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The degraded and over-allocated Murray River at Nangiloc, Victoria in April 2008.  
What price progresses when objectives of various Victorian Acts does not protect, nor does 
it enhance and ensure the balance of the natural environment for enjoyment and use by 
present and future Victorians; this includes the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission. I would like to state here that I will 
personally be affected by decisions that you make in this instance. I wish, and in fact I need 
to be assured that you will not make the decision to change this act so that public 
participation and Natural Justice and our Human Rights are limited in any manner.  You 
cannot justify inhibiting or removing the right of participatory decision-making from the 
realm of the community just so that projects are rushed through speedily, without fuss. The 
process must ensure rigorous community participation in decision-making, as to remove 
this right is illegal and must surely be contrary to our democratic principles upon which we 
base all our laws upon, this includes international obligations that Australia is signatory too 
as well! 

 
It is evident that this act does not ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŜŜǘƘΩ to ensure that the objectives of the act 
are met with any believable result. The ability of proposals to proceed without rigorous, 
finished and reported investigations where the proposal might or will have, an unacceptable 
impact, is demonstrated over and over again in rushed major infrastructure projects; often 
with investigations still in the process of happening when a hearing is in progress. The lack 
of robust community participation, the selective narrowing of the terms of reference, the 
ability of proponents to divide actions into components instead of assessing the larger 
action, ensures that the outcome of an approval has impacts which do not in any way 
άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƛǊΣ ƻǊŘŜǊƭȅΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘέΦ In 
fact the opposite is usually demonstrated with bad decisions that have immense 
irreversible impacts that could have been avoided. 
 
There are plenty of recent examples of what are being show to be disastrous decisions that 
are in the words of the Auditor-General; a result of less than rigorous assessment and 
investigation and ineffective or even non-existence community consultation. The 
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability also points out that Victoria has a 
questionable record in ensuring the halt of loss of species and biodiversity, with unlimited 
unsustainable population growth and continuing loss of forests and lack of will in addressing 
the over-allocation of water. The lack of meaningful policies that would ensure adequate 
protection of our natural environment also concerns him as a healthy natural environment 
ensures a healthy community. Overindulgence and the encouragement of more and more 
and more growth, in unsustainable use of natural resources by the Victorian government 
for the sake of lining pockets is not only unrealistic and harmful but it is ensuring that future 
generations do not have the same choices and will be left with the mess that they did not 
create (nor enjoy). 
 
The choice of panel hearing or Inquiry or other some such weak form of usually biased 
advisory panels (biased towards the project); which limits the ability of the public to take an 
active participatory role, results in less than acceptable outcomes, with unwanted, 
unacceptable, avoidable, known impacts, that could have been avoided if the opposite had 
occurred. The inability of a panel (or other such advisory authority) who can only align a 
pipe or make a comment on unfinished studies by experts, and others without the 
opportunity of a yes or no to the project, is obviously a hindrance to the objectives of the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987 in every instance. Its actions must be bordering on 
biased decision-making and therefore considered illegal. 
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The interference by proponents who conveniently limit the terms of reference, exhibit their 
bias, get away with presenting unfinished, unverified, ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ΨmodelledΩ studies (cheaper 
and lazier options perhaps?) instead of secure, well-researched believable, physically 
inspected studies done over an acceptable period of time, that are not five years old, or two 
years old but up-to-date; by ǳƴōƛŀǎŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ 
to say, is totally unacceptable and counter-productive.  
 
The ability of the Minister to interfere (lately, totally ignoring local policies and strategies 
ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ƘŜ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ, going against community 
expectations) with proposals, by allowing panels to ignore evidence that might be or is 
relevant because it is outside their narrow terms of reference by calling it a public necessity 
or for the public good, is short circuiting and removing the ability of the act to achieve its 
objectives.  
 
The significance of the triple bottom line when proposing projects must be included in 
assessments of projects. This is included in the Commissioner for Environmental 
{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ This means that it is not enough to evaluate social, economic 
concerns in monetary terms but the impacts upon the environment must also be assessed 
in monetary terms thus ensuring that it has a unique value that is equal to the other two. 
To not assess the environment in the same way means that proponents can in effect 
prioritize money and people without true, rigorous, fair and equal consideration of the 
natural environment. The environment always seems to always be considered the unhappy 
last and this is why it is degraded. It is also silent. 
 
²ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άǎƻǳƴŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻ-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ ƛŦ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ 
only a part of the project, without independent finalized investigations and conclusions that 
are kept to the minimum to ensure that projects gets pushed through (experts at panel 
ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎǎ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ is a 
perfect example of the ridiculous rush). A prime example is the North-South pipeline 
proposal where instead of a panel (which could recommend yes or no) the Minister decided 
in effect that an Inquiry would suffice (no EES) and that the panel could only look at the 
alignment of the pipeline. The hearing was limited in its terms of reference, to a miserly 7 
day oral submission period, with experts presenting unfinished, unpublished studies and the 
social impact expert stating ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Řƻ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ impact statement because it was a 
done deal! The oral presentation was curtailed and limited to those chosen by the panel 
without regard to the circumstances of the impacts that were considered highly likely 
(Precautionary Principal) all the way along the river in terms of extraction of water from a 
stressed and degraded system during the most unprecedented drought in recorded history 
of 117 years and now acknowledged permanent climate change(according to the CSIRO 
report, which stated that the Goulburn River was the worst river in the MDB and according 
to BOM and the Commonwealth Government and the international community). To say that 
those downstream were not going to be affected was utterly ridiculous because the panel 
was not allowed to look at where the water savings were going to be sourced from. DSE 
stated that it was so without any solid evidence what-so-ŜǾŜǊΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊǳǎǘ ƳŜΩ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻΗ 
Two bulk entitlements are to be drawn up; one from the Goulburn and one from the Murray 
River, and how can that not affect the entire over-allocated river system? But DSE said it 
would not, so it would not! 
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I Řƻ ƴƻǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴέΣ nor does it 
άŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀέ ƴƻǊ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ 
άŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ 
ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέ nor ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘέ nor ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ 
Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜƭȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƛǘȅέ ƴƻǊ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ άōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀƴǎέΣ ƴƻǊ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
natural and man-made resources and maintenance of ecological processes and genetic 
ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέΦ Iƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ƛǘ, if the terms of reference were biased as was the panel because their 
ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ΨƘŀƭŦ ŀ ǘǊǳǘƘΩ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΩΗ 
 
In fact looking at this and other major proposals such as: 

¶ the Wonthaggi desalination plant which was a 15 day wonder hearing and was 
hobbled by the Minister and the proponent and the so called unbiased panel,  

¶ and the Northern Victorian Irrigation Renewal Project (NVIRP) or previously known 
as the Irrigation Modernization Project which has also been rushed through without 
an EES or a proper investigation;  

One must ask the question: What does this act do other than allow the Minister to rubber 
stamp actions by proponents though they limit what they put before the Commonwealth 
(EPBC Act) and community so that ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ άŘƻƴŜ ŘŜŀƭέΦ  
 
I ask that this committee look at this particular weakness in the Planning and Environment 
Act 1987 and ensure that laws are tightened up ensuring that those with vested interests 
such as local, state governments and huge corporations, public authorities (such as 
Melbourne Water) put everything on the table.  
 

¶ Terms of reference must not be narrowed or limited in any manner  

¶ When talking about infrastructure that might or will have major impacts the correct 
hearing is chosen such a panel which has the ability to say yeah or nay not just right 
or left (why bother with the hearing otherwise!) 

¶ The panel is not a court (as was the case for the Sugarloaf pipeline and the 
Wonthaggi desal plant) unlike the Nowingi toxic Dump hearing which was the last 
time a panel actually allowed the community to participate. They listened to the 
people, and the community felt as if they had been given every opportunity to make 
comment and the panel also gave them plenty of opportunity to submit verbally ( I 
had 2 hours and not a minute of that was wasted or unnecessary!) 

¶ All expert findings are in written form and finished and thorough and the time 
frame the investigations was appropriate to the proposal (should have been 1-2- 
years due to longest drought in living memory and climate change) 

¶ An EES must be required on all major infrastructure projects and any large project 
even if the scientific evidence is not all there (Precautionary Principal) 

¶ The projects must not be divided into parts; they must be looked at and assessed as 
a whole project (eg. Pipeline, water savings, irrigation upgrades as one projects-
otherwise one can assume there might be chocolate running down to Melbourne via 
ǘƘŜ ǇƛǇŜƭƛƴŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΗ Now that sounds yummy) 
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¶ The project must ensure that there is  άavoidanceέ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ 
be protected by local, state, commonwealth and International obligations not just 
tƘŜ 5{9 ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ άƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ L ƘŀǾŜ 
drawn to your attention (avoidance is just not on the agenda on these projects!) 

¶ Any project that has as its component a possible impact on the protection and 
enhancement of rivers and streams and underground aquifers and other, is to be 
comprehensively assessed under an EES without interference and limitations  

¶ Water is to be included as an specific protection under environmental investigations 
as it is the source of life (wiǘƘƻǳǘ ƛǘ Χύ 

¶ Panels should be required to treat people as people and not put the fear of god into 
them. Making people worry that saying the wrong thing (certainly the last two I went 
to was like a court of law, with time being an issue, silence, coughing, laughing 
almost being frowned and commented upon by the chair, making the community 
feel uncomfortable) would be jumped and frowned and commented upon. We were 
also continually warned and interrupted about the time we had left-so that we lost 
our train of thought. It was bullying and intimidation without question in many 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ opinion! 

¶ That a proposal is lined up against the objectives of the act and rigorously assessed 
whether they are appropriate to proceed. 

¶ That climate change, with fires and long periods of dry or even wet, are taken into 
consideration with all their ramifications and not excluded, just because it might 
affect the approval of the project ; eg docklands developments and ocean rises and 
ŎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴǘƻ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩt efficient services in the first 
instance-eg lack of sustainable water!!!!!!!! and adequate transport!!!!!!!!! and 
sufficient environmentally sustainable power! 

 
The fact that the Minister and planners and public authorities and decision-makers 
continually ignore this act as well as others and also allow exponential population growth is 
unacceptable. There must be limits to expansion. Perhaps encouraging and growing regional 
cities and rural areas should be adopted as an urgent policy, so that environmentally 
sustainable development is encouraged and planned for instead of simply accepting that 
Melbourne can grow by another 5 million people no matter what.  
 
Unless politicians actively plan for environmentally sustainable, liveable places, with 
acceptable and manageable populations; they will continually allow and encourage bad 
decision making with projects and infrastructure that will have impacts that defeat what the 
community will accept.  
 
The damage to the natural environment cannot continue to be encouraged. It is selfish, it is 
bad decision-making; it is short-term planning, which will have impacts that will be borne by 
not only present but future Victorians/Australians as well. There is absolutely no reason why 
humans should survive if they abuse and destroy their natural environment just because 
they believe that they are the centre of the universe. We all know that human beings are a 
speck in time, that the earth is going through massive changes; that in order for us to 
survive we must place a value; aesthetic, social, economic value upon our natural 
environment. Eg if a house has bad foundations it will crumble in the first earthquake or fire, 
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or flood, so too will we humans fall if we do not seriously take care of that which we have 
taken for granted. 
 
I am seriously concerned that politicians believe that untrammelled and unsustainable 
growth and increasing consumption and oodles of money are the goals that we all strive 
for. This is not the case, and laws and policies and strategies should, and must reflect what 
ΨvalueǎΩ we place upon those matters that most of us in the community admire and cannot 
live without. LǎƴΩǘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ 
ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ƭŀǿǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǾŀƭǳŜǎΩ ƻŦ ǘheir constituents, not just things that 
ensure their re-election, and pander to inappropriate developments that have high 
cumulative impacts when placed in the middle of the big picture. 
 
To suggest that it might be a good idea to curtail public participation by ensuring speedy 
decisions and suggesting that this can be achieved by limiting or being selective about public 
participation is unbelievably arrogant and ignores the Public Trust doctrine as well as 
Natural Justice and must certainly be  considered by thinking people as undemocratic! I 
believe it flies in the face of the Victorian Human Rights Charter, as well as International 
charters on Human Rights which include free speech and open public participation. 
Considering the fact that there is a push for a National Bill of Human Rights, one can only 
hazard a guess that you are trying to avoid public scrutiny and wish to limit public 
comments that are not in agreement of the certain proposals. This smacks of a dictator 
mentality, where a state or the decision-makers (politicians and DSE and DCPD) in this state; 
which happens to be Victoria; think that they know what is best and would prefer to not 
have any opposition when proposing projects that are knee-jerk reactions, left till the last 
minute, and you want to shove through with the least amount of public resistance as 
possible. This is a horrific change to this act and I totally reject it.  
 
Preventing or selectively limiting: 

¶ Who might be affected by developments 

¶ Who can submit (that submitters must prove that they will be directly 
affected/specifically; is the implication or suggestion!) 

¶ ¢ƻ ƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ōȅ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ ǘƻ ΨǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩ (which I already 
understood it to be) would encourage positive submissions and that this is a good 
thing, is also an indication that perhaps the proponent does not want to admit the 
fact that the impacts of their proposal are objectionable and inappropriate and will 
have unacceptable impacts that will reverberate throughout the community. This 
would happen whether they are directly next to the proposal or not: eg the 
extraction of water for a 6 foot round pipeline taking water from a dry catchment to 
a wetter and totally different catchment for Melbourne; when those reliant on the 
waters in this area (the Murray-Darling Basin in this instance) are on zero to 35% of 
their entitlement allocations, in this same system, can surely be considered a most 
definite example of how Natural justice would not prevail if those along the entire 
system could not make a submission in writing and in fact a verbal submission as 
well.  

¶ On no account must there be a limitation on who can submit either in writing or 
verbally to a panel, it is bad enough that the last two panels I went to forced people 
to limit their oral presentations to a maximum of 10 minutes and then were rudely 
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interrupted by the panel chair in the closing of their arguments to be reminded that 
they had 2 minutes left resulting in loss of flow of their presentations! 

¶ On no account must the responsible authority hŀǾŜ άƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜƧŜŎǘ 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀǎ this would contravene the Victorian Human Rights Charter which 
enshrines public participation and free speech! 

¶ ¢ƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ 
be affected by ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴέ is mocked by the fact that at both the 
Sugarloaf pipeline hearing and the Wonthaggi Desal hearings the experts did not 
have all the evidence and research finished by the time of the hearings. In fact the 
new evidence was unwritten and unverifiable and there was additional information 
nearly every day. The information on what might be there that might be impacted 
was yet to be completed in some instances, because the evidence was still being 
collected on the likely impacts and this is information that we the submitters did not 
have a chance to study before the hearing. How were we to judge what and how the 
proposal would affect us if this were the case? 

¶ Timelines in the referral process seems to be of concern to you. {ƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ you 
instead be worried about whether the project has been rigorously assessed or not 
and whether all the evidence is in front of the decision-maker instead as a matter of 
priority? Think of the waste of money when the North-South pipeline is finished and 
tƘŜ ǇǳƳǇ ƛǎ ǘǳǊƴŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀƴȅ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ 9ƛƭŘƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ 
not there because they have not been assessed under an EES or even included in the 
PIA for the pipeline? What is the rush? 

¶ Is it really about streamlining the process or is it about preventing the submitters, 
those who might be affected and those who see unacceptable effects to the project 
ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƛƴ ΨŎƻǳǊǘΩΚ 

¶ The referral authority, in the case of the pipeline, had decided that their project, 
which they conveniently decided, excluded the actual source of the water that 
would flow in the pipeline and also that there would be no impacts upon protected 
matters under any act. So who, if anyone would ensure that their decision was the 
ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƻƴŜΚ 5ƛŘƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƻƴǿŜŀƭǘh step in and say that they disagreed with the 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƻƴǿŜŀƭǘƘΩǎ EPBC Act? 
Then the proponent decided that it would refer only 18 and 18A of the EPBC Act  and 
they excluded the possibility that extracting the water would impact upon the 
Ramsar wetlands and other matters listed as protected under the EPBC Act. And now 
you want to ensure that there is a further narrowing on who has access to ensure 
that proposals that have a high chance of unacceptable impacts are rigorously 
inspected, not only by the proponent hired experts but by the community, which has 
ǘƻ ōŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΚ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ It is not about 
red tape and streamlining at all, it is about fair and proper and rigorous scrutiny so 
that all the bases have been covered and that we no longer allow projects to 
proceed that are not necessary, nor desired, as their impacts are unacceptable and 
can and should be avoided όƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ΨƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜŘΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ŦŀǾoured action 
of DSE). 

 
¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ΨǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜǎ ǿƘƻ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ άǊƻōǳǎǘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-
ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻǊƴŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƻƴ άŎƭŜŀǊ ƭƻƎƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘέΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀ ƭƻŀŘ ƻŦ ǇƻǇǇȅŎƻŎƪ! The whole point is, that 
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developers and politicians are interested in two things; power (getting re-elected) and 
money (profits and shareholders), whereas the affected community or members thereof, 
who have different values and interests, have purer motives.  
Possible purer motives are:  

¶ protection of their built environment,  

¶ their livelihoods,  

¶ their natural environment  

¶ and future generations. 
 
¢ƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ άŦƛƴŜ-ǘǳƴƛƴƎέ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ōŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǎǘŜǇ ŀǎ ƛǘ 
would of necessity mean that there would be less over-seeing of issues than is acceptable: 

¶ a responsible authority processing changes to amendments ΨǉǳƛŎƪƭȅΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨǘƘŜȅΩ 
ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƻǊ ƻƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέ 
would mean that they are taking it upon themselves to make decisions that were not 
agreed to and the change is likely to make an impact and one which would not be 
agreed to 

¶ Involving VCAT in minor amendments is important because they are the arbitrator, 
whereas the responsible authority has a vested interest 

 
¢ƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀƴŜƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜǊǎ ŀƴ ΨƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ 
forum, in an informal, non-ƧǳŘƛŎƛŀƭ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎǳǊǘŀƛƭ ǘƘƛǎ must not be the intent of this 
panel, because as I have said before this smacks of denying the community a voice and the 
right to free speech and the right to participate in decision-making. It is a good thing that 
ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ άǊŀƛǎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘέ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƻǊ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƻǾŜǊ 
and over again especially as I have previously mentioned with regard to instances where the 
relevant authority has narrowed the terms of reference and the proponent is the relevant 
authority. Eg. In the instance of the Sugarloaf pipeline; Melbourne Water is the proponent 
and Melbourne Water is a state owned authority and in the circumstances of the Wonthaggi 
desal plant; DSE was the proponent as well as the over-seeing authority. It has to be said 
that there is a conflict of interest in both these projects. The fact is that they could then 
limit  what they allowed the panel or Inquiry to have regard to in the terms of their 
reference and this meant and would of necessity mean that the outcome is a done deal and 
the project, which has been broken into parts, is compromised. The submitters are not the 
panel, they are submitters and just because the panel does not wish to hear anything other 
than what the proponent and responsible authority desires does not make it the right thing 
to do by limiting submitters from presenting material that they believe is relevant matters 
that are likely to be impacted. 
 

¶ Who is going to decide what is relevant and what is to be allowed to be brought to 
the light? We already have evidence of governments that continue to lie and lie and 
lie. Eg. There would be no water brought over the Great Divide, that there will not be 
ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ .ǊƻǿƴΩǎ CƻǊŜǎǘΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ aƛƭŘǳǊŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƎŜǘ ƛǘǎ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ǘǊŀƛƴ ōŀŎƪ ōȅ нллпΦΦΦ 
you want us to trust that they will do the honourable thing, that they will protect 
those matters that we the community value? Look at the Yarra River and the 
environmental flows that have been cut to it? Promises. Promises. Get real. 

 

¶ Are you really suggesting limiting community participation? 
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¶ Are you really saying that all submissions must be written and will not be allowed to 
be verbal? This would really suit panels and governments as it would alleviate 
governments and panels having to listen to community and individual opposition to 
projects that they do not see as having no impact when in reality they do! 
 

¶ !ǊŜƴΩǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎs to be encouraged or has it all boiled down to this government 
not willing, nor interested in allowing public hearings that can be attended by the 
community and those people that regard participation in decision-making that will 
affect them or future generations or even their friends a human right and Natural 
Justice and basically a democratic right! 
 

¶ If you believe that ǇŀƴŜƭǎΩ processes can be simplified by only allowing written 
submissions how stupid and undemocratic is that? Again, get real, this is a 
democratic country (???) and process (????) we are talking about, this is not a third 
world country or a developing country (???? Though this government seems unable 
to come up with more effective methods and are content to rely on ideas borrowed 
from developing countries as cheapest options. For shame!). Though I must admit 
looking at the proposal of lining thousands of kilometres of irrigators channels with 
black ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎΣ ǘƻ ǎŀǾŜ ǎŜŜǇŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ƛǘ άƴŜǿ ǿŀǘŜǊέ ŀƴŘ άǎŀǾƛƴƎǎέ and calling it 
best practice and acceptable, knowing that this is what they o in third world 
countries is naive and plain foolish! 
 

¶ Public hearings are a must as the public is the community that elected the decision-
makers who make the policies and laws that we have to live with. To prevent public 
access to information and to hearings is just totally and utterly unacceptable! No 
way people! I would shudder to think that this would even be contemplated! 
 

¶ ά.ŜƛƴƎ ƘŜŀǊŘέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ we Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ άƘŜŀǊŘέ orally in whatever way it satisfies the 
community and our expectations and not the expectations and wishes of dictators 
and panels who think that they know what we think, by osmosis and telepathy! You 
know that the only satisfactory method for the community to present the impacts 
that they proceed is to the panel with passion, with conviction, and with satisfaction 
is orally and to their face. They need to see what their decisions are going to do to 
people; they cannot be allowed to hide behind glass windows or closed doors. They 
must be made accountable and have the courtesy to listen to people read their 
submissions which might have changed from their original written submissions.  
 

¶ A community that plays an integral and welcomed part in decision-making is without 
doubt a community that is well informed, inclusive, engaged and prepared to make a 
difference. To discourage or even contemplate removing this form of participation is 
reprehensible. Shame on you for even suggesting it. 
 

There must be consideration given that enshrines public participation in any form they wish 
to participate, to curtail it would be undemocratic and make for an unhappy, restless and 
angry community. Effective and rigorous community participation in decision-making is the 
centre of a democracy is it not? 



10 
 

 

 
Melbourne Water trespassed onto this land to carry out a government broken promise-no 
water to be piped from over the Divide-ȅŜǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƛŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ άǾƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ōȅ ŀ tǊŜƳƛŜǊ 

 
Democratic public participation, and you would stop the public from participating and 
ensuring that public authorities and officials carrying out public duties make decisions that 
the public can submit and state that they are wrong? 


