastline for.
Victorians own 150 000 boats; they need launching
ramps and marinas. We have clubs all around our
bays: surf and royallifesaving clubs, yacht clubs and
boat clubs. It is important that any development on
the coast is done in a balanced way; we have to be
able to manage the coastline. Facilities have to be
provided for campers, daytrippers and tourists by
way of car parks, toilet blocks, kiosks, camping
facilities, walking paths, lookouts and board walks.
They are the facilities that people now look for when
they go out on daytrips.
It is important that the infrastructure behind these
things is correct, that the drainage and the outfall are
properly designed and that the roads are beneficial
to the area.
Coast Action provides opportunities for members of
the community to be involved as individuals,
groups and committees. It is looking for people to
help and support it to ensure that the coast is
protected and rehabilitated and that the coastal
problems are identified and addressed.
The community is a very valuable source of
knowledge. People such as the Point Leo foreshore
committee members have expert knowledge of their
local environment and the minute details of their
own patch.
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However, it is important that we take a much
broader approach to the Victorian coastline with one
common vision and one aim that we can achieve by
working to a plan and not just talking about it.
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That is something we should all bear in mind when
considering this issue, because that is the great
pressure upon the coast:
It is one of our leading tourism destinations and it

Mr Pullen was a bit concerned about the estuaries
and marine coastal places. At the moment the Land
Conservation Council is undertaking an
investigation of the marine coastal and estuary areas
of Victoria. It, too, is looking for public consultation,
and submissions are now being invited. After
considering those submissions the council will
prepare its final recommendation, which will be
presented to the government for further
consideration.

In conclusion, I support the Coastal Management
Bill because I believe it will benefit all Victorians and
the full coastline of Victoria.
Hon. R. J. H. WELLS (Eumemmerring) - This is
a moment which I have long looked forward to: for a
bill such as this to come before the house to set in
place a long-term structural mechanism for dealing
rationally with this issue of limitless importance to
humanity and to the globe itself.
I commend the minister on his second-reading
speech. I have told him that I think it is perhaps the
most tightly written second-reading speech I have
had the pleasure of reading in this place. It is
economic in expression: it is, if not complete,
extremely wide-ranging in what it has to say. It is a
speech which I believe anyone in Victoria or
Australia who is interested in this matter and related
matters should read, and read carefully.
I do not intend to go right through it all; a lot I will
take as read. But let me say for those who might
happen to read what I have to say that comments
such as these are of enormous importance.
The minister begins by saying:
There can be no doubt of the great importance and
value Victorians attach to our coastline. The coast
contains many important features of ecological,
geological and scientific interest, together with
landscapes of scenic, archaeological and cultural
significance.
The 2000-kilometre coastline of Victoria is one of the
state's most significant assets. The vast majority of
Victorians live close to the coast.

supports key port infrastructure. It provides enjoyment
and recreation for a high proportion of Victorians.
Our coasts are coming under increasing pressure for a
variety of uses ...

In my view for many years the coast - its land, soil,
sand, interface with water, marine environment and
its surrounds - has been the great unsung issue of
conservation in Victoria and in Australia.
Much time has been given to questions of land, and
rightly so. For reasons inexplicable to me, the
coastline has not been rationally addressed as
having a priceless value. Because we work in a
democratically elected and structured Parliament,
we all know that structures may lead to rational
analysis and implementation. I am surprised that
there is not a statewide structure to establish a
statewide policy to manage our priceless coastline.
I cannot seriously support Mr Pullen's reasoned
amendment no matter what the politics of these
matters may be. First and foremost we need a
structure under which we can work. Only then can
we address the issues that rightly concern Mr Pullen
with his wide experience in this place and outside,
and also concern the rest of us. We need that
structure, so it is to the minister's credit that he has
brought this matter forward in an absolutely
non-controversial way.
There may be minor debate about the council
membership provisions, but that can be easily fixed
once we get the main structure in place. We can set
up an appropriate structure with relative ease, thus
enabling the process to accelerate - and accelerate it
must because time is short due to the immense
technological powers of human society.
We now have the capacity to destroy our coastline,
which sat snugly in place for at least 12 000 if not
40 000 years while Aboriginal Australians used it
without damaging it. They had none of the immense
technological capacity and power we have today.
They used the coast as hunter-gatherers, and in that
way it survived for generation after generation and
millennium after millennium. That is not the case
today. In a century, in 10 years, in 1 year or even in
6 months we can change forever the appearance and
structure of the coastline.
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It is essential to realise that when you pour concrete

you effectively pour it forever. One of the
unrecognised intellectual, emotional and economic
battles facing Victorians and Australians is the battle
to balance what we do for today's generation with
what we leave for the decision and use of later
generations. There is also the question of what we
should not do when we are unsure.
There is a great deal of talk about the lack of money
applied to conserving Australia's environment.
There is one supremely powerful mechanism
available to us that we can effect at any time,
without question. No matter which government is in
power or who our leaders are, we can decline to
undertake some aspects of development. We must
realise that we must not attempt to use up all our
resources on the current generation, because once
they are used they cease to exist. That is the kernel of
the debate about the coastline of Victoria. We have
only 2000 kilometres of it, and there are only a
certain number of beaches. If one looks at
Port Phillip Bay, one realises that the string of
beaches between Melbourne and Portsea are
probably the most valuable left in the
commonwealth of Australia given their proximity to
the metropolitan area and the fact that in modern
technological terms they are undeveloped.
There is no doubt that the populations of Melbourne
and Victoria will continue to increase because we
live in a highly desirable democratic society.
Whether it takes 25, 50, 75 or 100 years, no-one I
know can guarantee that our population will not
double. One principle of conservation work is the
importance of erring on the conservative side;
therefore we must assume that Melbourne's
population will continue to increase. Yet, at best, we
will retain the current number of Port Phillip Bay
beaches only if we work hard to preserve them.
The danger is not that there will be a sudden rush of
development around the beaches. No government
would permit any rapid industrialisation or
commercial development along the beaches closest
to the city of Melbourne - and I use that to
illustrate our approach to the whole coastline.
A government may permit a slow process of
development. But if we allow a concrete pour or a
significant building, development or recreational
pursuit somewhere along the coastline between
Melbourne and Portsea each year for the next 50 to
100 years, and if the population doubles in that time,
we must assume that by then the coastal
environment will probably have been destroyed. It
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is difficult to win the battle between development
and conservation. We must reach out for sustainable
development, aiming to provide the best for the
current generation while leaving something good for
future generations. We must preserve what we
cannot regain once it is lost - the natural
environment of the state.
It is extremely difficult to strike a practical balance. I
know that because for eight years I had the privilege
of being the honourable member for Dromana in
another place. During that time I was associated
with many efforts by the citizens of Victoria to
preserve their beaches in the face of what they saw
en masse as inappropriate development. There is
much more in the minister's fine second-reading
speech that I could say something about, but for the
moment I shall continue along the line I have now
embarked on.
I pick up the comment the minister made that in
recent times the people of Victoria have largely been
denied the opportunity to participate in the
development of plans to manage our coastline. That
is a very perceptive comment because I saw the
effects of it for eight years. The minister refers rather
euphemistically to a system of coastline
management revolving around some 160 separate
agencies, municipalities and committees of
management. I would be harder than he is. I believe
we have not had a system, despite there being many
committees that have operated with a fair degree of
independence.
The great virtue of what is being proposed is that a
statewide system will be established. Expertise,
resources and information will be available at much
higher levels than they have been. Those small
committees have done their best, but with the best
will in the world they have not been able to bring
the appropriate levels of resources, knowledge and
other techniques to bear on the issues they have
faced.
I shall cite one example. Local committees are
subject to parochial pressures that cover the
spectrum, from development at all costs to no
development at any cost.
It is therefore difficult for local committees to prevail

and to see that their viewpoints, as good as they
may be, become the law. The job of state Parliament
in state matters is to do precisely that, and members
of this place, backed by the virtually limitless
resources they have, can and must do that.
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The job of the council that is to be created through
the proposed legislation will be to use the best
resources available to develop the best plans
possible and then for Parliament to use its authority
to see that those policies are acted upon. As the
minister has pointed out, those policies will be
administered through local government bodies, a
proposal with much to commend it. Of course, by
and large the heat of political debate and
controversy will by then have departed the scene.
The committees will be instruments of the council
and through the council, the Parliament and the
government of the day. Their task will be to do the
job. I believe that is the way it should be.
Between 1985 and about 1992 or 1993, when I
became a member of this place, one major issue after
another arose calling for Significant development on
the coastline of the Legislative Assembly electorate
of Dromana. The minister's words were quite
apposite: the local people could protest by marching
in the streets and they could write letters to the
newspapers but they did not have the resources or
the knowledge to become as effective as was
desirable in examining those proposals and
opposing them where they thought they should be
opposed. The government of the day was forced to
spend considerable sums of money on tribunal
inquiries and ministerial inquiries on rezoning
proposals and so forth. As it turned out the wishes
of the people prevailed in most of those cases.
There is mention in the second-reading speech and
in a mass of documents about the need to control,
for example, effluent flowing from urbanised areas
onto beaches into enclosed waters. One massive
proposal at Dromana was subject to stringent
examination and was reduced in size largely
because of the risk that the effluent from a
significant area of urbanisation would flow out into
what is a pristine, priceless, white-sand, blue-water
beach at Safety Beach, just below the cliff at Mount
Martha in the Dromana area.
Another proposal to develop a marina for Sorrento
Bay resulted in the second significant examination in
less than about three years being conducted. The
staggering thing was that while under
cross-examination by the community, the
proponents brought forward variants of the
proposal to the inquiry on a daily basis. Because it
was rushed that proposal also could not stand the
white heat of examination. Eventually, for the
second time in less than five years, a proposal to
swamp Sorrento Bay with a marina was stopped.
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There was another proposal to place an inferior
quality motel on the sand barrier of the bay at
Rosebud. Eventually that was shown to be
undesirable and it too was stopped.
Surveys show that the people are wise in the
extreme in these matters. They show that 80 per cent
of the millions of visitors who each year come to the
beaches of Port Phillip Bay say they come for the
sand and the water. The very best immediate
commercial policy is to maintain as much as
possible of that pristine environment at the water
interface, at the high-water mark. The land there is
very narrow. What I say can be applied to other
areas of the coastline of Victoria.
My comments illustrate the great dilemma of the
need to hurry very slowly in developing the
coastline. Although there may be a lot of land on the
Australian mainland and in Tasmania - some
3 million square miles or 7.5 million square
kilometres - and it may be said that we can
continue to expand, that is not true of the precious
areas of mountains, lakes, rivers and the coastline.
That is why the need exists to bring this organisation
into being: to place the coastline virtually on a
human pedestal and say that we do not think we in
this generation must do everything that can be done
to the coastline of Victoria.
We are told by historians and archaeologists that the
coastline has been under the care of our Australian
Aboriginal brothers and sisters for the past 40 000
years. I am an optimist and I believe it will be under
the care of all Australians from here on for a lot
longer than 40 000 years. If that be so then 100 years
is nothing, yet in 100 years at the rate of one building
at a time on any given area of coastline we can
destroy that coastline.
I said earlier that the subject of the coastline is an
enormously complex one. I also said I was
absolutely amazed by the fact that it has taken us
until now to propose such an organisation and to
move rationally to control the coastline. I mention in
passing that just in the past five years both the
commonwealth and Victorian governments have
instituted serious inquiries into the management of
the coastline. Reports of the findings of those
inquiries have been published, as have similar
reports in places around the world.
I will name just a few of the programs mentioned in
the report of a marine and coastal special
investigation conducted in 1993 by the Land
Conservation Council of Victoria: the regional seas
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program of the United Nations environment
program and the regional protocols on protected
areas it fosters; the man and the biosphere program
of UNESCO; the marine science program of
UNESCO; the South Pacific regional environment
program; the initiatives of the Food and Agriculture
Organisation of the United Nations, the
International Maritime Organisation, the
International Whaling Commission and other
international organisations; and the establishment of
marine protected areas by many nations.
Victoria has also been involved in the past few years.
In addition to the world conservation strategy
established in 1980 there is an Australian
conservation strategy and a Victorian conservation
strategy.
All of these things have much to commend them
and can contribute a great deal to the areas they
address but they cannot do it without a rational,
effective, non-political structure in place to carry out
the work. That is the strength of this current
proposal. So far as I am concerned it is totally
non-controversial. I do not care and I am not
worried if there are minor variations in it that need
to be fixed. They will be fixed. I am sure this
Parliament will see to that.
There is one whole area I have not addressed. I have
talked basically about human beings and the
preservation of the physical structure of the
coastline. I have not talked about the flora, fauna or
biota. I have not talked about preservation of the
world's priceless pool of living creatures - it is too
involved. I have not talked about the fact that 2J.3 of
the world's surface is water and apprOximately 1/,3 is
land and the effects that that has. We have not
canvassed the urgent, desperate need to stop
pouring toxins into the coastlines of Victoria and
other areas of the world.
I conclude on this comment, leaving all those other
things for another day: Australians have obligations
to other living things and activities must at times be
modified to respect the natural cycle of other life
forms and their ecosystems. That is the ultimate
parameter that provides the great challenge to us
human beings, who are supreme on this earth
because we have a huge forebrain, which is not only
the best computer ever created but is the most
powerful instrument on earth for doing whatever
we want to do, good or destructive, helpful or bad.
At this time our attitude to preserving the coastline
for future generations of Victorians is an essentially

selfish viewpoint. There is no question that if we
perish the globe will go on physically. The bigger
challenge in terms of preservation is to look after
other creatures who use it in one way or another on
the land or in the water. Only if we do that will we
have sufficient control over the chemical pollution,
the physical and biolOgical destruction and all those
other things that threaten not only the globe but
could effectively threaten the continuation of homo
sapiens.
It is with a great deal of pleasure that I commend
this bill to the house and wish it well in the work
that it will make possible in the years if not decades
ahead.

House divided on omission (members in favour
vote no):

Ayes, 25
Forwood,Mr
Guest,Mr
Hall,Mr
Hartigan, Mr
Knowles,Mr
Skeggs, Mr
Smith,Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Varty,Mrs
Wells, Or
Wilding, Mrs (Teller)

Asher,Ms
Ashman,Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter,Mr
Best, Mr (Teller)
Birrell, Mr
Bishop,Mr
Bowden,Mr
Brideson,Mr
Connard,Mr
Cox,Mr
Davis,Mr
de Fegely, Mr

Noes, 11
Davidson, Mr (Teller)
Gould,Miss
Henshaw,Mr
Hogg,Mrs
Ives,Mr
Kokocinski, Ms

McLean,Mrs
Mier,Mr
Nardella, Mr (Teller)
Power,Mr
Pullen,Mr

Pairs
Craige,Mr
Hallam,Mr
Storey, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Walpole,Mr
White, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
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coastal committees of management and coastal
community groups.

Committee
Clause 1
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - I thank honourable members
for their contributions and welcome the fact that,
really without exception, there is support for the
principles and aims of the bill, but there is some
debate about detail.
I regard this as an historic and important bill that
will bring coastal management into the 21st century
and ensure public input and leadership on
protecting and utilising our coasts for the long term.
We inherited an uncoordinated, poorly resourced
and missionless coastal management system, which
was crying out for reform. In the coalition's
conservation and land management policy, which
was released before the 1992 election, we promised
change, and this legislative initiative meets that
commitment.
There has been strong and widespread community
support for this proposal, following a long period of
outreach and consultation. Importantly the bill will
ensure a permanent voice for the coast which is
balanced and reasonable and which can lead to
better coastal management and a greater degree of
community involvement in coastal protection and
coastal enjoyment.
No-one suggests that the coastal debate of the future
will be much easier than it has been in the past - it
is a very difficult place to manage, given the
competing interests and the entrenched vested
interests. The bill does not solve the problems but
creates a structure and vehicle for dealing with them
professionally and pro-actively.
It certainly ends the frequently reactionary and ad
hoc style of management endured in the past and it
will be inclusive of a broad range of interests. Our
hope is that it represents the public interest;
certainly this bill has a much better chance than the
old system did.
To complement this reform we have introduced
extra resourcing and support for the coast. We have
created Coast Action - a program which is as
important as Landcare was for rural Victoria. We
have introduced a significant grants program for

Therefore, far from offering them mere words, we
are offering groups project funding that has been
long needed. Now, for the first time in their lives,
groups will receive it.
We have introduced a wide range of community
education programs and information services of
which the best example is Beach Watch. Beach
Watch provides practical, factual information about
the water quality and coastal conditions of Port
Phillip Bay, which is an initiative I called for when I
was in opposition. It was introduced by this
government and it has proved to be extremely
popular.
We are soon to introduce changes to associated
ports, as they are called. This covers minor ports
which have long outlived their usefulness as fully
commercial facilities and which can now be
managed by the Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources in the public interest.
Therefore, we have taken the status quo as being
unacceptable, and the community shares that view.
We have changed the status quo with a series of
reforms that have enjoyed widespread support and
we have complemented the law reforms with
administrative reforms.
We have vastly increased the priority of the coasts
within the state government and the department.
Coasts used to be an afterthought area of public
administration; they were once part of the old parks
administration and then part of the old Crown land
administration. They never had the status, the clout,
the resourcing or the quality staff they deserved.
However, we have now ensured that all of that is
fixed. In particular we have high quality staff who
are properly resourced and who can give the coast
what it deserves. Just as the National Parks Service
is the great protector, manager and custodian of our
national parks network, we now have a coastal unit
which takes on a similar and equally important role
for the coast of Victoria. As I made clear in the
second-reading speech, we have never had a single
voice for the coast but we have had dozens of small
voices. At the last count more than 160 separate
agencies managed the coastline, all of them trying to
do the right thing, many of them overlapping and
some of them colliding. A few of them acted in stark
ignorance of the need to protect the public interest.
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All of them will now be subject to a degree of coastal
strategy - Victoria's first - and the most important
aspects of the bill are that the coastal strategy will be
formed following full public input. Under clauses 21
and 29 ministers, public authorities, committees of
management and municipal councils must, and I
stress the word 'must', take all reasonable steps to
give effect to that coastal strategy.

I should like to thank a broad range of groups that
have assisted, from individual people involved in
coastal conservation through to recreational fishing
groups, lifesaving clubs, yacht clubs, commercial
fishing groups, people interested in ports
administration, those interested in tourist projects,
right through to people who just have a sound
scientific understanding of the coastal environment.

Therefore, we will end this nonsense that you can
get away with what you can get away with and that
you can turn a blind eye to whatever you can turn a
blind eye to, or simply ignore the coast. We will
have a coastal strategy - a public document owned
by the community - and it will be binding. That is
real power, that is real change, and that is real
leadership.

All of them played a role, and I welcome that. I
cannot quote them all but I quote a comment by
Nicky Tsernjavski, the spokeswoman of the
Victorian National Parks Association. In the
April 1995 edition of the Building Owner and Manager
magazine she said:

A number of groups have been involved in
developing this proposal. As I said, its genesis was a
policy paper that I produced in the lead-up to the
last state election. It was followed by a process of
trying to involve as many people as we could in
developing the bill. In February 1994, I issued a
discussion paper outlining proposals to create a
Victorian Coastal and Bay Management Council and
to revitalise coastal planning and management. I
sought public comment on that document and was
delighted to receive more than 200 separate
submissions, which overwhelmingly indicated
strong support for the reforms foreshadowed in the
paper.
Legislation to establish the Victorian Coastal and
Bay Management Council to coordinate strategic
planning for the coast was foreshadowed in that
discussion paper. Also proposed was a simplified
approvals process for the use and development of
coastal land and clarification of management
responsibilities for coastal Crown land. To take
consultation a step further, I then established a
broadly based reference group in March 1994 to
advise me on matters raised in response to the
discussion paper and to analyse the public
submissions; and I place on record my thanks to the
reference group for its excellent work.
As a result of that process we have the bill before us
today, but, more broadly, we have a far greater
understanding of how coastal management can be
improved, because the reference group and the
public submissions, not surprisingly, did not focus
just on the need for more legislation and reform;
they focused on administration as well and the
priority we are giving it to ensure that we can meet
those aspirations.

There is so much legislation governing the coast - tens
of acts, it's difficult to know who is in charge ... Once
this new law is in, the lines of who is in control will
become a lot clearer and it will be easier for
conservation and local action groups that act.

Ms Tsernjavski is right. I welcome her support for
the new law and for the reforms that will be put in
place.

I obviously disagree with the opposition's reasoned
amendment, which does not help the debate at all. I
am interested in responding to Mr Pullen's proposed
amendments, despite the characteristically short
notice he has given of his intention to move them. I
will respond to them in due course.

Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I move:
1.

Oause 1, page 2, after line 8 insert "and
(f)

to ensure that the Victorian coast is managed in
an ecologically sustainable manner; and

(g) to maintain and protect biological diversity
within the Victorian coast; and
(h)

to ensure urban development does not threaten
coastal and marine values.".

That is probably more common than it used to be,
and I think it is useful for an act to include a clearer
sense of its purpose. I believe the intention is not
expressed clearly enough because the bill does not
represent a sense of values. For instance, clause Hc)
says the bill aims:
... to provide for coordinated strategic planning and
management for the Victorian coast.
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No-one would disagree with that. Subclause (d) says
another aim is:
... to provide for the preparation and implementation of
management plans for coastal Crown land.
Again, that is a useful and durable point.
Subclause (e) says the bill aims:
... to provide a coordinated approach to approvals for
the use and development of coastal Crown land.
That approves the facilitation in a personal way.

In a sense those are mechanical purposes. The
minister also referred to discussions with the coastal
reference group. That group was established on
12 May 1994 to provide independent advice on the
establishment of the Victorian Coastal and Bay
Management Council and to provide general advice
to the minister. Those discussions produced more
than just processes and procedures, because a sense
of overall purpose emerged. Page 5 of the coastal
reference group's report to the minister states that:
... the coastal and marine resources are managed on a
sustainable basis ... that areas of environmental
significance are protected and maintained for the
biological diversity, ecological, geomorphological,
geological, cultural and landscape features of the
coastal zone.
I propose that we give a clear indication to those
people who will serve on the council and on the
boards that ecologically sustainable development is
an overriding purpose and that they should work to
ensure that the Victorian coast is managed in an
ecological and sustainable manner.
Proposed subclause (g) makes it clear that the bill
should:
... maintain and protect biological diversity within the
Victorian coast.
Proposed subclause (h) is also important, because it
says the bill should:
... ensure urban development does not threaten coastal
and marine values.
I am not saying I have come up with the best
possible wording. But a bill that purports to protect
our coastline should have as one of its purposes an
outline of the direction in which it is heading.
Commitments to work towards ecologically
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sustainable use and to take action when urban
development threatens coastal values are important.
They were identified during the process the minister
spoke of, which I think was a good process .
Those commitments are the result of a distillation of
the opinions of people who are working to achieve
those ends. They need to be expressed in the bill,
otherwise it will be too neutral. After all, you could
coordinate things that go in the wrong direction .
Coordination is about doing things efficiently and
effectively, not necessarily about having a sense of
direction. The authors of the report have invited a
final round of comment before the recommendations
are adopted. Both biodiversity and ecologically
sustainable development are principles that are
commonly applied to coastal management. I urge
the government to take the amendment on board.
Those three aims are not controversial. They should
be part of the thrust of good coastal planning and
management, and they will give a sense of direction
to the people who will be members of the coastal
committees and the boards.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - The matters concerning the
objectives that were raised by both the community
groups and individuals who wrote to us and the
reference group are faithfully reflected in the bill.
The issue raised by the opposition concerns the part
of the bill in which these types of matters should be
discussed. The most appropriate place is clause 4,
which contains the objectives of the act. It is not the
only part in which they are raised, but it is the most
appropriate part. These matters find their rightful
home under the objectives clause. I remind the
house that the objectives of the act will bind the way
the act is interpreted and implemented and include
the requirement:
(a) to plan for and manage the use of Victoria's coastal
resources on a sustainable basis ...
(b)

to protect and maintain areas of environmental
significance on the coast including its ecological,
geomorphological, geological, cultural and
landscape features ...

(c)

to maintain and improve coastal water quality ...

Any fair reading will indicate that those objectives
are correct and warranted and that the
parliamentary counsel has placed them in the right
part of the bill. Of course, those objectives will bind
the Coastal and Bay Management Council and the
boards that act under it and most significantly they
will be guiding points for the Victorian coastal
strategy.
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Clause 15 takes the matter a step further by saying
that the coastal strategy must ensure the protection
of significant environmental features on the coast
and must ensure the sustainable use of natural
coastal resources. It is also clear that this brief
includes areas including the marine environment. I
believe the guidance for the aim of the bill should be
in the objectives, and it is. They faithfully reflect the
input we have received.

361

amendments to be inserted in the objectives clause. 1
do not believe the objectives as they stand cover
those points adequately.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 2
to 6 agreed to.
Clause 7
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) -

To take it a step further, we are establishing, in a
more complex form, a body that is similar in broad
outline to a mixture of the Land Conservation
Council and a planning authority. It is unfair to say,
as one critic has intimated, 'I like your bill but I am
not totally happy with it because 1 am not too sure
the outcome of the proposals considered under the
bill will be consistent with the outcome that I want'.
That is a bit like attacking the Supreme Court
because you are not sure how a case will go.
We want to establish these boards that will hear the
issues. 1 have no doubt that they will be guided by
the objectives provided for the maintenance of areas
of environmental significance, maintaining and
improving coastal water quality and managing
coastal resources on a sustainable basis. That is
hardly neutral language! It is language that is full of
policy intent and it is based on a philosophical
position of properly protecting and utilising the
coast. We do not accept the amendment.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I take up the
point the minister made about the placement of the
amendment in the bill in the sense that it could come
under the purposes or the objectives. I would not
want to argue with that, but the objectives do not
take up the point of ecological sustainability and
biodiversity. Biodiversity is a new term in common
usage, but it is important in the way it is being used
in relation to forests and the maintenance of the
natural environment. There is no mention of it in the
objectives, but it was something that came out of the
coastal reference group. That point was made to me
by people who were concerned about the bill.
The other point is that of urban development. Again
I cannot see anything in the objectives that could be
read as dealing with the question of urban
development impacting on coastal values. That is
something that should have been taken into account.
We have had a clear situation at Anglesea with the
impact of the encroachment of urban development
into the heathland. That has been an area of repeated
conflict along our coastline, and that is an indication
that it would have been better to have drafted these

I move:

2.

Clause 7, line 2, omit "11" and insert "12".

3.

Oause 7, after line 25 insert 11

(g) one shall be an officer of the Environment
Protection Authority selected from a panel of
3 names submitted by the Chairman of the
Authority.".

During the second-reading debate I said there were
two areas where the membership of the council was
not comprehensive enough and that there should be,
firstly, a representative from the Environment
Protection Authority, and secondly, someone who
would be able to give advice about water quality
and related matters.
One of the reasons I felt strongly about that is that
the most authoritative reports produced on these
areas often emanate from the EPA. It is an integrated
issue for the people involved. At one stage Brian
Robinson was interested, and generously so, in
trying to amalgamate resources of the EP A with
some of the resources of the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources at Queenscliff
to have toxicologists and marine biolOgists working
together to provide a more effective approach, and
then to have a separate unit within the EPA and the
department. In that sense he was prepared to allow
some resources under his control to be moved.

In the past the EPA has seen that the integration of
biologists, chemists and toxicologists is effective. My
discussions with people working in the field have
usually painted in that direction. Therefore, to
exclude the EP A from being a resource on the
council- and the argument could be repeated for
the boards, although it could be argued that it
would be more forceful for the council because that
is where the policy and expertise of the EPA could
be extremely useful - is an omission. That is why I
have moved that the numbers be increased to
accommodate a representative from the EPA in the
same manner as the other appointments are made
by choice from a panel of three, to give a degree of
flexibility.
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In speaking to that amendment I allude once again
to the other omission: that of a qualified person with
drainage and sewerage responsibility from the
appropriate authority. I found that it was not
possible to provide an amendment to that effect
because the Clerks informed me that such a person
could but would not necessarily be outside the
public service, and payment could be affected. The
Legislative Council cannot impose this heavy
burden on the community, so it is not possible to put
forward that proposal in the suggested form.

As to the appointment of someone representing the
body in charge of drainage authorities, currently
Melbourne Water, and to a certain extent, with the
flood plains, Melbourne Parks and Waterways, I am
happy to consider appointing someone from those
areas as a member of one of the boards, which I can
do under the bill as it is currently structured.
However, I see no reason to enshrine that
arrangement.

It is an omission, but it is more a question of the
numbers on the council than the payment involved.
If the person were from Melbourne Water, payment
would not be required. Payment would depend on
which body and which person fell within that
category. In most cases it would not.

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I could just appoint
them as ministerial appointees. I am happy to give
thought to that. It really depends on the proper
person. I suspect that we will also ask both
Melbourne Water and Melbourne Parks and
Waterways to have an active liaison with the central
regional board established under this bill. In the
same manner we would expect the relevant
catchment and land protection board to have a close
relationship. These bodies will mature over time so
that in five years or so we can and should reflect on
the relationships between these coordinating bodies.

I believe the government should take on board two
matters in respect of proper coverage of the
membership of the council. I ask the committee to
support the inclusion of a person from the EPA.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - As to the proposal to have
someone from the EPA on the council, I indicate that
the original internal drafts of the bill contemplated
the appointment of an EP A representative but the
EPA did not seek to be a member of the council. The
reasons for that are that the EPA has independent
prosecution and monitoring functions and a
representative of the EP A on this council would, by
natural process of his or her work, pass judgment on
a number of projects or proponents. Their
membership and the decisions they take could easily
be seen to pre-empt or prejudge any prosecutorial or
independent monitoring function of the EPA which
involved that proponent or project. I think there is a
clear conflict of interest problem in having the
'policeman' as the policy adviser. Therefore that
course was not pursued. There is no other reason
than that flow of logic.
We will, of course, be seeking active involvement of
the EP A with the Victorian Coastal and Bay
Management Council and with the regional boards
in an advisory function, and its input will be
extremely welcome and one that I will actively
encourage.
Water quality functions are issues that these new
bodies can look at. They will also be picked up
under existing legislative working arrangements
and state environment protection policies.

Hon. B. T. Pull en - So how would you do it?

In establishing both the Catchment and Land
Protection Council and the Victorian Coastal and
Bay Management Council this government is
delegating its powers and functions to
community-based bodies, so we are giving our
powers away.
That is welcome, but I put on the record that in due
course it will be worth while reviewing how that is
worked and how these new bodies interface.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I thank the
minister for his explanation. There are just a couple
of extra points. The argument that he has put seems
stronger in respect of the boards than the councils. If
you look at the functions of the council you will see
that they are general functions, and the chance of a
prosecution in such an area would seem extremely
remote.
I press that argument to the point where the EP A
could not serve in a whole lot of areas in the state to
provide useful advice; that would really tie it down.
I can see the difficulty in the case of the EPA being
involved with an authority that was very project
orientated and likely to want to do a few things in a
fairly rapid or gung-ho way: having an EP A officer
there could be difficult for all parties. I accept the
logic of the minister's response there.
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However, this body is the overarching body that will
provide fairly general sort of advice. I should not
have thought it would ever create an offence for
which it would need to be prosecuted, because I do
not see that it was intended to get down to that sort
of nitty-gritty activity. The people on the boards of
management would be the ones who would actually
get down to projects.
The minister indicated that he could appoint a
person to the council. Under what provision would
he be able to appoint an extra person?
Hon. M. A. Birrell - For example, one of the
ministerial appointees could be someone who in
some manner represents Melbourne Parks and
Waterways interests.
Hon. Pat Power - One of the suits?
Hon. M. A. Birrell - Yes.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN - I thought they had to
come from the community, with experience.
Hon. M. A. Birrell - But an example would be
appointing someone who was on the Melbourne
Parks and Waterways advisory council as one of the
community representatives on this body; in other
words, overlapping.
Hon. B. T. PULL EN - Are you talking in respect
ofthe--
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approving, as I currently legally do, certain
development projects on the coast following the
advice of the existing coastal management
coordination committee, I would like to delegate
those powers in part to the coastal council or the
regional coastal boards.
To use a contemporary example, there may be a
proposal to put a cafe which requires sewerage
controls in a coastal environment. Currently,
lawfully, I make that decision. If I delegated that to a
regional coastal board upon which the EPA was
sitting, I think at the very least the EPA
representative would have to not participate in the
discussion because the EPA would then be asked to
do a works approval and to give advice on pollution
issues.
In a practical sense the EPA's role would be
neutered, because it would not just have a more
worldly policy role; it would have a practical
approval or disapproval function.

It was that reason that led to this outcome; nothing
more or less. However, I agree with the honourable
member that the EP A should be actively involved,
and we have developed processes to ensure that it
and indeed any agency is actively involved. In
conclusion, we need to ensure that some of the new
water bodies have that relationship ..
Amendments negatived; clause agreed to.
Clause 8

Hon. M. A. Birrell - Not a paid officer but, say,
a board member or an advisory council member.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN - Right; I can understand
that. I do not see it as being as substantial as trying
to tie in the major drainage authority and getting it
committed, but I accept the explanation given by the
minister.
However, that seems far too severe a test to apply to
the EP A, and it clearly denies the expertise of a very
important body.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - In response, I understand
where Mr Pullen is heading, and I want the EPA to
have a lot of input into these bodies. However, I will
give an example of the dilemma that we could face.
It is my intention in due course to delegate some of
my approval and consent powers to either the
council or the coastal boards. So, instead of me

Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I move:
4.

Gause 8, page 7, after line 18 insert "and
(vii) matters relating to

marine water quality;".

This specifically adds marine water quality to the
areas of advice, which seems to have been omitted
from the bill. I believe it is sufficiently important to
be contained in a clause that sets out the functions of
the council. I suggest it could be described as advice
to the minister.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - We believe water quality and
marine environment issues will be explicitly
addressed by all the bodies and activities referred to
in the legislation, remembering that the core
objectives of the bill include the requirement in
clause 4(d) to 'maintain and improve coastal water
quality'. That is the objective on which everything
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that flows from the bill is based. There is no doubt
that it will guide the bodies that operate under it.
We will reinforce the scope of it by dealing not only
with the beach but also with the water.
I point out that clause 15 talks about 'the marine
environment'. Mr Pullen may be aware that those
words were not in an earlier draft of the bill. I
believe water quality is a core objective of the bilt
and that core objective will be reflected in both the
coastal strategy and the work of anybody involved
with it. Any coastal action plans created under
clause 23 must also deal with the marine
environment and take into account the aims of the
bill. From our point of view, there is no need for the
amendment. It is not that it is incorrect; the issue
will be covered anyway.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 9
and 10 agreed to.
Clause 11
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. R. Hall) Order! I invite Mr Pullen to canvass the arguments
relevant to amendment 6 standing in his name,
which is consequential on amendment 5. I point out
to the committee that the argument for
amendments 5 and 6 substantially cover those for
amendments 2 and 3 standing in Mr Pullen's name.
Members may wish to argue the different aspects of
amendments 5 and 6 as compared with
amendments 2 and 3.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) -

I move:

5.

Clause 11, line 13 omit "10" and insert "11".

6.

Oause 11, after line 36 insert "(h) one shall be an officer of the Environment

Protection Authority selected from a panel of
3 names submitted by the Chairman of the
Authority.".

Amendments negatived; clause agreed to.
Clause 12
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. R. Hall) Order! I point out to the committee that
amendment 8 is consequential on amendment 7. I
invite members to canvass arguments for both.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) 7.
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I move:

Oause 12, line 15, after "land" insert "and for marine
water quality".

8.

Oause 12, in 18, after "development" insert "and
marine water quality".

These amendments are different because I wish to
insert the words 'and marine water quality'. The
clause talks about advice to the minister on coastal
development in the region. Marine water quality is
sufficiently important to be included. I cannot see
where that has been picked up in any of the other
functions.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - This proposes to amend one of
the principal functions of the board, which is to
develop a coastal action plan. Coastal action plans
are regulated under clause 23, which asks the board
to develop a plan for a region:
... including the marine environment .. ,

It also asks the board:
.. , to provide for protection and enhancement of
significant features of the region's coast, including the
marine environment.

It is axiomatic that the requirement in clause 4(d)
will be central to the way the board appointed under
clause 12 will operate under clause 23 in developing
a coastal action plan.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - Are you
saying it is appropriate to read clause 4(d) in
conjunction with clause 12(1)?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - I think it is appropriate that
when they are reading clause 12(1), the people who
are preparing a coastal management plan and,
before that, a coastal strategy keep at the forefront of
their minds the objectives in clause 4, including the
reference in subclause (d) to improving coastal
quality.
Amendments negatived; clause agreed to; clauses
13 to 15 agreed to.

Oause 16
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) 9.

I move:

Oause 16, line 29, omit "4" and insert "8".

This goes to the question of how people will respond
to draft strategies and the preparation of plans
under clause 24. Four weeks is too short a period.
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Representatives of the Victorian National Parks
Association and others have told me that
organisations such as theirs are often made up of
voluntary members and that monthly cycles would
therefore be too short for many of them. It is always
difficult for people to give considered responses to
things they consider extremely important. I suggest
the time should at least be doubled. Some have
argued that it should be 12 weeks. That is a matter
for judgement, but I believe four weeks is too short. I
would have thought that the minister's recent
experience with Zumstein would encourage him to
accept that longer consultation is the right way to go.

It would be prudent to extend the period from four
weeks to eight weeks. It is a change the opposition
feels strongly about. We think that it would add
greater security and make people more confident of
not being locked out of the process. Some people
find it hard to accept if after the event it is said that
they have been consulted when they have found the
consultation process unsatisfactory. It would be
better if it were extended, and I believe eight weeks
would remove any uncertainty. Four weeks makes it
difficult for people to respond, especially for
members of councils that have certain procedures
for receiving reports from appropriate officers. It
would certainly be possible to get responses from
councils in eight weeks. I urge the minister to
consider the extension from four to eight weeks.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - The public consultation period
for community comment on the Victorian coastal
strategy and the coastal action plans is set for a
period of 'at least' four weeks in clauses 16(2) and
24(2) respectively of the bill. This is a minimum
period only and both the council and the boards
could determine to have longer exhibition times. I
would be very surprised if longer times were not
utilised. The role of the legislation is to ensure that
there is an absolute minimum which protects the
public interest.

It is my instinct that with, for example, the draft
Victorian coastal strategy we would consult for at
least eight weeks. I will take the guidance of the
Victorian Coastal and Bay Management Council on
such matters. The government believes the
minimum of fours weeks is reasonable but in
practice regards it as being there just as a safeguard
against any capricious rushing of submissions. Once
it settles down the council will determine what
consultation period seems apposite and reasonable.
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Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong) - I
understand that in analogous situations in respect of
its recommendations the Land Conservation Council
specifies a time of 12 weeks. That has worked out
well and is appreciated. It gives groups a chance to
organise a subcommittee, consider a matter, report
back to their regular meeting and communicate back
to the council or the board.
I do not understand - perhaps I did not hear the
minister properly - what the overwhelming reason
is for a four-week consideration. In this process we
are developing policies that will be in place for a
matter of years, perhaps decades, and there is great
merit in specifying in the legislation that it should be
able to be considered by any interested member of
public.
Committee divided on omission (members in
favour vote no):

Ayes, 25
Asher,Ms
Ashman,Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Bishop,Mr
Bowden,Mr
Brideson, Mr
Connard,Mr
Cox,Mr
Davis,Mr
de Fegely, Mr

Forwood,Mr
Guest, Mr
Hallam, Mr
Hartigan, Mr (Teller)
Knowles,Mr
Skeggs, Mr (Teller)
Smith,Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strons- Mr
Varty,Mrs
Wells, Or
WildinS-Mrs

Noes, 12
Davidson, Mr
Gould,Miss
Henshaw,Mr
Ho~Mrs

Ives,Mr
Kokocinski, Ms

McLean,Mrs
Mier,Mr
Nardella, Mr
Power, Mr (Teller)
Pullen, Mr
White, Mr (Teller)

Pairs
Craige,Mr
Storey, Mr

Walpole,Mr
Theophanous, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 17 to 23 agreed to.
Clause 24
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I move:
10. Oause 24, line 20 omit "4" and insert "8".
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I will not repeat the argument; it is the same
argument I put forward in respect of amendment 9.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 25
to 41 agreed to.
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and Natural Resources or its successors. That
strategy follows the rigorous and elaborate
consultative process outlined in the bill. Therefore
anything that falls under the strategy must be
subject to the prescriptive requirements of the
strategy and of the coastal action plans.

Clause 42
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I would like
the minister to provide some advice and explanation
on a couple of matters. One area has been explained
by the Clerk and the minister might want to confirm
that advice. If one looks at clause 42(5) on page 23 of
the bill one sees that certain paragraphs of section 26
of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act are repealed, yet
in clause 42(6) the whole of section 26 is repealed. Is
the minister able to enlighten the house on that
matter?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - Under this proposal the
functions of the coastal management coordination
committee, which is the existing group of public
servants that runs the coast, will be progressively
phased out. I am advised by officers of the
department that that is exactly what the clause does.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - Clause 42
repeals section 26 of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act
which provides in subsection (d) that the Coastal
Management and Coordination Committee shall:
... exhibit or make available for inspection any
management plans so prepared and give adequate
publicity to the exhibition or availability of the plans so
that any persons who may be expected to desire the
opportunity of making submissions with respect
thereto are made aware that they may do so.

It contains an important provision in respect of the
availability and access of management plans for a
development on the coast. To my understanding
that is not picked up in the bill. We have repealed a
section of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act but we
have not replicated it in the bill. It has been done in
respect of the proposed council and the regional
boards but when you turn to the section that applies
to the management plans, there is no longer any
such provision. I wonder if the minister could
explain why that is so.

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - This is a logical outcome of the
new regime under which a Victorian coastal strategy
will be developed which will be binding on all
agencies, including the Department of Conservation

In future, management plans for the coast will be
minor administrative documents. Instead of
management plans being what is perhaps connoted
for a national park - that is, elaborate documents
that genuinely require extensive consultation - the
new management plans will be documents that are
only administrative and will guide the department
in the way it implements either the Victorian coastal
strategy or the coastal action plans. Importantly,
clause 31(2) of the bill states that:
A management plan for an area must be consistent
with and give effect to (a) the Victorian Coastal Strategy; and
(b)

any Coastal Action Plan applying to the area.

So it is impossible to have a management plan
which is inconsistent with the strategy or
inconsistent with the coastal action plan.
In future, the document that I believe most members
of the public will focus on will be the coastal action
plan. Under this bill the coastal action plans have to
be the subject of extensive consultation, advertising,
et cetera. In the future management plans will be
only about day-to-day delivery of the strategic
vision and the policy that is recorded in either the
coastal strategy or the coastal action plans. Therefore
a criticism that the management plan consultative
process is altered is based on the misconception that
the management plans will have the role they
currently have.
In future the Victorian coastal strategy will be
paramount and in terms of practical implementation
the document into which people will have active
input and about which they will have keen interest
in determining the outcome will be the coastal action
plan. Both the strategy and the plans will be formed
only after wide community input and debate, thus
justifying the fact that they will set binding policy
positions. Management plans, by contrast, will be
prepared by the land manager, which in most cases
is the department or its agent. Where there are issues
of direct management concern, they will set targets
for managing the activities. As a further safeguard I
can ask that there be public comment on any
management plan from the council or the regional
coastal boards as necessary.
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The consultative process for the coastal strategy and
the coastal action plans is elaborately set out because
they are now the central documents. Under clause
31(2) management plans under the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act will have to be consistent with the
coastal strategy and the coastal action plan. So in no
way can they vary from the documents that are the
basis for the consultative process and, indeed, their
real role in implementation, as I said, will be
administrative. In practice, though, if anything in
those management plans warrants public comment,
I consider that they would be the subject of public
comment. But it is expected that they will be very
low down the pole when it comes to significance.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - By way of
explanation, some of the matters that seem small are
actually very important to individuals. I refer, for
example, to changes to whether people are allowed
to camp in an area or to certain types of camping
arrangements, such as lighting fires or having
picnics. They are the sorts of things about which
locals become very sensitive and about which
management committees decide. I do not see that
provision is made for those sorts of details to be
attended to at the higher level.
Decisions about changes of that kind will still need
to be made in places where people are used to
returning year after year for holidays. If they find
changes they can become quite concerned. It can
come down to things like the layout of the camping
ground. If there is some degree of consultation,
change can be positive. However, change can be
upsetting without that consultative process.
Without wanting to debate the matter, I point out
that once a change is made, no matter how
well-intentioned the minister is, it is hard to undo
what has been done. I thought the provision was
sensible in the past. I thought that it would be wise
to have that checked at the detail stage, that is all.
Clause agreed to; clauses 43 and 44 agreed to.
Clause 45
Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong) - I had
misinterpreted the clause before I made my
comments during the second-reading debate. I
understand now that where the minister refuses to
grant a permit, there is no right of appeal to the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal. Will the minister
confirm that where the minister grants a
development permit application rights to the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal are preserved?
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Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - Currently the decision of the
landowner on land use is final. The landowner in
this context is the minister and, under this proposal,
that is maintained - that is, the decision of the
landowner is final.
The landowner cannot make a decision which is
inconsistent with the Victorian coastal strategy or a
coastal action plan, so there is no appeal to the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal from the decision
of the landowner, being the minister.
Hon. D. E. Henshaw - That applies to any
current permit application in respect of Crown land
under the minister's control.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I have absolute control.
Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong) - In that case I
express dismay that there is no right for observers to
appeal the minister's decision in respect of the use of
the land where the permit is granted.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - You could have an endless
process of appeal. At present there is no process of
appeal at all.
Hon. B. T. Pullen - So it is not the loss of a
current right?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - There is no reduction of
any right. Under this proposal the minister has
fewer rights absolutely. Currently, on coastal Crown
land outside a national park I have absolute power.
Under this proposal it will be made subject to the
Coastal and Bay Management Council and therefore
subject to the contents of the coastal strategy.
However, in the end if a proposal is accepted by the
regional coastal board - by the coastal council and is consistent with the strategy it can still be
stopped by the minister. That is really the fall-out in
this situation.
I cannot imagine a position where it would be used
the other way because it would still have to be
consistent with the coastal strategy, but no appeal
rights exist now anyway. Under this provision, the
minister effectively has the absolute power at the
end of the day, which he currently enjoys, and I
believe it is correct for there to be, in the end, a
safeguard power of the landowner being able to say
no.
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Once you have established an elaborate structure
like this it would be uncommon for the landowner
to exercise that power, but it is a prudent power to
have. It is academically possible, in the future, for a
regional coastal board to make a mistake or others
may find it has made a mistake in permitting a
certain development, and this would give me the
power to say no.
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - Mr Henshaw
has raised an important point. For instance, people
have taken controversial matters concerning Crown
land to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. Are
you saying that that could have been avoided by
your making a decision on that matter?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - Yes, currently it can. If
someone wants to put a fish and chip shop on a back
beach, under this proposal it is subject to a planning
scheme. It can be appealed, but that presumes the
minister has determined that he or she is not against
a fish and chip shop on the back beach. The outcome
of an Administrative Appeals Tribunal appeal can
never be a position where the minister has to permit
a fish and chip shop on the back beach.
The AAT cannot instruct an outcome; it can only
authorise a use. But if the minister has said there will
be no such use, there will be no such use. The issue
is before the AAT presumably only because the
minister either has no view or is in favour of it. But
under the current law and under this bill the
minister will have the chance to say no at the end of
the day.
Hon. B. T. Pullen - But Mr Henshaw's point
was that if the minister says yes, there can be no
appeal.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Yes. If the minister says
yes or has no view, under the current law, where
there are planning schemes covering the coast,
which is part of it, it would be subject to the AAT.
Under the future bill where there is a planning
scheme it will be subject to an AAT arrangement.
However, if the minister is against the proposal he
or she effectively has a veto power.
Hon. B. T. Pullen - But isn't that an answer to
Mr Henshaw's question to the effect that there
would be a right, with respect to appeal, where it
was agreed?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Where a planning
scheme is in place, the normal Planning and
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Environment Act provisions apply. We were
probably at cross-purposes in the beginning.
Clause agreed to; schedule agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.

Third reading
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In so doing, I thank all honourable members for

their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

JOINT SITIING OF PARLIAMENT
La Trobe University
Victoria University of Technology
University of Ballarat
The PRESIDENT - Order! The time has arrived
for this house to meet with the Legislative Assembly
members in the Assembly chamber to recommend
members for appointment to the Council of La Trobe
University, Victoria University of Technology and
the University of Ballarat. At the conclusion of the
joint sitting I ask honourable members to return to
the chamber.
Sitting suspended 6.00 p.m. until 6.10 p.m.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I have to report that
this house met with the Legislative Assembly this

day to recommend members for appointment to the
councils of the La Trobe UniverSity, Victoria
University of Technology and University of Ballarat.
The Honourable Ronald Alexander Best, MLC, and
the Honourable Theo Charles Theophanous, MLC,
were chosen to be recommended for appointment as
members of the council of the La Trobe University
for a further four-year term commencing on
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19 December 1994, and the Honourable Or Ronald
Jarnes Herbert Wells, MLC, was chosen to be
recommended for appointment as a member of the
council of the La Trobe University for a further
four-year term commencing on 8 May 1995.

Mr George Ivan Davis, MP, the Honourable David
Mylor Evans, MLC, and the Honourable Licia
Kokocinski, MLC, were chosen to be recommended
for appointment as members of the council of
Victoria University of Technology for a further
three-year term commencing on 1 January 1995.
Mr Stephen Phillip Bracks, MP, was chosen to be
recommended for appointment as a member of the
council of the University of Ballarat in place of
Mr Bruce Allan Mildenhall, MP, for a term expiring
on 26 April 1997.

PORTS ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The Ports Acts (Amendment) Bill deals with four
aspects of the reform of Victoria's ports. Its first
purpose is to facilitate the transfer of responsibility
for Victoria's smaller, non-commercial ports from
the three major port authorities of Melbourne,
Geelong and Portland to new managers who have a
local interest in those facilities.
The second purpose is to enable the responsible
minister, the Minister for Roads and Ports, to
promote effective competition in the delivery of
port-related services in Victoria's commercial ports.
The third purpose is to apply to the port authorities
the corporate planning and reporting requirements
appropriate to their present status as state-owned
business enterprises. Finally, the bill makes several
comparatively minor amendments to facilitate the
authorities' moves to focus on core activities.
The bill contains proposed amendments to the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act and the Marine Act. It
also proposes changes to each of the three port
authority acts. The changes in the three acts are
essentially similar. The proposals do not pre-empt or
limit the options for the structural reform of the
commercial port authorities, which should be the
subject of further announcement in the near future.
The changes proposed here are consistent with a
wide range of reforms.
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By making these legislative changes now, however,
the government intends to put in place measures by
which the ports can continue to improve their
performance in the short run while consideration is
given to the most appropriate form for the long-term
future of Victorian ports.
There are 15 so-called associated ports along
Victoria's coastline from Port Fairy to Mallacoota.
With the exception of Hastings, they are primarily
recreational facilities for the local community and
visitors. In some cases, they are also bases for local
commercial fishermen. While they are an important
part of their communities and, in some cases, are
important for tourism, they do not operate on a
commercial basis.
At present, the Melbourne, Geelong and Portland
port authorities share responsibility for the
associated ports and cover their operating and
capital cost requirements. While the costs of funding
these associated ports falls on the three major ports,
they represent a burden on Victoria's exporters and
importers, thus undermining Australia's
international competitiveness. The valuable
contribution of these facilities to their local
communities and other users should be funded by
government rather than by an impost on trade.
In the government's view it is desirable that local
organisations and communities should be involved
in the management of the ports, or parts of them, to
give the facilities the best scope for meeting local
needs. The bill establishes a mechanism for the
responsibility for the associated ports to be
transferred from the port authorities to committees
of management established under the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act. This is the most appropriate and
convenient arrangement for maintaining future
consistency with coastal policy. Negotiations with
potential new managers are in train, and it is
expected that we will be ready to make the transfers
in 1995.

The government has made a commitment to fund
the associated ports from consolidated revenue, a
practice which used to be followed in years past.
Funding for the associated ports will be provided in
accordance with the government's policy on
community service obligations. In 1994-95 funds will
be made available through the ports division of the
Department of Transport, and thereafter the
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
will assume the funding role. This will allow
decisions on associated ports to be made within a
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public policy perspective rather than as an impost
on commercial activities.
Responsibility for the port of Hastings will not be
transferred to a committee of management. This is a
commercial port and the state has undertaken
certain obligations in relation to it, notably under the
Westernport Development Act and the Western Port
(Steel Works) Act. For the present it will remain as
an associated port of the Port of Melbourne. It will
be subject to further consideration in the context of
the government's broader port reforms.
I now turn to the second of the bill's purposes. Each
of the three port authority acts is to be amended to
facilitate greater competition in port activities. Many
services are required in Victoria's major commercial
ports. They include, for example, pilotage, towage,
mooring and stevedoring, transport operations,
provisioning, garbage collection and providing
telephone services for ships, asset maintenance,
security, and dredging.
The amendments enable the minister to direct any of
the port authorities to open up services to
competition where the minister considers that the
port authority is denying service providers the
opportunity to fairly and fully compete. I emphasise
that the authorities have indicated a willingness to
open themselves up to more competition in their
ports. However, there may be occasions when the
government needs to promote change or accelerate
the pace of reform. A further amendment is
proposed that clarifies the power of the port
authorities to provide their services, such as
dredging, in each others' ports. The amendment is
designed to encourage competitive service provision
by the port authorities themselves.
In relation to accountability to the government as the
shareholder the bill adopts certain provisions of the
State Owned Enterprises Act and applies them to the
port authorities. These provisions deal with the
formulation of a corporate plan and statement of
corporate intent; the provision of requested
information to the Treasurer; notification of
Significant matters to the minister and the Treasurer;
and the provision of half-yearly reports. The
purpose of these amendments is to bring the
planning and business reporting requirements of the
port authorities more closely into line with those
applying to state business corporations and
therefore to increase accountability for their
performance.
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I turn now to the fourth group of amendments. Each
port authorities has some land which is considered
surplus to its present or future needs, or which, by
its very nature, has no relationship to the activities of
a commercial port. These amendments are designed
to clarify certain powers of the port authorities in
relation to land which they hold. One proposed
amendment empowers the Governor in Council to
remove land from the boundaries of a port.
The existing provisions of each port authority act
draw a distinction between land which is vested in
the authority on trust by the provisions of the act
and other land which is acquired by or belongs to a
port authority. A second proposed amendment
makes it clear that a port authority's existing powers
to sell, lease, license and develop land extend not
only to vested land but also to any other land which
belongs to the authority. A third proposed
amendment provides that any vested land which is
sold, transferred or surrendered by a port authority
ceases to be subject to the statutory trust.
A provision to this effect is already contained in
section 50(5) of the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity Act,
but it refers only to land which is sold. It does not,
for example, cover a transfer of land under section 9
of the State Owned Enterprises Act.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. PAT POWER
(Jika Jika).
Debate adjourned until next day.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) - I
move:
That the house, at its rising, adjourn until Wednesday,
26 April.

The last time the house sat the revised sitting time
meant we would sit on the Wednesday. It is possible
we will require only the Wednesday this time, but
honourable members should keep both days free. As
I indicated previously when referring to the
opposition's writing on the day before to advise us
of the motion it wished to discuss, we will maintain
the existing practice of having opposition business
on Wednesday morning. If the opposition wishes to
debate a motion other than one of those already on
the notice paper, we will give leave for that to be
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moved on the Wednesday morning - provided, as I
said, we have been given notice.
Motion agreed to.
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) - I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Yarra River
Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne) - I raise with
the Minister for Roads and Ports the silt flowing into
the Yarra River from the Koonung and Mullum
Mullum creeks. Mr Vincent Pettigrove, the stream
quality officer for the Melbourne Water Yarra
region, has joined with local conservationists and
also a local environmental scientists, Mr Julian
Guess, in criticising the operations of Vicroads
contractors.
Mr Pettigrove said that the Vicroads tendering
process failed to exact a commitment from private
contractor to minimise sediment pollution and
invited environmental cost cutting. A further
suggestion was made that the contractors were
breaching EP A guidelines.
I have raised this matter with the minister before, as
I believe others have, and I believe the significance
of this practice cannot be dismissed. The minister
has indicated before that with any major work some
ground disturbance must occur, but everybody
would accept that good practice will minimise this
and that contractors should not be allowed to do
things on the cheap.
The locals said they have discovered that pipes from
one of the below-ground construction sites were
pumping muddy water directly into the creek from
the flooded construction. This water ends up as
slugs of silt in the Yarra River from both the
tributaries.
I ask the minister to take this on board and to ensure
that Vicroads takes more stringent care in the
controls it places on its choice of contractors so that
it is clear that people cannot do this work on the
cheap.
In a past life I was a civil engineer and I make the
point that it would be acknowledged that the
awareness of Vicroads engineers about
environmental matters has significantly improved
over the years. Their general approach is better, but

in this particular case, irrespective of where they
stand on the building of the freeway, there have
been too many consistent reports from credible
people concerned about the impact on the creeks. I
urge the minister to take this matter seriously and
investigate it. Irrespective of the view somebody
might hold on whether the ultimate construction is
good, it has been made clear to me that it should be
treated seriously as a matter of good practice. We
should be doing these things properly. We should
not be allowing this sediment to pour into the
stream.

Rail: Berwick station toilets
Hon. R. S. IVES (Eumemmerring) - I direct to
the attention of the Minister for Aged Care the
closure of the toilets at Berwick station. The minister
will be pleased to know that Senior Citizens Week
was strongly and enthUSiastically celebrated in
Berwick. The present cohort of senior citizens are,
when in good health, generally cheerful,
determined, tough minded and resourceful, as befits
a generation that lived through the sad aftermath of
the Great Depression and the grim days of the
Second World War.
They had the tremendous task of participating and
contributing to those great 30 years of postwar
development, whether as native born or immigrants.
Australia owes this generation a lot, but at both the
Berwick Senior Citizens Club and the Fiddlers Green
Retirement Village the most heartfelt source of
distress that has been voiced is the concern, firstly,
about the closure of the toilets at Berwick station.
It was pointed out to me that for an elderly person
who is taking fluid tablets and is in need of relief to
be greeted with locked toilets at the Berwick station
was a most painful and distressing experience. It
was also pointed out that it was their generation that
built the station and the toilets, when governments
valued such services. The senior citizens felt
strongly that something that was rightfully theirs
was being taken away from them.
Secondly, they were concerned about a
quality-of-life issue: the cessation of the free railway
travel for seniors during Senior Citizens Week. This
was a highly valued concession and the senior
citizens do not see how it could possibly cost the
government a great deal of money to reinstate the
concession they yearn for. I appeal to the Minister
for Aged Services to use his influence with the
Minister for Public Transport to, firstly, reopen the
toilets at Berwick station, and at other stations where
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their closure inconveniences senior citizens; and,
secondly, reinstate free rail travel for senior citizens
during Senior Citizens Week.

Armadale municipal library
Hon. PAT POWER (Jika Jika) - I seek assistance
from the Minister for Local Government about the
matter I raised during question time. I want to
pursue it further because I have further information
relating to the decision made by Stonnington
commissioners to close the Armadale library.
Although I am not revisiting the decision to close the
library or question whether the minister supports
the decision, I put to the minister some concerns I
have about the consultative process the
commissioners used to reach that decision, both in
terms of consultation and the public relations
spin-off that perhaps might have been lacking in this
exercise.
Is it possible for the minister to consider whether
there is some way of encouraging commissioners to
conduct a fuller exercise so that consultation can be
seen to have occurred, with a resulting public
relations spin-off? It is my understanding that only
300 of some 85 000 Stonnington residents were
consulted in the survey. I accept that not all of those
85 000 residents would live a reasonable distance
from the library in question. However, on a question
we all would understand to be emotive, a survey of
300 people is a rather small sample. I further
understand that despite the fact that a large number
of schoolchildren use the library, those children
were not surveyed.
The survey of 300 residents was done by telephone
over two successive nights. It was explicitly directed
at people aged 18 years and older. The agency
contracted by the commissioners to undertake the
survey said it received no written brief setting out
the parameters of the survey. It was simply a verbal
request to conduct the research. I emphasise that I
am not seeking to question the actual decision that
has been made. Does the minister believe it is
possible to advise commissioners that they should
consult more broadly and, as a result, the better
public relations flowing throughout the community
from such exercises would mean a better outcome
than that which occurred in this situation?

Responses
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - Mr Pullen referred to the construction of
the Ringwood bypass and in particular to the
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pollution of the Mullum Mullum Creek in that
locality. He expressed the concern of sources he
deemed to be reliable that undue quantities of silt
were being allowed to find their way into the Yarra
River. That is the matter of concern, and I share the
concern he expressed. I am pleased he
acknowledged that it is not possible to undertake
road construction projects of that magnitude
without some disturbance of considerable volumes
of earth, which will generate some silt movement as
a result of natural rainfall and the construction
process.
I also note his acknowledgment that over the years
the environmental sensitivity of Vicroads personnel
has improved considerably. I think that is true. I
think it is also true of the community at large: we are
all now much more sensitive to those issues than we
may have been in the past.
This is a very costly project of some $9 million or
$10 million. Out of that sum of money there is no
reason why proper allocations cannot be made to
allow careful environmental management and
state-of-the-art techniques to be employed by the
contractors. In recent times I have not had any direct
representations of substance from people; I have
certainly had some of the usual protesters contacting
me making all sorts of allegations, many of them
quite wild. The activities of some of those protesters
and the disruptive antics they indulge in aggravate
the silting program. If they delay the project the
work will have to be redone.

Be that as it may, the issue raised by Mr Pullen is of
genuine concern. I will have further inquiries made
to assure myself that proper measures are in place,
and if they are not I will ensure that they are
undertaken. I will look at the matter at the earliest
opportunity.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Regional
Development) - Mr Power again raised with me
the circumstances surrounding a decision made by
the commissioners in Stonnington about the
provision of library services. I thank the honourable
member for the constructive way he raised the issue.
He asked whether I would encourage the
commissioners to undertake what he described as a
more fulsome process of consultation. I am happy to
take his comments on board.
I make the point in passing that a sensitive line
divides the 'offering of advice' as opposed to the
giving of directions. I am sure he will understand
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that: in fact, in other circumstances I would expect
him to be prepared to challenge the issuing of
instructions.
I make this comment: at every opportunity that
presents itself I have made the point to the
commissioners that if both the reform agenda and
their role are to be seen as successful, it will depend
to a large degree on the extent to which they have
taken their communities with them. That is all about
the issue of consultation.
I am not aware of the precise circumstances of
Stonnington. The honourable member has raised my
interest and I will make inquiries. I will be very
careful not to become involved in the role of
commissioners; as I have said, I think there is a very
subtle division there. But I suspect the
commissioners will have already received a message
along the lines that you have offered, because they
also read Hansard.
Hon. Pat Power - Yes; I am not seeking a
witch-hunt there, but a better outcome in the future.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - I will take the next
opportunity to talk the issue through with them.
However, I make the point that at every available
opportunity I remind the commissioners about the
importance of consultation.
Hon. Pat Power - Thank you.
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Aged
Care) - Mr Ives raised two matters with me
concerning the Berwick Senior Citizens Club and the
Fiddlers Green Retirement Village.
The first matter related to the apparent decision by
the Public Transport Corporation to close the toilets
at the Berwick railway station. I have no information
about what led to that decision, if the corporation
made the decision. I will seek some information
from my colleague the Minister for Public Transport
in the other place.
I understand the point made by Mr Ives. Access to
toilet facilities can often be a very important issue
not only for old people: it can often be a significant
issue for handicapped people, people with young
families and a range of people in the community. I
am not sure whether there are other public
conveniences in the locality, but I will seek some
information from the minister and convey it to
Mr Ives.
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The second matter related to the seeking of the
reinstatement of free publiC transport during Senior
Citizens Week. As honourable members know, the
Public Transport Corporation withdrew free travel
when it looked at trying to wind back its
expenditure to levels consistent with prudent
financial management. That issue created some
concern to many senior citizens and groups.
However, each year these people are still given a
free round trip to anywhere in the state; I know a
number of senior citizens take the opportunity of
Senior Citizens Week to undertake the trip.
It was a significant financial issue. It was not only a

matter of the Public Transport Corporation having
to provide more vehicles on the road to pick up the
increased demand; it also had to hire staff to cope
with bookings, and the like.
There was also an issue of forgone revenue.
Although there might be some argument about the
magnitude of that amount, the fact is that it was a
significant issue: the transport corporation estimated
the free public transport to cost in excess of $600 000
a year, which is a significant item.
However, one of the things that has emerged since
the abolition of free public transport is that now
there is often a much sharper focus on local
activities. We find that many communities are
putting a lot more effort into developing their own
local celebrations of Senior Citizens Week, enabling
local people to participate in them more fully rather
than placing a strong reliance on attending the major
functions in the metropolitan area.
It is hard to measure the success or otherwise of
some of these issues such as the impact of, say, the
cancellation of free public transport; but the
outcome is still such that I think Senior Citizens
Week is the largest festival that occurs in Victoria. It
is estimated that during that week more than
200 000 people attend activities. This year it was
again a very successful week and there were a
number of new functions. The most significant one
was probably the three-day expo held at the
Melbourne Town Hall, which more than 20 000
people attended.
When I attended the final concert of the Victorian
Concert Orchestra at the Melbourne Town Hall it
was standing room only: it was packed out.
Although I understand there is some lingering
concern that free public transport is not available for
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Senior Citizens Week, it is important to record that it
is still a very successful festival and enjoys
large-scale support. It provides an opportunity of
not only honouring and celebrating the contribution
that has been made in the past and continues to be
made by Victoria's older citizens; it enables us to try
to get rid of some of the myths that unfortunately
still prevail in our society about ageing and what
that means.
I hear the point that Mr Ives made. I have tried to
give an explanation of the rationale for its
withdrawal. It would be fair to say that the Public
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Transport Corporation is still working to bring its
finances under control and therefore there is little
likelihood of its reinstatement. I and those in my
department involved with Senior Citizens Week will
ensure its success no matter where people in
Victoria may live.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 6.40 p.m.until Wednesday,
26 April 1995
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The PRESIDENT - Order! The rules having
been adopted, I am now prepared to receive
proposals from honourable members with regard to
members to be recommended for appointment to the
La Trobe University council.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - I propose:

La Trobe University
Victoria University of Technology
University of Ballarat
Honourable members of both houses assembled at
6.01p.m.

The CLERK - Before proceeding with the
business of this joint sitting it will be necessary to
appoint a President.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I move:
That the Honourable John Edward Delzoppo, JP, MP,
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, be appointed
President of this joint sitting.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
second the motion.
Motion agreed to.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I thank honourable
members for electing me to this august position and
I direct the attention of honourable members to the
extracts from the La Trobe University Act 1964, the
Victoria University of Technology Act 1990, the
University Acts (Amendment) Act 1994 and the
University of Ballarat Act 1993 that have been
circulated. It will be noted that the various
provisions require that the joint sitting be conducted
in accordance with the rules adopted for the purpose
by members present at the sitting. The first
procedure, therefore, will be the adoption of rules.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - Mr President, I desire
to submit the rules of procedure, which are in the
hands of honourable members and, accordingly, I
move:
That these rules be the rules of procedure for this joint
sitting.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

That the Honourable Ronald Alexander Best, MLC, and
the Honourable Theo Charles Theophanous, MLC, be
recommended for appointment to the La Trobe
University council consequent on the expiration of the
terms of office on 18 December 1994; and the
Honourable Ronald James Herbert Wells, MLC, be
recommended for appointment to the La Trobe
University council consequent on the expiration of the
term of office on 7 May 1995.

I understand they are willing to accept the
appointments if chosen.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
second the proposal.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Are there any further
proposals?
As only three members have been proposed, I
declare that the Honourable Ronald Alexander Best,
MLC, and the Honourable
Theo Charles Theophanous, MLC, have been chosen
to be recommended for appointment to the La Trobe
University council consequent on the expiration of
the tenns of office on 18 December 1994, and the
Honourable Ronald James Herbert Wells, MLC, has
been chosen to be recommended for appointment to
the La Trobe University council consequent on the
expiration of the term of office on 7 May 1995.
I am now ready to receive proposals from
honourable members as to members to be
recommended for appointment to the Victoria
University of Technology council.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I propose:
That George Ian Davis, MP, the Honourable
David Mylor Evans, MLC, and the Honourable
Licia Kokocinski, MLC, be recommended for
appointment to the Victoria University of Technology
council.

They are willing to be recommended for
appointment if chosen.
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Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
second the proposal.

I understand he is willing to be recommended for
appointment if chosen.

The PRESIDENT - Order! Are there any further
proposals?

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
second the proposal.

As only three members have been proposed, I
declare that George Ian Davis, MP, the Honourable
David Mylor Evans, MLC, and the Honourable
Licia Kokocinski, MLC, have been chosen for
recommendation to the Victoria University of
Technology council.

The PRESIDENT - Order! Are there any further
proposals?

I am now prepared to accept proposals from
honourable members as to a member to be
recommended for appointment to the University of
BaHarat council.

As only one member has been proposed, I declare
that Stephen Phillip Bracks, MP, has been chosen to
be recommended for appointment to the University
of Ballarat council.
There being no further business I now declare the
joint sitting closed.
Proceedings terminated 6.08 p.m.

Mr KENNETT (Premier) - I propose:
That Stephen Phillip Bracks, MP, be recommended for
appointment as a member of the University of Ballarat
council.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Water costs
(Question No. 102)
Hon. B. T. PULLEN asked the Minister for Conservation and Envirorunent, for the Minister for Natural
Resources:

In respect of the localities of Whittlesea, SWlShine, Werribee, Frankston, Dandenong, Central Melbourne, Cranbourne,
Hawthorn and Mooroolbark, respectively, what is the real cost per kilolitre to domestic customers of the supply of
water?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation and Envirorunent) - The answer supplied by the
Minister for Natural Resources is:
I am advised by the three water corporations servicing the relevant localities, aty West Water (Sunshine, Werribee and
Central Melbourne), South East Water <Frankston, Oandenong and Cranboume) and Yarra Valley Water (Whlttlesea,
Hawthorn and Mooroolbark), that for 1994-95 the charge to domestic customers for water services in all of the specified
localities is 65 cents per kilolitre for all water measured through a domestic customer's meter, plus a service charge of
1.118 cents in the dollar net annual value for the property. A minimum service charge of $70 applies to all domestic
properties except dwelling houses within 21 kms of the GPO in Central Melbourne.

Sewerage costs
(Question No. 103)
Hon. B. T. PULLEN asked the Minister for Conservation and Environment, for the Minister for Natural
Resources:
In respect of the localities of Whittlesea, SWlShine, Werribee, Frankston, Oandenong, Central Melbourne, Cranboume,
Hawthorn and Mooroolbark, respectively, what is the real cost per kilolitre to domestic customers of the supply of
sewerage services?

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation and Envirorunent) - The answer supplied by the
Minister for Natural Resources is:
I am advised by the three water corporations servicing the relevant localities, aty West Water (Sunshine, Werribee and
Central Melbourne), South East Water <Frankston, Dandenong and Cranbourne) and Yarra Valley Water (Whlttlesea,
Hawthorn and Mooroolbark), that for 1994-95 the charge to domestic customers for sewerage services in all of the
specified localities is 15 cents per kilolitre for all wastewater estimated to be discharges to the sewerage system, plus a
service charge of 4216 cents in the dollar net annual value for the property. A minimum service charge of $146.40
applies to all domestic properties except dwelling houses within 21 kms of the GPO in Central Melbourne.
The 15 cents sewerage disposal charge commenced on 1 January 1995. The first bills for this charge will be issued from
1 April 1995.
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