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GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
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ASSEMBLY

Tuesday, 6 May 2003
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the chair at
2.04 p.m. and read the prayer.

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
The SPEAKER — Order! I would like to advise
honourable members that as directed by the house on
5 May 2003 I presented to the Governor the Address of
the Legislative Assembly, agreed to on 10 April 2003,
in reply to his speech on the opening of Parliament. The
Governor was pleased to make the following reply:
The Speaker and honourable members of the Legislative
Assembly:
In the name and on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen I thank
you for your expressions of loyalty to Our Most Gracious
Sovereign contained in the address you have just presented to
me.
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all the relevant parties, which include employer groups,
trade unions and others, to ensure that through this
process the outcomes that are achieved are sensible and
that this industry will be an attractive one in which to
invest in the future.
We went through a round in 2000, and there were some
challenges during that round. There were a lot of
statements made at that time suggesting doom and
gloom and the end of the world. Since then we have
seen record strong employment in the manufacturing
sector; we have seen outstanding economic growth in
the Victorian economy; and we have seen stronger
gross state product growth per head in Victoria than in
any other state in Australia. The bottom line of all of
this for employers and trade unions is that our future
will be best optimised if Victoria is a competitive state
and a good place to invest and is generating the jobs we
all want to see. As long as all parties understand that
message I am sure there will be reasonable outcomes.

Water: Wimmera–Mallee pipeline

I fully rely on your wisdom in deliberating upon the important
measures to be brought under your consideration, and I
earnestly hope that the results of your labours will be
conducive to the advancement and prosperity of this state.

Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — My question is to the
Premier. Can the Premier advise the house what action
the government is taking to reaffirm its commitment to
the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline project?

ABSENCE OF MINISTER

Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Carrum for her question. I can inform the member for
Carrum that this government remains fully committed
to the Wimmera–Mallee project. The project, which
will include a pipeline, is a 10-year project to replace
17 500 kilometres of open urban channels. The system
will deliver water to around 9000 service points on the
site, it will cover some 2.3 million hectares and it will
service some 40 communities. It is already on the
record that the construction of such a pipeline will save
some 93 000 megalitres of water, which will go directly
to farmers and to the environmental flows of the rivers
in the area — the Glenelg River and the Wimmera
River — and will also bring the population back to the
region. We remain firmly and solidly committed to the
project.

The SPEAKER — Order! Prior to question time I
should advise the house that the Minister for
Manufacturing and Export will not be in the house this
week and that questions will be answered on his behalf
by the Treasurer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Manufacturing: industrial action
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — My question is to the
Minister for Manufacturing and Export, and in his
obvious absence I direct it to the Treasurer. I wish the
minister well in his delegations overseas. I refer the
Treasurer to Campaign 2003 and the publicly stated
decision of the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union to
disrupt manufacturing in this state, and I ask: what steps
is the minister taking to stop this disruption to
manufacturing production in Victoria?
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I thank the member
for Brighton for her question. Obviously we have a
national industrial relations framework in Australia.
What we are doing, what the Minister for
Manufacturing and Export is doing and what the
Minister for Industrial Relations is doing is liaising with

For this project to be completed it needs the
cooperation of the federal government. I remind the
house that the cost of the original project was
$300 million, of which local organisations and
authorities committed to provide half, and they were
seeking from each of the jurisdictions some
$77 million, to which this government committed. We
have committed to our portion to complete this project
in full, but the total completion of the project requires
the federal government’s approval, commitment and
funding.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
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I think we will all in this house be looking with
interest — and I am sure the member for Lowan will
join us on this side of the house — at the federal budget
next week to see if the funding for this project is
contained in the budget itself. I hope we can celebrate
together if it is in there. But I also hope the opposition
parties will put the maximum pressure possible on their
federal counterparts to make sure this important and
necessary project goes ahead.
To show further support towards this project, I can also
inform the house that the government will hold a full
community cabinet meeting in Horsham next Monday
with the Rural City of Horsham. That will be a
useful — —
Mr Delahunty interjected.
Mr BRACKS — Yes, we have got an invitation
from the council; the council has done that for us,
which we are very pleased about. We will be looking
forward to seeing the local member there with us to
argue for this project. This is the full cabinet meeting in
Horsham, so all of our cabinet will be there. We will be
meeting with key groups, including the catchment
management authority, water authorities, the council
and other key groups as well. This will all be about
ensuring that we have proper dialogue with the
Wimmera and Horsham communities to make sure we
can both reiterate our commitment to secure water
supplies in the future and also make sure we have the
necessary support from all levels of government to
support that task.
Our government remains firmly committed to the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline project. It is an important
project to bring back population to the area, to secure
agriculture for the region and to restore flows of water
to stressed streams. If we get this, it will be a great win
for the west of the state. I urge all members to get
behind the push to have this in the federal budget, in the
knowledge that the state government here in Victoria is
unconditionally supporting the project.

Agriculture: genetically modified crops
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — My
question is for the Minister for State and Regional
Development. I refer to the minister’s previously stated
desire to make Victoria a world leader in innovation
and new and emerging industries, and I ask: can the
minister outline what impact a 12-month moratorium
on the commercial release of genetically modified crops
would have on that goal?
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, to respond
in relation to state government policy.

Tuesday, 6 May 2003

Mr Ryan (to Mr Brumby) — No-one else has taken
a point of order, mate, so you’ll have to answer it!
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — It’s a hypothetical question.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister can answer
in relation to Victorian government policy. If it is not a
matter of Victorian government policy, it will be a short
answer, presumably.
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I am happy to give a short answer on
that. We have had a very strong commitment in this
state to the science, innovation and biotechnology
industries. If you look at the share of biotech
investment we have generated in this state, you will see
that — —
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — We’ve got a Queensland loyalist
sitting opposite.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — If it comes to a choice between
Queensland or Victoria we will back Victoria — but
you back Queensland.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — No, you back Queensland.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is too much
audible conversation across the chamber.
Mr BRUMBY — I am happy to have my
department brief the honourable member for
Warrandyte on all the commitments in the biotech
strategic plan, including increasing our share of the
biotech industry in this state in all of its manifestations,
and major projects such as Bio 21, the synchrotron and
so on; and of course, as members will hear later this
afternoon, the government will be announcing — I am
not pre-empting the budget, Premier! — a major new
commitment to research in our agriculture and primary
industry, which will further foster and encourage
growth in the years ahead.

Courts: government initiatives
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — My question is to the
Attorney-General. Can the Attorney-General advise the
house of recent initiatives which demonstrate that the
Bracks government is delivering real access to justice to
every Victorian?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
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Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank the
honourable member for her very important question.
The opposition has learnt, a little too late, the bitter
lesson that a government must nurture a justice system
rather than neglect it. It must expand and improve its
facilities and access to justice rather than decimate
those facilities. It must also deliver justice to every
member of the community rather than just a privileged
few. The Bracks government is growing the justice
system, opening courts instead of closing them,
promoting innovative programs to break the cycle of
crime, bolstering legal aid and pioneering new court
initiatives.
Mr Thompson — Who closed more? The Labor
Party. Who closed more courts from 1982 to 1992? The
Labor Party.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Sandringham will cease interjecting in that manner!
Mr HULLS — Many absent friends of the
opposition will say that a court closure in one’s
electorate is not good for business. Just ask the previous
members for Mordialloc, Prahran, Knox and Oakleigh,
to name a few.
Mr Doyle — On a point of order, Speaker, on the
point of relevance, I think we understand that the
Attorney-General is embarking on what can only be
described as an irrelevant foray, and I would ask you to
bring him back to his own question, which does not
include former members of the Liberal, National or
Labor parties.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order, and I ask the Attorney-General to return to
answering the question.
Mr HULLS — Courts are very important for
business, and I am sure that retrospectively those
former members would want their courts back. The
new members of those electorates, and indeed new
members in regional Victoria, would say that
Victorians certainly value the commitment of over
$60 million for the construction of new courts and the
upgrade of existing facilities across the state — for
example, last year the government opened the
$11.9 million Wodonga courts and police complex and
completed the $4.8 million upgrade of the Heidelberg
and Preston courts. I know Victorians will certainly
welcome the new court complexes at Warrnambool and
Mildura as well as the Morwell police and courts
complex, which are all in progress at the moment.
But justice is not only about spending money on bricks
and mortar. Victorians certainly value the work the
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government has done to make the administration of
justice more relevant and accessible to all Victorians. I
recently opened the Koori courts in Shepparton and
Broadmeadows, which are divisions of the Magistrates
Court and which allow for the presence of an
Aboriginal elder or respected person to ensure that a
magistrate has access to relevant information about
sentencing and to lend gravitas and meaning to the
proceedings for indigenous offenders.
The Bracks government does not sign the death
warrants of courts. To date it has commenced three
brand new, state-of-the-art court complexes around the
state and has significantly upgraded five existing
facilities. However, this is only part of the story. As I
have outlined, the Bracks government has a real vision
for justice in this state. The opposition, it seems, is still
fumbling in the dark.

Wind farms: Portland project
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — My question is to
the Minister for Planning and I ask: given the minister,
in her role as planning minister, has not visited the site
of the Portland wind energy project, can she advise the
house on what basis she rejected the recommendations
of the government’s hand-picked advisory panel in
granting planning approval to Pacific Hydro?
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — It is
a question on wind from someone seen by his own side
as being full of hot air!
I take this matter very seriously because the
government is committed to renewable energy. We
took a policy on renewable energy to both the 1999 and
2002 election campaigns and, as we are getting on with
the job in every other aspect of government, we are
getting on with the job of developing renewable energy
sources.
The government received a proposal on the wind
energy project by Pacific Hydro. It presented to the
panel and to the government a proposal for a number of
wind energy generators on certain sites. We asked it to
move several of those to improve both the
environmental impact and the environmental effects of
the proposal, as is the responsibility of government.
Pacific Hydro moved seven of those wind energy
generators from Cape Bridgewater. As part of the
planning approval the government also required that it
meet certain manufacturing guidelines.
This is not only about renewable energy, it is also about
jobs for Victoria. I wonder what the opposition says.
Does it have a policy on wind energy? No. Does it have
a policy on more jobs for Victorians? No. Clearly it is

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
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divided. The member for Portland is on the public
record as saying that he supports the policy — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is clearly debating the question, which relates
to her rejection of a planning panel appointed by her. I
ask you to bring her back to order and ask her to stop
debating the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order, and I ask the minister to come back to answering
the question.
Ms DELAHUNTY — The government has
approved this, subject to the planning conditions that I
began to outline. This is the government delivering its
policy on renewable energy. We are getting on with the
job; the opposition is divided.

Bushfires: tourism
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — My question is to
the Minister for Tourism. Will the minister please
inform the house of the Bracks government’s latest
efforts to assist the Victorian tourism industry after the
recent bushfires compared to the support provided by
the federal government?
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for
Tourism) — This government is very proud of the
Victorian tourism industry, which contributes
$8.5 billion to the Victorian economy. The government
has responded at the appropriate times when there has
been a crisis in the industry, as it did with its $2 million
recovery package for the bushfire-affected regions in
the north-east of Victoria and East Gippsland.
I am pleased to provide to the house a further update on
previous comments I have made about additional
campaigns from that resource. So far, in promotions for
the region we have been able to generate more than
$1.8 million in free publicity in the Victorian media and
interstate — that is on top of the $2 million in
marketing that we have provided. The government has
been able to provide funding to support local events and
print advertising campaigns and subsidise advertising
rates for local tourism operators.
A benchmark for us was the Easter and Anzac Day
long weekends, and I can report to the house that it was
a bumper period for East Gippsland and the north-east,
which shows that the work we are doing as part of our
advertising campaigns, together with local tourism
operators and local councils, has been working well.
We are on target.
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I am pleased to be able to inform the house that our
next benchmark is the ski season, which is in June on
the Queen’s Birthday long weekend. I am also pleased
to inform the house that as a result of the extra
resources we put in as part of our bushfire recovery, we
will have the largest ever ski industry campaign we
have seen in Victoria — some $1.2 million. That is
something that has never been done before. The ski
industry in the alpine region is one of the big employers
and one of the biggest investors in regional tourism, and
there is extra resource and support for it.
The member also asked how that compares with the
federal government. I had to report to the industry and
the region a few weeks ago that the federal government
had rejected our request for additional support. Local
councils in Wangaratta, Indigo, Wodonga and Alpine
have written to the federal minister expressing their
disappointment at the lack of support, despite what was
promised by the local member and the federal minister.
I am also very disappointed to have seen that the Prime
Minister issued a press release on 30 April saying that
he advised the Australian Capital Territory Chief
Minister of a half a million dollar assistance package
from the federal government for the ACT tourism
industry, but there was not 1 cent available for Victoria.
That contrasts the way this government responds to
issues compared to the federal government. All talk, no
action from them — heaps of support from us. The
industry will continue to get support from us.
I have written to the members for Benambra and
Benalla asking them to put pressure on their federal
colleagues. Maybe with their assistance we can get
some support from the federal government to back up
the support provided by the state government.

Insurance: government assistance
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — My question without
notice is to the Premier. The unrestrained pressure on
public liability and professional indemnity insurance is
continuing. In Mildura from 1 July there are likely to be
no private obstetric services and diminished general
surgery. This could pre-empt the possible closure of the
Mildura private hospital and overload the public health
system, and I ask: is the government prepared to revisit
public liability and professional indemnity over and
above proportional liability as announced last week?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Mildura for his question. The question went to the point
of will the government over and above the
announcement of proportional liability examine other
matters including professional indemnity and also
revisit public liability. I can give an assurance to the
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member and the house that we will do exactly that. We
will revisit those matters. The government is currently
working on those matters and will be in a position to
make some announcements on them in the coming
months.

Children: Take Two program
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — My question is
to the Minister for Community Services. Can the
minister advise the house of the latest initiatives to help
Victorian children in the child protection system who
have suffered serious abuse and neglect?
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. This is a government committed to the
wellbeing of children. We want to give all Victorian
children the best possible start in life, and we have been
working very hard at overcoming the years of cuts and
neglect of the previous government.
Since coming to office we have boosted funding for
family and community support services by over 30 per
cent. Now we have embarked on a new child protection
strategy — a $60 million strategy over four years. It
includes eight family support innovation projects to try
to cut down the number of child protection notifications
in the long term.
I recently launched a new part of that strategy — a
$20 million statewide intensive treatment program
called Take Two. The Take Two program is a program
for seriously abused children who are clients of the
child protection service. The Take Two program will
treat around 700 children each year who suffer the most
serious abuse and neglect. It will put in place specialist
therapeutic and treatment workers — professionals who
will work with the child protection workers — to assess
and treat vulnerable kids and to try to help them to
overcome the trauma and to get on with their lives.
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Research shows that antisocial acts, violence, alcohol
abuse and drug taking in the older age groups can be
linked directly to problems experienced by negative
childhood experiences. With this $20 million initiative
we are trying to break the nexus between those negative
childhood experiences and their adult lives; we are
trying to break the nexus between child abuse and
future generations.
The Take Two service will be more coordinated. It will
make possible contact between child protection and
other services such as mental health services, alcohol
and drug services. We are getting on with the job of
better protecting Victoria’s children and supporting
at-risk families, and we are putting in place the services
that can turn around a child’s life.

Wind farms: Portland project
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — My question is to
the Minister for Planning. I refer the minister to her
advisory panel’s examination of the planning
application by Pacific Hydro for a wind farm at
Portland and to the fact that a member of that panel was
Dr Graham Redding. Will the minister confirm that the
same Dr Redding is now employed by consultants to
Pacific Hydro?
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) —
Planning is always about balance. Clearly the member
for Hawthorn does not understand the balance between
economic development and the pursuit of renewable
energy and protecting our environment. When this
project was put before the government we appointed a
panel. The members of the panel are appointed by
Planning Panels Victoria, not by the government. If the
member understood his portfolio he would know that
the members of the panel are appointed by Planning
Panels Victoria to keep them at arm’s length of
government. Clearly the member for Hawthorn does
not understand how the planning system works.

Take Two is very much a partnership project with
various agencies who will deliver the program. We will
be working with four organisations. They are the Austin
Hospital’s Child and Adolescent Mental Health
Service; Berry Street Victoria; Mindful, which is the
Victorian child psychiatry training department; and
La Trobe University’s Faculty of Health Sciences.

Certainly we required a detailed and intensive
environmental effects process to be conducted and, of
course, a series of public hearings, which were
conducted in the Portland area. I think I heard that the
member for South-West Coast was also supportive at
those public hearings into this project.

For the first time we will have in this state a number of
specialist therapeutic and treatment professionals —
36, in fact — available to help children at risk of
suffering major emotional damage. For those children
the future is now much brighter.

The opposition does not know where it is. Does it
support renewable energy, does it support the
environment? Clearly it does not. We have also
achieved not only a good environmental outcome as a
result of the changes that the government made to the
siting of some of these wind generators but also, as I
mentioned, the detail around the manufacturing — —
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Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister’s response is not at all relevant to the question.
I ask you to bring her back to the question.

the relationship that police cells have to the actual
number of beds in our prison system, because the police
cells have become the overflow for our prison system.

The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. I believe the minister is backgrounding the
information in relation to the process she went through.

During the opposition’s term in office the number of
people in our prison system increased by a net of over
1000, yet the number of net additional beds created was
100. So it stands to reason that the prison system gets to
beyond bursting point — and it certainly did. We got to
a point where we had in excess of 344 prisoners in our
police cells at one particular time. They were people in
the prison system who belonged in prison cells but who
could not be accommodated in prison cells. This is
something members opposite have serious difficulty in
understanding.

Ms DELAHUNTY — So as part of the planning
approval we also sought the meeting of certain
manufacturing criteria — that is, manufacturing
investment by Keppel Prince and NEG Micron
establishing a manufacturing base in Portland, I
understand, with some 50 jobs in the short term. Is the
opposition interested in jobs in regional Victoria? I do
not think so. To conclude, I direct the member to
Planning Panels Victoria which appoints the panels.
Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is doing her level best to avoid the question.
The response she is giving is not relevant to the
question in any way.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Chair cannot direct
the minister on how she answers questions. I
understand the minister to have concluded her answer.

Prisoners: police cells
Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — My question is to the
Minister for Corrections. Will the minister inform the
house of recent action the Bracks government has taken
to reduce the number of prisoners held in prison cells?
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Corrections) — I
thank the member for Kilsyth for her question, and I am
in fact more than happy to inform the house that the
average daily number of prisoners being held in police
cells during — —
Mr Doyle — On a point of order, Speaker, I raise
the question of relevance. I want to help the minister.
He seems to be referring to police cells, whereas the
question was about prison cells. I ask you, Speaker, to
keep the minister relevant.
The SPEAKER — Order! As the Minister for
Corrections had been speaking for about 30 seconds,
the point of order is perhaps a little premature.
Mr HAERMEYER — Speaker, I must say that that
point of order is more a comment on the relevance of
the Leader of the Opposition than upon the relevance of
my answer. But I am happy to inform the house that the
average daily number of prisoners in police cells during
March 2003 was 109. If the Leader of the Opposition
cared to listen for just one moment he might understand

The figure of 109 over March this year — and we
expect a similar number in April — represents a
decrease of 55 per cent from March 2002 and is nearly
a two-thirds reduction from March 2001. It is also
important to note that on 28 March the number was as
low as 78, which is the lowest we have had for a long,
long time.
Mr Wells — Speaker, the point of order I would like
to raise is one of relevance. The question asked was
about prisoners in cells; the minister is clearly
answering about prisoners in police cells. They are two
completely different matters. I ask you to bring him
back to the original question, which was about
prisoners in cells.
The SPEAKER — Order! That is exactly the same
point of order as the Leader of the Opposition raised a
moment ago.
Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! If the Leader of the
Opposition can contain himself, I will continue. The
minister is relevant as long as he relates that to the
effect it has on the Victorian prison system and
prisoners in Victorian prisons. I ask the minister to
conclude his answer.
Mr HAERMEYER — Speaker, the question did in
fact — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAERMEYER — What an absolute rabble!
No wonder they are so irrelevant to the people of
Victoria! No-one will take any notice of you while you
continue to be so petty and irrelevant.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! I ask the minister to conclude his answer.
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Mr HAERMEYER — The question related to
cells. What this government has done is to undertake a
$334.5 million long-term corrections management
strategy which involves expanding our existing prisons,
and we have already expanded them by more than 600,
yet we had the opposition spokesman out there a couple
of weeks ago saying our prisons were beyond bursting
point. He had not acknowledged that we were at
127 per cent of design capacity. He had not bothered to
notice that we have actually expanded our existing
prison capacity by more than 600.
So their design capacity is quite irrelevant. But this is
what happens when you relegate the corrections
portfolio, an important area of social policy, to the
backbench and then to somebody who in five months
has not even — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Has the minister
concluded his answer?
Mr HAERMEYER — We are also building three
new prisons, over and above those 600-plus cells that
we have created within the existing prison system. That
is what is responsible for reducing the number of
people in police cells at the moment. We are also
committed to a diversion program to ensure that our
community corrections program is able to divert
low-risk prisoners from the prison system.
As I indicated to the house last week, our crime rate is
falling, and that should also help reduce the number of
people being held in police cells at this time. I have to
say that would not be so if it were still up to the
opposition. It is out there complaining that we are not
building up some sort of indecent surplus of $1.8 billion
dollars, but that is because we are spending it on police
and nurses and on things like providing prison beds
where they are needed.
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind the minister of
the need to be succinct.
Mr HAERMEYER — The numbers in police cells
are coming down, and the number of prison beds is
expanding. Only last week we opened two new wings.
On the day that the spokesman for the opposition went
out and complained that the prison system was bursting
at the seams, we opened a new 75-bed unit at Barwon
prison and a new 34-bed unit at Port Phillip prison.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask opposition
members to be quiet. I ask the minister to conclude his
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answer: he has been speaking for longer than the
normal time in answering the question.
Mr HAERMEYER — I will try to wind up now.
The role of police is not to be jailers, and police cells
were not designed to be anything more than holding
cells for a couple of days — they are not designed as
prison cells. It needs to be understood that if we are
going to reduce numbers in police cells, then we really
need to provide the prison beds to accommodate the
number of people coming into our prison system. It is
one thing to go around talking about tougher sentencing
and being tough on crime — —
Mr Ryan — On a point of order on succinctness,
Speaker, you have already adverted to it, and I think it
is a valid point, which I hereby adopt.
The SPEAKER — Order! I agree entirely. I uphold
the point of order, and I ask the minister to conclude his
answer now.
Mr HAERMEYER — If you are going to be tough
on crime, the correlation is that you need to provide the
number of police on the streets and the number of
prison beds that are part of all of that. That is something
the opposition has some difficulty understanding.

FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) introduced a
bill to amend the Fisheries Act 1995, the Conservation,
Forests and Lands Act 1987, the Surveillance Devices Act
1999 and various other Acts and for other purposes.
Read first time.

ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND
SOLICITOR-GENERAL (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
amend the Attorney-General and Solicitor-General Act
1972 with respect to the qualifications for appointment to
the office of Solicitor-General.
Read first time.
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DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES (VOLATILE SUBSTANCES)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
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AUSTRALIAN CRIME COMMISSION
(STATE PROVISIONS) BILL
Introduction and first reading

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act
1981 to provide for search, seizure, apprehension and
detention powers in relation to volatile substances and for
other purposes.

Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) introduced a bill to make provision for the
operation of the Australian Crime Commission in
Victoria, to repeal the National Crime Authority (State
Provisions) Act 1984, to make consequential amendments
to various acts and for other purposes.

Read first time.

Read first time.

FAIR TRADING (AMENDMENT) BILL

PETITION

Introduction and first reading

The Clerk — I have received the following petition
for presentation to Parliament:

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
amend the Fair Trading Act 1999, to repeal the Small
Claims Act 1973, to repeal part IV of the Goods Act 1958,
to amend the Business Licensing Authority Act 1998 and
other acts and for other purposes.
Read first time.

STATE TAXATION ACTS
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) introduced a bill to make
miscellaneous amendments to the Duties Act 2000 and the
Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

CORRECTIONS AND SENTENCING ACTS
(HOME DETENTION) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Corrections) introduced
a bill to amend the Sentencing Act 1991 to empower a
court to make a home detention order where it has
imposed a sentence of imprisonment and to amend the
Corrections Act 1986 to empower the Adult Parole Board
to make a home detention order where a prisoner nears
the end of a term of imprisonment and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

Agriculture: genetically modified crops
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth our concern for the lack of sufficient and
independent research into the negative impacts of the
introduction of GM crops, in particular the planned
introduction of GM canola, on the Victorian community
through potential contamination of surrounding (non-GM)
crops.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Victorian government
places a moratorium on the introduction of GM canola into
the state of Victoria until such time as there are results from
sufficient and independent research that prove to the
satisfaction of the Victorian government there are no negative
impacts on surrounding crops, or such impacts can reasonably
be overcome without detriment to surrounding crops or the
Victorian community.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) (63 signatures)
Laid on table.

CLASSIFICATION GUIDELINES
Films and computer games
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — By leave, I
move:
That there be presented to this house new combined
guidelines for the classification of films and computer games.

Motion agreed to.
Laid on table.
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Second reading

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Financial Management Act 1994 — Budget Paper No. 2 —
2003/2004 Budget Statement
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Primary Returns — April 2003 and Summary of
Variations Notified between 1 October 2002 and 30 April
2003 — Ordered to be printed
Retail Leases Act 2003 — Ministerial Determination pursuant
to s 5(1)(c)
Statutory Rule under the Tobacco Act 1987 — SR No 32.

FIREARMS (TRAFFICKING AND
HANDGUN CONTROL) BILL
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered next day.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
Business Licensing Legislation (Amendment) Bill
Control of Weapons and Firearms Acts (Search
Powers) Bill
Crimes (Property Damage and Computer Offences)
Bill
Health Legislation (Research Involving Human
Embryos and Prohibition of Human Cloning) Bill
Pay-roll Tax (Maternity and Adoption Leave
Exemption) Bill
Sentencing (Amendment) Bill
Terrorism (Commonwealth Powers) Bill

APPROPRIATION (2003/2004) BILL
Message read recommending appropriation and
transmitting estimates of revenue and expenditure for
2003–04.
Estimates ordered to lie on table.

Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer), pursuant to
standing order 169(a), introduced a bill for the
appropriation of certain sums out of the consolidated
fund for the ordinary annual services of the government
for the financial year 2003–04 and for other purposes.
Read first time.
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Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Introduction
Over recent years, Victoria has been enjoying strong
and steady economic growth, outperforming the
national economy in key areas such as employment and
business investment.
Our unemployment rate is at a 13-year low. Business
investment is at a record high. Growing numbers of
people are moving to the state. And regional Victoria is
enjoying an economic and jobs resurgence.
Victoria’s economic performance has been
remarkable — generating new opportunities and
leading to exciting turnarounds in many industries,
businesses and communities across the state.
But this year, we face a more challenging environment
than we have seen in Victoria for some time.
Continuing global uncertainty, the downturn in
international equity markets, the recent bushfires, the
impact of public transport privatisation, and one of the
worst droughts on record are all affecting economic
growth and putting the state’s finances under
considerable additional pressure.
This 2003–04 budget is delivered against the backdrop
of these demanding and challenging circumstances, but
it comes with a positive and optimistic outlook for the
future: an economy that remains robust and resilient
and a financial position that remains strong, stable and
secure.
The Bracks government’s prudent financial
management over the past three years has ensured that
Victoria continues to have the buffer of a substantial
budget operating surplus in these highly uncertain
times.
But more than that — it ensures we have the capacity to
continue to invest for the future and get on with the job
we were elected to do: rebuilding basic services and
investing in vital infrastructure across the state.
Most importantly, it means that when international
conditions improve, Victoria will be well placed to
capitalise on the turnaround in the global economy.
This 2003–04 budget — the first of the Bracks
government’s second term in office — secures the
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state’s finances, while laying down a strong foundation
for Victoria’s future prosperity.
It builds on the government’s strong first-term record of
achievements.
It makes the fair and financially responsible decisions
that need to be made in this challenging environment.
And it gets on with the job of growing the whole state
and creating a more innovative, competitive and
globally connected economy.
Delivering our commitments
Speaker, the 2003–04 budget provides funding for each
and every one of the 133 recurrent spending
commitments made by the government during the last
election.
The budget also commences the capital works and asset
investment program set out during the election in
Labor’s Financial Statement 2002.
And, despite the additional pressures on the budget, we
are meeting our commitments within a framework of
financial responsibility and preserving our target of a
substantial budget operating surplus of at least
$100 million.
Sound financial management in uncertain times
An operating surplus of $245 million is projected for
2003–04, with expected surpluses averaging
$391 million per year over the following three years.
Debt remains at manageable and prudent levels.
Long-term borrowings to total assets will decline from
16 per cent in 1999–2000 to just 11.6 per cent in
2006–07.
More broadly, general government net financial
liabilities (excluding the Growing Victoria
infrastructure reserve assets) are forecast to fall from
8.6 per cent of GSP at June 2002 to 8 per cent by June
2007.
Last October, both Standard and Poor’s and Moody’s
Investors Service affirmed Victoria’s AAA credit
rating, signalling ongoing international recognition of
the government’s successful financial management.
The government recently released Shaping a
Prosperous Future, a major discussion paper from the
Department of Treasury and Finance setting out the
issues and challenges facing Victoria over the next
40 years.
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The paper highlights the fiscal challenges facing both
state and federal governments as a result of changing
demographics and rising health costs.
Shaping a Prosperous Future underscores the
importance of putting the right policies in place to grow
the economy and increase productivity, to ensure we do
not limit the choices and options facing our children
and grandchildren.
Through responsible financial management, long-term
planning and a commitment to a strong and dynamic
economy, the government is making sure Victoria is
well equipped to meet the challenges and seize the
opportunities.
Modern, efficient and effective government
A crucial part of that task is delivering modern,
efficient and effective government.
The 2003–04 budget continues the government’s
leadership in its uptake of information and
communications technologies (ICT), and finding new,
more effective ways to deliver services.
Victoria will become the first Australian state to
appoint a chief information officer to drive ICT policy
and strategy within government, coordinate ICT
investment and explore the innovative use of ICT to
improve service delivery.
The budget also funds Australia’s first electronic
prescribing program in key hospitals and a new
$139 million health ICT strategy, which will
revolutionise communication between Victorian
hospitals — with potentially far-reaching effects on the
treatment and management of patients.
The government will also achieve better outcomes from
its capital investment program by implementing the
Gateway initiative, which will ensure independent
reviews and better monitoring of major projects, and
develop a multi-year investment strategy across
government.
In addition to these initiatives, the government is also
undertaking fundamental reform of departmental
funding arrangements to better drive productivity
growth and achieve improved policy outcomes.
Commencing next year, the government will introduce
a new funding system in which departments will no
longer receive supplementary funding for changes in
costs such as wages. Instead, departments will be
required to fully manage all costs within an agreed
price for delivering services.
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The new system will give departments greater certainty
in terms of future revenue levels and provide a strong
incentive for departments and stakeholders to achieve
productivity gains through wage agreements.
The Department of Treasury and Finance is currently
undertaking further work to ensure the new system is
ready for inclusion in next year’s budget.
This year, the government has also acted to protect the
fairness and efficiency of Victoria’s revenue base by
moving to a policy of automatic indexation of fees and
fines set by regulation.
This policy will be implemented over the next two
years and will maintain the real value of these fees and
fines, avoiding the need for future large adjustments.
In this budget, the government has also reviewed
services and programs across all departments to ensure
services are properly targeted and that Victorian
taxpayers are getting value for money.
The government will achieve $141 million in savings in
2003–04 through greater efficiency in administration,
reducing duplication with commonwealth-funded
services and the rationalisation of communications and
recruitment budgets.
These savings are in addition to the savings already
realised through the existing 1.5 per cent productivity
dividend arrangements.
The government has also decided to refocus the state’s
employment, vocational education and training
programs, some of which have been in place since
1994.
With a rapidly changing Victorian economy and the
unemployment rate at a 13-year low, the government is
shifting the focus of these schemes to address specific
gaps in the Victorian labour force, target disadvantaged
groups and boost the state’s skills base.
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Other measures in the government’s training reform
package include $11 million to assist parents retrain and
return to work and a new $10 million Jobs for Young
People program, creating 1100 new jobs and
traineeships in local government.
Growing the whole state
Refocusing our programs to reflect Victoria’s changing
circumstances is essential to meeting the government’s
commitment to grow the whole state and build a strong
and vibrant Victorian economy.
A strong and vibrant economy
Despite the impact of the drought and the uncertain
global economic environment, Victoria is expected to
grow by 2.75 per cent in 2002–03.
Growth is expected to increase to 3.75 per cent in
2003–04.
The Victorian labour market recorded strong gains in
2002–03, Victoria’s unemployment rate is at a 13-year
low and employment across the state has grown by
182 500 people since October 1999.
Victoria is also experiencing a surge in business
investment, with per capita business investment
exceeding the national average in each of the past four
years. Over the past two years, Victoria has attracted
27 per cent of national business investment — a record
high.
These levels of investment reflect strong business
confidence in Victoria’s future growth prospects and in
our attractive and competitive business environment.
That confidence is also reflected in the number of
Australians moving to Victoria, with Victoria and
Queensland the only Australian states to record a net
interstate migration gain over the past three years.

The government is removing the existing payroll tax
exemption for wages paid to apprentices and trainees
and replacing it with a new completion bonus scheme,
costing $51 million over four years.

Overseas students are also coming to Victoria in
growing numbers. Over the past year, the number of
fee-paying students at Victorian universities has
increased dramatically, generating an estimated
$1.2 billion in economic activity for the state.

This new scheme will pay a bonus to eligible
employers when apprentices and trainees complete their
courses. It will reward employers who take on trainees
and apprentices in good faith, boost the level of
completions of traineeships and apprenticeships, and
help develop a more skilled Victorian work force.

Strong economic growth, the perception of Victoria as
an innovative and competitive economy, and the
recognition of Melbourne as an exciting centre for
technology, research and design are just some of the
reasons for Victoria’s growing reputation as an
attractive place to live, study, work and invest.
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Our challenge now is to build on that reputation to
ensure Victoria is in the best position to maximise
opportunities when the international economy recovers.
We must redouble our efforts to create new global
connections, develop new industries, build our skills
base and become even more innovative — and that
means continuing to invest in the drivers of growth:
education, innovation and infrastructure.
Record investment in infrastructure
Since coming to office, the government has doubled
capital works funding and committed more than
$5 billion to infrastructure projects.
Infrastructure spending of $2.6 billion in 2004–05 will
be the biggest in the state’s history.
This significant investment delivers 10.7 per cent
growth in real capital stock over the next four years,
more than double the rate of population growth —
proof that we are keeping ahead of the game and
investing for the future.
In this budget, we continue to invest in vital education,
health, transport, innovation and environmental
infrastructure.
We will renew the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund, providing $180 million over five
years to develop and upgrade infrastructure in regional
areas.
To date, this fund has leveraged more than $300 million
of new investment for projects — large and small —
across all parts of country Victoria.
As part of the renewed fund, the government will
provide $70 million to extend natural gas to regional
communities and $20 million to attract investment to
small towns and isolated communities.
We will also continue our investment in Melbourne’s
growing outer suburbs.
Through our Linking the Suburbs program, we will
invest $171 million in new transport initiatives,
including a new bypass around Pakenham and
$28 million to upgrade major roads in Greensborough,
Frankston and Carrum Downs.
We will invest $46 million to further improve
Melbourne’s bus services and rail system, continue the
upgrade of Flinders Street station and extend the state’s
network of cycle paths.
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Over the next four years, an additional $253 million
will also become available for improvements to
Victoria’s roads through the government’s decision to
increase the base motor vehicle registration fee by $17
from July 2003.
Motor vehicle registration fees have not increased in
this state for nearly a decade — and this increase
represents just half the total increase in the consumer
price index since 1994 and still leaves Victoria with the
lowest registration fee in Australia for a standard family
car.
For the first time, the revenue raised from this increase
will be directly channelled into improving Victoria’s
roads through the Better Roads Victoria Trust.
As already announced, the government will build the
Mitcham–Frankston freeway and fund its construction
through tolls.
This was one of the most difficult decisions taken by
the government — but it was a decision we had to take
in order to build a vital transport link for the people of
Melbourne’s south-eastern suburbs by 2008, instead of
many years later.
There will be no tolls on existing roads and no road
closures.
This decision is fair and financially responsible, and it
is the right decision for Victoria — because it not only
delivers a vital piece of infrastructure, it also frees up
our capacity to invest in other, equally vital
infrastructure and services.
The delivery of the Mitcham–Frankston freeway, as
well as other major road projects, will give Melbourne
and Victoria the best road transport network in the
nation.
When combined with other transport infrastructure
improvements — upgrades to the ports of Melbourne,
Geelong and Portland, and fast rail links to the regions,
as well as the continued curfew-free operation of
Melbourne Airport — Victoria is clearly the standout
national performer in road, rail, sea and air transport.
Getting on with the job
Building an innovative and creative state
Speaker, few things are more important to Victoria’s
future than the drive to become a more innovative
economy.
Last October the government released its $310 million
Innovation Statement — Victorians. Bright Ideas.
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Brilliant Future. — and this budget builds on the
initiatives included in the statement.
We are investing $50 million in Our Rural
Landscape — a major new program to boost science
and agriculture — as well as $25 million over four
years through the Vicstart program to further drive
innovation in Victorian business.
Investment in R and D will be further boosted by an
additional $121 million over the next five years to
continue the government’s program of competitive
grants for science, technology and research
infrastructure.
The government will contribute $10 million towards
the establishment of the centre for stem cells and tissue
repair at Monash University to help achieve our goal of
making Victoria one of the top five biotech locations in
the world.
Another new strategy will develop clusters, initially in
regional areas, to build on Victoria’s existing strengths
in food and agriculture, health, manufacturing,
biotechnology and ICT.
The government also continues to invest in Victoria’s
future as a creative state, providing $138 million to
support the Museum of Victoria, the National Gallery
of Victoria, the Victorian Arts Centre Trust, the
Australian Centre for the Moving Image and
community arts programs.
Along with the Yarra arts precinct, these investments
reinforce Victoria and Melbourne’s place as Australia’s
creative capital — and will contribute to our growth as
an innovative, globally connected state.
Creating innovative and thriving businesses
Speaker, this budget delivers further tax cuts for
Victorian business, with the government fully meeting
its commitment to reduce payroll tax from 5.35 per cent
to 5.25 per cent from 1 July 2003.
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$10 million over four years for the community
regional industry skills program to assist regional
communities tackle skills and labour shortages;
a $35 million package for primary industries,
including a biosecurity program to help defend our
farms against disease; and
$33 million to vastly improve the state’s freight and
logistics network, including a new smart freight
program and improved linkages to the ports of
Geelong and Portland.
Tourism is now one of this state’s most dynamic and
important industries, employing 150 000 people and
contributing an estimated $8.5 billion a year to the
Victorian economy.
To encourage further growth in the industry, the
government will provide $41 million over four years to
promote Victoria as a tourist destination, boost our
profile as a host of major events and open up new
tourism opportunities in regional areas.
The government is also carefully considering the case
for the Melbourne Convention Centre (Plenary Hall),
with a final decision to be announced later in the year.
Valuing and investing in lifelong education
Speaker, central to all the government’s goals — and
one of the most critical drivers of growth in a modern
economy — is a world-class education system.
From this government’s very first day in office,
education has been our number one priority.
Since October 1999 we have invested heavily in
building a world-class education system for this
state — and we have made great progress in a relatively
short time.
Teacher numbers are up. Completion rates are up.
Literacy and numeracy standards are up. Computers in
schools are up. Class sizes are down.

This represents a 9 per cent total reduction in the
payroll tax rate, part of a massive $1 billion in business
tax cuts announced since the Bracks government came
to office.

We have built 16 new schools and 5 replacement
schools, and upgraded hundreds of schools and TAFEs
across the state.

The budget also delivers the government’s previously
announced commitment to exempt employers from
payroll tax on wages paid to workers taking maternity
or adoption leave.

Commencing in 2003–04, the government will
implement a comprehensive new strategy to help meet
the government’s targets and continue to drive
excellence and innovation in education.

Further strategic assistance to Victorian business
includes:

We will employ an extra 450 teachers to support
specialisation and excellence in our secondary schools
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and bring an additional 256 student welfare officers into
our primary schools to support students at risk.
We will provide $96 million to support students with
disabilities and special needs in government schools.
We will allocate $6 million over four years to improve
language education in secondary schools and create
eight new centres of language education.
And we will support non-government schools in the
greatest need with a $70 million package of assistance.
The budget continues the Bracks government’s major
building program in education, allocating a further
$107 million to build six new schools in growth areas
and continue to modernise and upgrade schools across
Victoria.
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$37 million to continue the upgrade of regional aged
care facilities, give additional support to bush
nursing hospitals and improve rural maternity
services;
$6 million to boost the numbers of health
professionals in rural communities; and
$20 million to reduce elective surgery waiting lists in
rural Victoria by an extra 1650 additional patients
each year.
The budget also provides $63 million for mental health
services, an additional $30 million for new ambulance
services and substantial new funding for the home and
community care program and public dental health
services.

High-quality and accessible health services

The government will invest $88 million over four years
to implement the new Children First program, which
includes upgrading maternal and child health centres,
building new preschools in growth suburbs and
developing innovative approaches to early intervention
and the prevention of child abuse.

Alongside education, access to quality health care is
one of the most important social and economic
foundations for Victorian communities.

After years of neglect, the Bracks Government’s strong
investment in Victoria’s health system is starting to
bear results.

The Bracks government is working hard to further
improve a health system that was chronically
underfunded, poorly maintained and on the brink of
collapse when we came to office.

As in education, many challenges still lie ahead — but
we are on track to achieve our goal of ensuring every
Victorian receives first-class health care whenever and
wherever they need it.

In this budget full provision is made for an $890 million
multi-year hospital demand management strategy. As
the first stage of this strategy, the budget allocates
funding of $464 million over four years to recruit
900 nurses and health care staff and treat an additional
35 000 public patient admissions a year.

Safe streets, homes and communities

Many challenges still lie ahead, but this government is
proud of its 100 per cent commitment to giving
Victorians access to the very best education.

We are providing $67 million for new radiotherapy
facilities, biomedical equipment and infrastructure
upgrades, making sure that Victorians have access to
the latest and best technology and treatment.
In Melbourne’s growing suburbs, the government is
upgrading Werribee Mercy Hospital, expanding the
Dandenong Hospital emergency department and
commencing planning for the redevelopment of Box
Hill Hospital.
In regional Victoria, the government will provide:
$8.5 million for major new facilities at Nhill
Hospital;

The government also continues to get on with the job of
ensuring Victoria remains the safest state in Australia.
Since last July, Victoria’s crime rate has fallen by
8.4 per cent — and this budget will help continue that
trend by providing an additional $126 million over four
years for an additional 600 police.
Since coming to office, the government has built
65 new police facilities across the state and the budget
allocates $66 million for a further 16 new and
replacement police facilities in regional centres,
growing suburbs and small country towns.
All Victorians owe the men and women of our
emergency services a debt of gratitude for their work in
fighting the recent bushfires.
The 2003–04 budget provides better support for
emergency services volunteers and, over the next four
years, a further 219 metropolitan and country
firefighters will be employed.
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The government continues to place a high priority on
road safety through its Arrive Alive! strategy, which
has helped to drastically reduce the state’s road toll.
The 2003–04 budget invests a further $35 million in
road safety projects throughout the state over the next
two years.
Counter-terrorism
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This is a major environmental initiative in one of
Victoria’s most spectacular regions and it will help
secure the long-term future of communities in that
region, as well as protect some of Victoria’s most
important natural assets.
A further $9 million is provided to encourage the
expansion of sawlog plantations on private land.

The terrorist attack of 11 September and the Bali
bombing have heightened our sense of vulnerability
and made us aware of the potential terrorist dangers to
Australia and Victoria.

The government is addressing the economic and
environmental consequences of the recent bushfires by
providing $86 million for a bushfire recovery strategy,
which brings forward projects and delivers new
initiatives to help communities get back on their feet.

Last November, the government announced a
$38 million package to combat terrorism and the budget
augments these measures with a further $60 million
over five years to boost Victoria’s emergency response
capacity.

We are funding a new $24 million weed and pest
control program and employing an extra 50 park
rangers throughout regional Victoria to better maintain
national parks and conservation reserves.

We will create a new emergency services coordination
unit, a new chemical, biological and radiological
planning response unit and provide additional resources
and training for emergency services.
Promoting sustainable development and protecting
the environment
As well as being more conscious of security issues,
Victorians are also becoming increasingly aware of the
importance of protecting and valuing the
environment — and the government is showing strong
leadership in this area.
We have set long overdue goals in the areas of salinity,
waste management, renewable energy, improving the
sustainability of our natural resource industries and
restoring the health of our rivers and waterways.
We have established the Victorian Water Trust to
protect one of our most valuable and scarce
resources — and this budget allocates $93 million from
the trust to achieve water savings and improve water
quality over the next four years.
We are upgrading irrigation systems and water supply
in regional areas, improving the health of our rivers and
waterways and encouraging water conservation and
recycling.
The budget also invests in another valuable resource —
our forests, with a $14 million package to phase out
logging and woodchipping in the Otway Ranges by
2008 and create a single national park from Anglesea to
Cape Otway.

The budget also provides $13 million to make Victoria
a world leader in greenhouse-friendly strategies,
reducing the level of greenhouse gas emissions and
increasing the use of green power.
Building and strengthening communities
Speaker, many new initiatives in this budget reflect a
key element in the government’s second term
agenda — the building and strengthening of Victorian
communities.
The government has created a new Department for
Victorian Communities to work together with
communities across the state to tackle problems, create
new opportunities and secure their futures.
The new department will oversee a range of
community-based initiatives included in this budget to
help support families, create job opportunities and
improve the delivery and quality of services.
The department will also oversee $72 million in
upgrades to community sports and recreation facilities
across the state, including a $34 million program to
improve sporting facilities in regional communities and
under-resourced suburbs.
As part of the government’s commitment to ensuring
Victorians with disabilities have every opportunity to
fully participate in the Victorian community, the budget
provides $64 million to improve services for people
with disabilities and their families and carers.
An additional $11 million is allocated to continue the
redevelopment of Kew Residential Services and
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relocate a further 60 residents to new accommodation
over the next year.
The budget also includes $89 million over four years to
expand Victoria’s stock of affordable housing, continue
the Neighbourhood Renewal project and tackle youth
homelessness.
The government is also allocating $8 million over four
years to revitalise Melbourne’s middle and outer
suburbs and develop eight new transit cities — as
outlined in the Melbourne 2030 strategy.
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Appropriation bill
Speaker, the Appropriation (2003/2004) Bill provides
authority to enable government departments to meet their
agreed service delivery responsibilities in 2003–04.
The bill supports a financial management system that
recognises the full cost of service delivery in Victoria
and is thus based on an accrual framework.

Promoting rights and respecting diversity

Schedule 1 of the bill contains estimates for 2003–04
and provides a comparison with the 2002–03 figures. In
line with established practices, the estimates included in
schedule 1 are provided on a net appropriation basis.

Speaker, the government recognises the economic and
social value of Victoria’s rich cultural mix and is
committed to ensuring a tolerant and inclusive society.

These estimates do not include certain receipts that are
credited to departments pursuant to section 29 of the
Financial Management Act 1994.

The 2003–04 budget increases funding to the Victorian
Multicultural Commission’s community grants
program and Koori maternal health services, and
provides $6 million to attract a higher number of skilled
migrants to Victoria.

The budget has once again been examined by the
Auditor-General as required by the standards of
financial reporting and transparency established by the
government in 2000.

The government is also boosting legal aid funding by
$14 million, setting up a new domestic violence
division in the Magistrates Court and providing
$18 million for the construction of a new court complex
in the Moorabbin area.
Preparing for the Commonwealth Games
Finally, Speaker, the 2003–04 budget gears up for the
2006 Commonwealth Games — the largest-ever event
to be staged in Victoria.
The government will contribute $474 million in
operating costs and $223 million in asset investment for
the games — and with $167 million in projects already
announced, the budget details a further $56 million
worth of projects, including:
$31 million to upgrade key transport infrastructure in
Melbourne, including a new pedestrian bridge
connecting the MCG to Birrarung Marr and the
CBD;
$19 million to construct an athletics track at the
MCG; and
$6.5 million to build a state mountain bike facility,
replace the Olympic Park athletics track and upgrade
the State Netball and Hockey Centre.

Conclusion
Speaker, the Bracks government is proud of its
first-term achievements and of the confidence
Victorians have placed in us.
We will honour that confidence and get on with the job
of delivering our election commitments, growing the
whole state and investing in vital services and
infrastructure.
This budget has two fundamental aims: to secure
Victoria’s economic and financial base in uncertain
times and position Victoria to maximise opportunities
when growth returns to the global economy.
Victoria is weathering the current circumstances well.
People, projects, capital, ideas and events are coming to
our state in record numbers.
And they are coming here because we continue to lead
Australia in so many ways — from exciting new major
projects to record investment in science and innovation;
from massive improvements in our education and
health systems to the nation’s best transport networks;
from our leadership on water, forests and biodiversity
through to a competitive and connected business
environment.
When the international outlook improves, there is no
doubt that Victoria will be a more competitive, engaged
and connected economy — first off the mark and best
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placed to seize the opportunities emerging from the
global recovery.
Make no mistake, these are difficult times — but the
government is making the financially responsible
decisions that need to be made.
This budget heads Victoria in the right direction.
It makes the right choices for Victoria now — and for
the future.
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the approved carryover amounts pursuant to the
provisions of section 32 of the Financial Management
Act 1994.
In line with the wishes of the presiding officers,
appropriations in the bill are made to the departments of
the Parliament.
The total appropriation authority sought in this bill is
$82.2 million (clause 3 of the bill) for Parliament in
respect of the 2003–04 financial year.

It ensures that Victoria has the confidence and capacity
to stay on course and emerge a stronger, fairer and
more prosperous state.

I commend the bill to the house.

Speaker, I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 May.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box Hill).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 May.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box Hill).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2003/2004) BILL
Message read recommending appropriation and
transmitting estimates of revenue and expenditure for
2003–04.
Estimates ordered to lie on table.

Introduction and first reading
Mr BRACKS (Premier), pursuant to standing order
169(a), introduced a bill for the appropriation of certain
sums out of the consolidated fund for the Parliament in
respect of the financial year 2003–04 and for other
purposes.

Second reading
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The bill provides appropriation authority for payments
from the consolidated fund to the Parliament in respect
of the 2003–04 financial year including ongoing
liabilities incurred by the Parliament such as employee
entitlements that may be realised in the future.
Honourable members will be aware that other funds are
appropriated for parliamentary purposes by way of
special appropriations contained in other legislation. In
addition, unapplied appropriations under the
Appropriation (Parliament 2002/2003) Act 2002 have
been estimated and included in the budget papers. Prior
to 30 June actual unapplied appropriation will be
finalised and the 2003–04 appropriations adjusted by

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That, pursuant to sessional order no. 6(2), the orders of the
day, government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 8 May
2003:
Constitution (Water Authorities) Bill
Dandenong Development Board Bill
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
(Amendment) Bill
Safe Drinking Water Bill
Summary Offences (Offensive Behaviour) Bill
Transport (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
University Acts (Amendment) Bill
Vocational Education and Training (TAFE
Qualifications) Bill
Water (Victorian Water Trust Advisory Council) Bill

The business program this week includes two bills that
have already been dealt with by the Council — the
University Acts (Amendment) Bill and the Vocational
Education and Training (TAFE Qualifications) Bill.
The program also includes the Transport
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, which was
introduced last week and was not dealt with by
understanding across the chamber in order for the
government to give consideration to amendments that
had been circulated by the shadow minister.
In total there is a list of nine bills, but as I indicated, two
have come from the upper house, and there are special
circumstances surrounding the transport bill. I
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foreshadow the government’s intention to support those
amendments that the member for Polwarth circulated.
We will comment on that during that debate.
Together with the commencement of the budget
responses, we believe the program is an achievable
target for this week. It provides suitable time to debate
the bills that have a higher priority, and following
indications from across the chamber it also meets the
requirements of the budget. As has been indicated, the
opposition and the National Party leaders intend to
respond to the budget on Thursday morning, and we
will accommodate that.
I indicate to honourable members that we are moving
towards the end of the current parliamentary sittings.
For the benefit of new members, and as a reminder to
old members, at the end of a parliamentary sitting
Parliament sometimes sits on Fridays or sits an
additional week. There has been no decision made on
that, and if there is any change to the currently
announced arrangements, I will advise the house as
soon as practical. But I provide prior warning about the
traditions of this place regarding the end of
parliamentary sittings.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — The National Party
will not be opposing the government business program,
which is achievable. We made good progress last week.
I think there was considerable cooperation across the
house last week, and we got through a significant
amount of legislation. This week is going to be more
difficult, obviously, because we have already had the
budget speech and we will have the responses from the
Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National
Party.
As the manager of government business indicated, three
of these bills have already been dealt with either in the
upper house or in this house. That leaves six bills to be
debated, and I do not think that is an impossible
objective.
Again I express the view that from a country
perspective I would like to try to be finished by
4 o’clock on Thursday afternoon, because we all have
commitments back in our electorates on the Friday. We
make those commitments in good faith, assuming we
will be able to get away from Parliament in reasonable
time to get home and fulfil them. I hope that, with
cooperation, country members are able to get away in
reasonable time.
I hear what the manager of government business is
saying regarding our coming towards the end of the
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legislative program and his warning us that there could
be some late sittings or sittings on Fridays.
Mr Jasper interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — I share the view that has been
expressed by interjection by the member for Murray
Valley.
An Honourable Member — You can’t stop him!
Mr MAUGHAN — No, we cannot stop him.
Nonetheless, he makes a good point: if we are going
to need more time, it makes a lot of sense to sit for an
additional week and have the time to properly consider
legislation rather than sitting late on the Thursday night
or, alternatively, sitting on the Friday when all of us
have made commitments that we then have to break.
I put it to the manager of government business that if
we are going to have to extend the sitting in any way,
from our perspective we would much prefer to have an
additional sitting week than have to sit on extended
Thursday nights or Fridays. With those comments, we
will not be opposing the government business program
motion, and we will be doing what we can to facilitate
getting through it by 4 o’clock on Thursday afternoon.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — The Liberal
Party will not be opposing the government business
program, but there are a few points to be made in
addition to those made by the honourable member for
Rodney.
The business program is a fairly heavy one considering
that this is the budget week. We have just received the
budget, and there will be budget replies on Thursday
morning, which will take up a considerable amount of
time. The Leader of the House has said that the
university and TAFE-related bills have been debated in
the Legislative Council, but is that any reason why they
should not be fully debated in this house? I do not
accept that, and the Liberal Party does not accept that in
any way, shape or form.
We have a system of two houses of Parliament, and we
have every right to expect that legislation should be
properly debated in both houses. It is a spurious
argument by the Leader of the House to say that
because a bill has been debated in the other place it
does not warrant full and proper debate in this house.
There are a number of very significant bills that need to
be dealt with this week. I understand there have been
negotiations between the manager of opposition
business and the Leader of the Government about
getting some of these bills into the committee stage.
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That would require cooperation so we can get some
issues that are particular to those bills addressed. We
would seek the ongoing cooperation of the Leader of
the House on that issue.
Finally, I wish to address the issue of sitting on
Thursday evenings. As a member of Parliament I am
more than happy to sit and be in attendance. I pride
myself on being in the house when Parliament is sitting,
not like some ministers, who go to the races instead of
being here when they are required.
With respect to the government, it made a lot of noise
when in opposition about family-friendly hours and
sticking to appropriate hours for the sittings of
Parliament. In these sittings we have sat on more
Thursday nights than not, including sitting for the
address-in-reply debate, and now it will be on the
budget. If that is to be the norm, the Leader of the
House should tell us so we can adjust our diaries
accordingly. The Liberal Party is more than happy to
come back and sit an extra two, three or four weeks. If
the Leader of the House wishes to sit throughout June
and July, we will be more than happy to accommodate
him.
I endorse the remarks of the honourable member for
Rodney, that if more sitting time is required it should be
done through sitting more days. The Liberal Party does
not oppose the government business program motion.
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — I support the motion
dealing with the government business program. The
government has done remarkably well in the past
couple of weeks, managing to have every member who
wished to speak on a bill actually speak on it. Every
member of Parliament who wanted to contribute to the
address-in-reply debate had that opportunity.
In doing so we spoke on Thursday afternoons after the
guillotine at 4.00 p.m. I can advise the house that to
facilitate the budget process in a way that allows many
people from all sides of the house to speak on the
budget, we shall again be sitting later than 4.00 p.m. on
Thursday. We shall be sitting to 10.00 p.m. to hear
speeches on the budget. I am pleased that we can
accommodate as many people as we do in this house, as
I have said before.
We have had family-friendly hours, to pick up the
comment from the member for South-West Coast. We
have not had exceptionally late nights; we have been
going home at about 10.45 or 11.00 every night. We
have not been sitting until 2.00 a.m. or 3.00 a.m.
Occasionally we have sat late on Thursday, but we
enabled everybody in this house who wanted to speak
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on the address-in-reply to do so, and we will do the
same with the budget. I commend the motion to the
house.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — Regarding the
government business program, it is my view that there
are too many bills on the program for this week,
particularly when we will have the debate on the budget
on Thursday. I am quite happy to stay back to debate
the budget after the guillotine, but I would bring to the
attention of the Leader of the House the fact that in
most of his presentations during debates on business
programs before 1999 he would normally have opposed
a business program that had this many bills on it.
There are a number of significant bills on the program,
including three water bills, and it is important that
Parliament debate that legislation. Last week we had
only three or four speakers on most bills. Since we have
reduced the speaking time it is appropriate that more
members have the opportunity to speak on bills because
all legislation passed in this place has an impact on
people, business and the community.
This place is about debating legislation, and there are
too many bills on the program this week. I know there
has been an arrangement under which Independent
members get the call fourth after the parties’ lead
speakers on bills — and I thank all the parties for
agreeing to that — but I still wish to put on the record
my disapproval of the jamming-up of the business
program to the end of the sitting year.
Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Warrnambool Cup Carnival
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for
Gaming) — Last Thursday I attended the Warrnambool
Cup Carnival, which is Australia’s largest provincial
racing event — a fantastic three-day event, in case the
house is not aware of it, and which, for the information
of the member for South-West Coast, brings in a
$12 million contribution to the state. There was a very
large crowd at this year’s cup, one of the largest crowds
ever. Some suggested that it probably had something to
do with the member for South-West Coast not being
there, but nonetheless it was a great crowd.
I went along for a particular reason. As members know,
Parliament unfortunately tends to be sitting at the time
of this great carnival, but the racing club seized the
opportunity of this being the first time that the
portfolios of Racing and Tourism have been held by the
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same minister. The club is applying for hallmark-event
status with Tourism Victoria, and its members were
very keen that I attend the event. Rather than attending
for three days, I thought I would take the day off — but
as usual I found that when you are away you are even
busier. The day was chock-a-block. I took the
opportunity to meet with Flagstaff Hill management
and have a look at the new investment there and to talk
to Shipwreck Coast Tourism. I sincerely thank the
Warrnambool Racing Club for its great effort.
I was disappointed that Whingeing Denis had to have
his go. He cannot help himself, and that was certainly
not very much supported — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The minister’s time has expired.

Mornington Peninsula: black spot funding
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I want to
compliment the senior journalist on the Mornington
Peninsula Leader, Chris Tatman, for highlighting in the
25 March edition of the newspaper the urgent need for
the Bracks government to lift its game in regard to
black spot intersections on the Mornington Peninsula.
This is an issue that I have raised in this house on many
occasions, and the response from the Minister for
Transport has been less than reasonable.
In his front-page article in the Mornington Peninsula
Leader Chris Tatman has demonstrated that
Moorooduc Highway is the most dangerous stretch of
road on the Mornington Peninsula. In particular he has
detailed the appalling casualty accident record at the
intersection of Moorooduc Highway and Bentons Road
for the four years to 2002. It has the worst casualty
record — 24 casualties in all — of any intersection on
the Mornington Peninsula.
As many members of the house will know, I have
drawn this intersection to the attention of the Minister
for Transport many times. Despite this shocking
casualty record the government has done nothing at all
to address the problem. How many deaths or injuries
need to occur to generate action from this government?
Urgent work on the intersection of Moorooduc
Highway and Bentons Road is needed right now.
Other dangerous intersections that also need urgent
action are Moorooduc Highway and Craigie Road;
Nepean Highway and Bentons Road; and Moorooduc
Highway and Bungower Road. Taking money away
from the black spot intersection program to pay for
revenue-raising fixed-speed cameras was a disgraceful
decision by the government.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Public transport: Glen Waverley interchange
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I recently
joined the Parliamentary Secretary for Transport, the
honourable member for Brunswick, in launching the
$450 000 upgrade to the Glen Waverley transport
interchange. This project has greatly improved the
station and made it safer and more accessible. The
funding for this project is from the Connecting
Transport Services program, which is providing
$20 million over five years for major design and capital
works projects for rail, tram, taxi and bus interchanges
across Victoria. This program is all about improving
integration of public transport services, making them
safer, more accessible and user friendly so that more
people will use them.
The safety and security of commuters was a key
consideration in the design of the upgraded Glen
Waverly transport interchange. Overhead lighting and
security cameras were installed, and wheelchair access
has been improved. The new ramp and staircase at the
station’s entrance improve accessibility, and there were
improvements to the footpath, additional seating,
signage and landscaping.
The project was delivered in partnership with the
Department of Infrastructure, the City of Monash,
Connex and local bus and taxi operators, so it does
seem surprising that a Liberal member for Waverley
Province in the other place is criticising the government
for spending $450 000 on improving public transport
facilities. He must be pretty desperate for media
attention to make the kinds of statements he has made
in the other place. If commuters have any genuine
concerns they should contact my office. I would be
very happy to set up a meeting with the Department of
Infrastructure to hear their views.

Liquefied petroleum gas: country prices
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — The Victorian
government should take immediate action to address
the high price being charged for bottled gas in country
areas, recognising that country gas users do not have
access to natural gas for heating and cooling purposes.
The government undertook an investigation into the
supply of liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) in Victoria,
with a report being tabled in June 2002. While the
inquiry was extensive in its investigations and the
report recognised the disparity and the high price for
bottled gas in country areas, the recommendations seem
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vague, with no real government action to rectify the
problems.
A constituent in a small country town in my electorate
of Murray Valley who uses bottled gas has complained
bitterly about the high price and the fact that he has no
option to reduce the price by changing to another
energy supply. He highlighted the fact that the most
recent cost of bottled gas to him was 69.98 cents per
litre delivered, compared with around 50 cents a litre at
Wangaratta and varying prices around Melbourne that
were well under 40 cents a litre.
The justifiable question is: why should country people
be penalised by high prices for LPG, particularly for
bottled gas, compared with those living in metropolitan
Melbourne, who have other energy supply options?
I call on the government to implement a policy to
ensure greater transparency with gas pricing and to act
to provide some form of equality for country people.

Anzac Day: Healesville
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I rise to
congratulate the Healesville Returned and Services
League (RSL) on the magnificent Anzac Day ceremony
it held on 25 April. The ceremony was held at the
cenotaph outside the Healesville Memorial Hall. A
large group of people marched in the parade, and they
were supported by contingents from the army, the navy
and the air force, as well as local emergency service
volunteers.
The ceremony was given a real sense of occasion by the
navy drum band from HMAS Cerberus. I would like to
congratulate its president, Greg Latta, and the local
RSL, whose members should feel very proud of their
great ceremony and the wonderful support that was
given to them by the whole of the Healesville
community on that day.
I also congratulate the Holmwood Nursing Home in
Healesville, which once again held its traditional Anzac
Day ceremony either just before or just after Anzac
Day. It does that for its residents who would normally
not be able to get to an Anzac Day ceremony to
remember their loved ones and those who fought for
their country.
I was unable to attend all the Anzac Day services in the
Seymour electorate, but from newspaper reports all
Anzac Day ceremonies across the electorate were very
well attended. I congratulate all the RSL clubs and the
communities on their dedication to the ceremonies,
which recognise an important period of our history and
people who are important to our history.
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Sandringham College: maintenance
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — Members of
this chamber would be aware of the importance of the
physical amenities of school infrastructure to the
learning programs of schools. Members would also be
aware of the hard work undertaken by school council
members, parent-teacher association members and staff
in the development of good programs for schools to
maintain their physical infrastructure, including the
gardens and grounds.
Sandringham College has had a long tradition of
excellent parent involvement at the school council level
at its various campuses. At this stage there are a number
of important programs to improve the college and its
facilities, and a number of works need to be completed
this year. They include restumping the main corridor,
rekeying the campus, repairing and repainting the hall
windows, recarpeting the library and upgrading the
toilets, in addition to a number of other works, which
the school will be obliged to fund itself.
The school community is concerned that the funding
may not be available. In 2002 some $450 000 for
maintenance was allocated, predominantly at one of the
three campuses — that being the Sandringham campus.
In the current year the school community expects to
receive some $350 000 under the physical resources
management system, or PRMS, program.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Wendouree West community renewal project
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — Firstly I
would like to congratulate the Treasurer and the Bracks
Labor government on once again delivering a balanced
and responsible budget, proving that they govern for all
of Victoria.
Last Friday I attended a community jobs program (CJP)
graduation in Ballarat for the Wendouree West
community renewal project. To date there have been
60 CJP graduates, with the project to have 100. I want
to congratulate the people who graduated the other day:
Adam Conroy, Ashley Sperling, Brad O’Dea, Colin
Bilston, Edward Hady, Glenys McDowell, Jason
Polgar, Kirsty Jolly, Luke Greenwood, Mark Burnett,
Mark Miller, Steven Hanson and Jason Daly. Nine of
those graduates have confirmed employment or training
beyond the project, with the other 60 graduates from
the project having a success rate of 70 per cent in
gaining full-time employment.
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The project has included the upgrading of
11 department houses involving doing massive
amounts of fencing, plastering and painting. The
graduates have developed new skills and have
enhanced skills they already had. They are a great
bunch of people, and I wish them all the best in any
future employment.

Disability services: Portland accommodation
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I call on the
government to respond quickly and decisively to the
urgent need for long-term accommodation for people
with intellectual disabilities in the Portland area.
Currently there are at least seven people in urgent need
of permanent accommodation in a community
residential unit (CRU), but there are no vacancies, and
there is little likelihood of vacancies in the current
accommodation facilities in the area. We urgently need
a new CRU in Portland.
I will use pseudonyms to describe some of the
circumstances to the house. Peter, who has been
shuffled between respite care in a community
residential unit and the local supported residential
services, is fundamentally homeless. Jim is in his
mid-40s; both his parents are well into their senior years
and can no longer cope with his needs. Wendy has very
challenging behaviour; she has older parents, and she
suffers from multiple disabilities. Rita is living with her
ageing parents, who are both unwell and are unable to
cope with her increasing needs. Tim has a dual
disability and has behavioural challenges which are
beyond the ability of his parents to cope, especially as
they get older. Julie and Cathy are sisters with ageing
parents who do not even have a drivers licence and are
unable to look after their needs.
There is urgent need for action by the minister, the
government and the Department of Human Services to
translate these real needs into action, with a new
community residential facility in Portland. These are
people with intellectual disabilities who live in the
community, belong to that community and need
long-term accommodation.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Try Youth and Community Services, Latrobe
Valley
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — I rise to speak about
Try Youth and Community Services, which has for the
past three years operated a community jobs program
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throughout the Latrobe Valley funded by the Victorian
government. The program provides unemployed people
in Gippsland with full-time employment for a 16-week
period.
In association with the Department of Human Services
and the Latrobe City Council, Try employees have
worked on the renovation of ministry housing
properties and the Lake Narracan restoration and
construction project. Projects such as the Lake
Narracan restoration and urban renewal not only give
people much-needed skills and employment
opportunities but also make them feel good about the
community in which they live.
The Try urban renewal project has employed over
200 people, of whom 65 per cent have been successful
in finding subsequent employment. It has also
established seven long-term jobs in the building and
construction industry, through Try wood products. The
organisation has made-over some 20 properties and
delivered some wonderful positive outcomes. The work
it has undertaken in public housing has provided
inspiration for other home owners in the public housing
areas to make similar improvements.
I would like to congratulate Rob Sandall, Tom Rookes,
Stuart McCullough and all those at Try and the Latrobe
City Council, including Tony Oulton and Peter
Robinson, for bringing this program to fruition.

Our Forests, Our Future program
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I wish to direct
the attention of the house to the issue of the Our
Forests, Our Future program and payments through
OFOF to the timber industry restructure. The particular
issue I would like to raise concerns the secondary
contractors, not the primary contractors, the sawmills or
the sawmill workers, most of whose issues have been
addressed. A number of businesses in my electorate
have lost substantial parts of their business through the
industry restructure. They include cartage hauliers, who
cart the sawn timber on the roads, and other firms such
as Sum Strait Timbers, a small sawmill which buys cut
timber, processes it and on sells it to fencing contractors
and others.
We have had a recent example from workers from one
sawmill. The sawmill was closed down, but the
workers were held in limbo for months without
payment of their packages, even though their jobs had
ceased because the sawmill was in a contractual
arrangement with the government. Although that issue
was resolved most of the other businesses and
individuals have been told their compensation is not a
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high priority. It is essential that the people who have
been restructured out of this industry receive the
payments that were guaranteed to them when the
minister and the Premier made the announcement.

Monash: consultative committees
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I wish to applaud the
proposal that Labor councillor, Jeanne Solity, has made
to establish local consultative committees in the various
wards of Monash City Council. Cr Solity was elected in
the March elections of the Wellington ward, which is in
my electorate, on a platform stressing the need to
improve consultation and develop a less centralised
method of formulating council policy, which is heavily
dominated by council staff.
The model Jeanne has proposed is based on the highly
successful and very popular village committee system,
already established in the City of Kingston. The
consultative committees will be standing rather than ad
hoc committees and for the first time will provide an
opportunity for local people to directly participate in the
decision-making process.
Monash City Council has had great problems in the
past with the community perception that it is very much
insensitive to local feeling and that it is a
Waverley-centric council. The former council’s
decision to close the Oakleigh pool and merge the
Clayton pool into a new community centre provoked
extraordinary community protests and the decisions
were reconsidered only after huge controversy.
I wish all the newly elected Labor councillors all the
success they deserve. With the introduction of the
consultative committees they are committed to making
a difference in Monash. The mistake the council in the
past made was to engage a business consultant to gauge
the reaction — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Hospitals: waiting lists
Mr SMITH (Bass) — The concerns I raise today
are in regard to the Bracks government’s long hospital
waiting lists. I ask what the Minister for Health is doing
to try to overcome these waiting lists and to assist our
elderly folk to have some sort of reasonable,
comfortable life in their twilight years.
I have a 74-year-old constituent, Mr Alfred Coleman,
from Phillip Island. In recent years he has had serious
problems with his legs. One of his legs was operated on
two and a half years ago, and now he needs a similar
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operation on his other leg. Dandenong Hospital fobbed
him off seven times. The last time the stress was so
great it caused complications and he spent another nine
days in hospital on a drip. The doctor says that his other
leg is in need of urgent treatment and he should now be
in hospital having that leg operated on, yet when he
rang the Dandenong Hospital he was told it had not
finished last year’s waiting list and it would be a long
time before he would even get his name on the waiting
list. His problem is serious and his arteries are blocked.
I wonder when this government is going to stop lying to
the people about shorter waiting lists and get on with
the job of fixing the problem and getting people into the
hospitals.

Candlebark Community Nursery, Croydon
Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — On Saturday I was pleased
to perform the official opening of the new site for the
Candlebark Community Nursery in Croydon, so
appropriately conducted in steady rain. Candlebark was
formed in 1994 by a small group of volunteers to
promote the use of local tree and plant species through
propagation of local vegetation to provide a source of
plants indigenous to Croydon and surrounding areas.
Each year Candlebark propagates 90 000 to
120 000 trees and plants from seeds gathered locally
which are then sold back to local councils, developers
and the public.
Candlebark is a self-funded, non-profit,
community-based organisation which relies on two
paid staff members and a volunteer group to run the
nursery operations. It grew to a point where it exceeded
the capabilities of its original premises in the grounds of
the Village School in North Croydon. This need has
produced a most interesting partnership between
Candlebark and the Croydon Golf Club. We can only
be grateful for the dedication of Candlebark and the
vision and community spirit of the Croydon Golf Club
for this partnership and wish them every possible
success. Of special interest to me is the proposed frog
habitat to be developed on the golf course as I fondly
remember the proliferation of frogs in my childhood. I
congratulate all involved in this outstanding community
project and thank Ken Whitney for his warm invitation
to this ceremony.

Porepunkah: sewerage scheme
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I draw the attention of the
Minister for Water to the issue of the Porepunkah
sewage treatment plant. The Porepunkah sewerage
plant working party has put its views rather vigorously
to the minister over time and yet interestingly its

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
1358

ASSEMBLY

ultimate goal of minimising contamination of the
environment is shared by North East Water, which is
responsible for completing the project.
Whilst the working party prefers a tertiary treatment
plant with the return of the treated product to the Ovens
River, it is amenable to the North East Water
authority’s preferred option of the reuse of the water in
the Buckland Valley. Debate is about the level of
contamination of the environment from leakage from
the holding ponds and the appropriateness of sewering
Porepunkah whilst claimed leakage and contamination
occur from the holding ponds.
Further, there is currently debate regarding the accuracy
of North East Water’s information, the responsibility
for costs incurred in Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal hearings and various other issues related to
sewering the area. I ask that the minister familiarise
himself with the issue and do what is necessary to
achieve the shared objective of minimising
contamination of the Ovens Valley as soon as possible,
and I offer my services to help achieve this outcome.

Trevor Burns
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to pay
tribute today to Trevor ‘Doc’ Burns, whose funeral was
held this morning. Some of what I say comes from the
moving tribute at the service by Peter Raymond. No
doubt the wake is in full swing at the Ashburton Club
rooms and I join all of them there in spirit.
Doc was one of those unsung heroes who used to do all
of the ordinary but essential things that have to be done
to ensure that clubs and community organisations thrive
and work. Doc was a fixture behind the bar for nearly
40 years, just as his wife Eileen of 60 years was at the
front of the bar with a glass of champagne in hand.
He was the soul of the clubs at Ashburton: the cricket
club and the Ashburton soccer club, and before that the
Ashburton YCW footy club. He ran the bars, kept the
fridges full, cleaned up the mess, vacuumed the place,
cleaned the toilets, carried out the garbage, opened up at
the beginning and locked up at the end of the day. He
did this every week of the year.
Our thoughts go out to his family: his son, son-in-law
and grandkids all play with the local clubs as well. No
doubt he is already making his mark upstairs. All of us
in Ashburton are pretty sure there is a bar there and he
is already behind it, and if there is a raffle upstairs he
has already drawn the winning ticket.
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Stamp duty: reform
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I call on the Bracks
government to stop profiteering from increased stamp
duty revenue. On Friday the Real Estate Institute of
Victoria released its latest update on property values,
and according to those figures the stamp duty on a
median-value house in Brighton is now $45 160; in
Brighton East it is $32 860; in Elsternwick it is
$36 730; in Elwood it is $39 460; and in Hampton it is
$28 960. I emphasise that these are not stamp duties
levied on foreshore luxury houses, they are stamp
duties levied on median-value houses in those suburbs.
This is an outrageous impost on home buyers.
Mr Langdon interjected.
Ms ASHER — I note the lack of sympathy from the
member for Ivanhoe. I suggest to him that many of his
constituents would feel a similar sense of outrage by the
level of stamp duty going up and up and not being
adjusted for the increase in property values in
Melbourne.
The Bracks Labor government, as we have just seen
from the budget papers that have been tabled, has
collected $2.1 billion in stamp duty in 2002–03. I call
on the government to provide stamp duty relief for my
constituents, particularly those in Brighton, Brighton
East, Elsternwick, Elwood and Hampton.

Pam Ramadge
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — I wish to draw the
attention of the house to Pam Ramadge. Pam Ramadge
is an institution at Wandin Yallock Primary School.
She has been the school crossing supervisor for the
crossing on Beenak Road for 32 years. When Pam first
started in this role, the school had a population of
approximately 100 students; it has now grown to over
300. Traffic on Beenak Road back then consisted of
mainly farm-related vehicles and most students walked
quite long distances to school. It is now a very busy
road. Pam continues to do an excellent job under
increasingly difficult circumstances, and the children at
the school who use the crossing have an abiding trust
and faith in Pam.
Pam is an asset. Seldom do we see a person with such
compassion involved in a community-based job over
such a lengthy period of time. She really cares for the
area surrounding the crossing. She plants flowers,
sweeps the pavement and always has a cheery wave for
passers-by. Each year she provides valuable support to
the school curriculum through a talk on helpers in the
local community. She talks with groups of students
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about her role and associated safety issues. Pam has a
very caring approach to the students. She is aware of
their individual needs, notices when they are not well
and takes a special interest in all the students who use
the crossing.
The local community is extremely proud of Pam. I,
along with the principal, staff and school community of
Wandin Yallock Primary School, would like to
congratulate her on her marvellous achievements. Well
done, Pam!

Gladysdale Apple and Wine Festival
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I was delighted on
Sunday to attend the Gladysdale Apple and Wine
Festival. Outside in the magnificent autumn sunshine at
Gladysdale Primary School, along with my baby,
Ashleigh, I was honoured to make the presentations for
the award winners of the renowned Battle of the Bands
competition. In the true spirit of community there were
plenty of encouragement awards for all the children
who displayed their various talents of singing, Irish
dancing, joke telling and juggling.
I was staggered at the enormous prize-winning
pumpkin, stocked up on fresh apples — a bargain at
$2 a bag — and enjoyed a cob of sweet corn on a stick.
My one-year-old enjoyed the animal farm, coming eye
to eye with the rooster, and my five-year-old could not
be dragged away from the minigolf that had been set up
for the day. Devonshire teas and plenty of fresh cakes
and produce from the area were on offer, as well as
wine tasting and sales. I was also impressed by the
raffle prize on offer: a trailer-load of mulch.
With face painting, spinning wheels, a haunted house
and abseiling, children did not miss out while the adults
drank and ate. They could also go and pester Tracy
Bartram from Fox FM, who was doing her best to stay
incognito in the crowd.
Although Gladysdale is a small town, its entire
population was out in force, together with many people
from surrounding towns and some from further afield.
It was a fantastic event for all ages. Congratulations
must go to the organisers, the community organisations,
the traders and produce vendors, the Gladysdale
Primary School, the families and all participants.

Eltham Lacrosse Club
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — I would like to bring
the house’s attention to the 40th anniversary of the
Eltham Lacrosse Club, one of Victoria’s great local
sporting clubs. The club began in 1963 when
Dr Graham Webb, a teacher at Eltham High School,
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introduced the game to his students. In 1964 the Eltham
Lacrosse Club formed a team that was entered into the
Victorian Amateur Lacrosse Association competition.
Graham Webb together with Bob Russell and Fred
Durham are recognised as the founders of the Eltham
Lacrosse Club. Both Bob and Fred can still be seen
around the club and have had under-11 sides named
after them.
For such a relatively new club it has a very proud and
successful history of state and Australian team
representation. In fact several members of the Eltham
club have recently been chosen to represent Australia in
peak international competitions. On Thursday, 8 May,
Martin Cobern, Daniel Hall and Tim Fry leave for
Canada as part of the Australian box lacrosse team, the
indoor form of lacrosse often dubbed as the fastest
game on two feet. The club also has two representatives
in the Australian under-19 team, Jason Brammall and
Jonathan Reedyk, who leave Australia next month to
compete in the world under-19 championships to be
held in Maryland in the United States of America.
I would like to wish all the players the very best of luck
for successful tours. I hope they as individuals and their
teams will compete to the best of their ability and
perhaps bring a medal home.

Whittlesea Maltese Senior Citizens Club
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I have pleasure
in sharing with the house my recent visit to the
Whittlesea Maltese Senior Citizens Club on Friday,
2 May, at the Lalor Senior Citizens Centre. The club
boasts a strong membership of 260 and has been
serving the needs of the Maltese elderly community
since 1991. It has run a very successful safety campaign
of encouraging members to participate in a council
program to have smoke detectors installed in their
homes. It has held health seminars addressed by
specialist speakers on subjects such as breast cancer,
asthma and arthritis. The members have also shown
their generosity by giving donations to worthy
organisations such as the Motor Neurone Disease
Association.
The club plans many of its activities well in advance,
producing a famous yearly calendar of events at the
beginning of each year. I thank Carmen Scerri, the
president, and Alfred Fabri, the secretary of the club,
for their warm hospitality and welcome. Carmen and
Fred have been terrific leaders of this club and of the
broader Whittlesea community. Their opinions are
highly sought after and respected by local agencies, the
council and members of Parliament.
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On the day of my visit it was a typical weekly meeting
of the club. Some members were gathered outside
playing bocce and discussing the facets of the game,
and other members were playing bingo inside the main
hall. Still others were playing pool in another room,
while several members were simply having a chat
elsewhere.

Minister for the Environment and Conservation in June
2002, which detailed a strategic action to amend the act.

I was very pleased to be able to join Fred, Carmen and
other club members in general conversation and in
discussion of current issues over a cup of tea and
delicious ricotta pastizzi. Today I wish to officially
acknowledge in the Parliament Fred and Carmen’s
contribution to the community and congratulate the
members on making the club a great success.

The bill therefore provides for an improved legislative
framework for the protection of Victoria’s natural and
productive resources from declared noxious weeds and
pest animals.

CATCHMENT AND LAND PROTECTION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Victoria’s land and water resources are vital assets upon
which the wellbeing of current and future Victorians
depend. One of the most important challenges for the
state is the protection of these resources from pests,
such as noxious weeds and pest animals. These pests
constitute a major threat to biodiversity and pose
significant social and economic threats.
The Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 (the
CALP act) was designed to provide the legislative
foundation to manage declared noxious weeds and pest
animals in Victoria. All public and private land and
water managers are required to take all reasonable steps
to control pests on their own land and prevent the
spread to other land.
However, there has been continued concern from rural
communities that the act requires revision to ensure that
land-holders meet their legislative responsibilities. This
concern was highlighted in 1998 when the
parliamentary Environment and Natural Resources
Committee released a report into weeds in Victoria and
recommended that the act be amended, as it is
‘administratively cumbersome, protracted and may
ultimately fail during prosecution’.
The need for a review of the CALP act was also
recognised in the Victorian Pest Management — A
Framework for Action, launched by the previous

This bill recognises that the inaction of a few to comply
with their responsibilities under the CALP act can have
a significant impact on their adjoining neighbours and
the community in general.

In particular, the bill provides for a more streamlined
administrative and operational capacity of the CALP
act, as well as revising penalties for non-compliance so
that they will act as a greater deterrent against breaches
of the CALP act and are commensurate with the threat
to the adjoining neighbours and the community in
general posed by such non-compliance. The bill has
also refined the enforcement powers and processes to
improve the operational capacity of the act.
The bill provides for simplified arrangements for the
preparation of notices relating to the management of
land. A single-step approach to issuing a land
management notice will replace the current
administratively cumbersome arrangements. In addition
the bill provides for land management notices to be
binding on each subsequent landowner to ensure
application of notice conditions to the land irrespective
of ownership changes.
This government takes its responsibility to protect our
indigenous flora and fauna very seriously and is
committed to preventing the spread of noxious weeds
or established pest animals. Accordingly this bill
proposes to amend section 48A to make it abundantly
clear that it is not possible for a person to appeal to the
Victorian Civil Appeals Tribunal against a land
management notice dealing with noxious weeds and
established pest animals.
Noxious weeds are spread in many ways, and the bill
provides for strengthened controls to prevent the spread
of existing and newly introduced noxious weeds. In
particular, the current process for declaration of weeds
is protracted. The bill will allow the minister to declare
a weed in emergency situations by notice. This will
reduce industry, community and government’s
financial input and enable early intervention and rapid
response to the outbreak of weed infestations.
Appropriate consultation with industry and the
community will occur.
The government is committed to ensuring that sound
land management practices are maintained by land
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managers. The bill will ensure that enforcement
activities are effective, support the majority of
landowners and land managers and the community in
general, and serve as a deterrent against future breaches
of the CALP act.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr BAILLIEU
(Hawthorn).
Debate adjourned until Tuesday, 20 May.

DANDENONG DEVELOPMENT BOARD
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 April; motion of
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning).

Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I rise to speak on
the Dandenong Development Board Bill and to advise
that the opposition will not be opposing it. The bill is in
many respects a classic Labor government bill, and I
want to go through a number of points to demonstrate
that.
Firstly, it sets up a new layer of bureaucracy; secondly,
it seeks to do a job already being done by others;
thirdly, it duplicates functions; fourthly, it masquerades
as a body having only advisory powers — and there I
add ‘at this stage’; and fifthly, it involves many of those
who are already doing the job it seeks to do. Sixthly, it
sucks up the dollars; seventhly, it involves wildly
different views about the level of consultation
undertaken in its preparation; eighthly, it is a foot in the
door for similar boards to be set up in other areas;
ninthly, it involves a minister who, there is plenty of
evidence to suggest, is not across the detail; and tenthly,
it also essentially involves a vote of no-confidence in
the government’s own people, its own Labor council,
on the basis of the faction fighting that goes on there.
Finally, I simply describe this as a we-know-better bill,
through which the government is seeking to usurp the
authority, power and influence of established agencies.
The history of this bill is that it was introduced by the
government last year. The second-reading speech was
made in what turned out to be the last week of the
Parliament before the state election, and with the onset
of the election it obviously lapsed. All we can say about
that experience is that the government clearly knew
what it was doing: it introduced this bill at that time
simply as a matter of window-dressing prior to the
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election; and like many other bills it has vegetated
since, and debate on it has only now been resumed.
The bill emerges from decisions made by the
government early last year regarding the Dandenong
saleyards development, which was announced in March
last year as a combined project between the City of
Greater Dandenong and the Urban and Regional Land
Corporation. At the time it was said to be a
$200 million project that would benefit the City of
Greater Dandenong. The irony is that many in the
council at the time did not know the announcement was
being made, but that was probably just a portent of the
lack of consultation to come.
The government has made a number of claims that this
bill arises from definitive consultation with the City of
Greater Dandenong, but the reality is that the council
claims it never discussed the bill at any time. The chief
executive officer denied at the time that there had ever
been discussions about the detail of the bill; and in fact
prior to the bill’s introduction the council had never
passed or considered any motion about the
establishment of the Dandenong Development Board.
There is plenty of evidence of that on the record, and I
will come back to that in a moment. But the
government’s response to that at the time was to say,
‘Hang on a minute, there have been a lot of meetings
with council officers discussing these matters’. Indeed
there had been a number of meetings, and the council’s
then chief executive officer acknowledged that. He
would have been unwise not to acknowledge that,
because in the bulk of cases he sought and solicited
those meetings. The purpose was to find out about this
project and the Dandenong Development Board, which,
he had also acknowledged, the council had been
substantially unaware of. So it is churlish of the
government to say that, yes, there were meetings at
which there was discussion of the Dandenong
Development Board. That is not the case.
In that regard I will put a bit of evidence on the record.
The Dandenong Journal of 21 October last year
reported on a council meeting after the introduction of
the bill. The chief executive officer (CEO) was asked at
a council meeting:
Has she —

being the minister —
lied (about the board being a cooperative effort between the
council and the government) …

The chief executive officer, Mr Heine, responded:
No council officers have been consulted.
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He was asked:
What is this board all about?

And he responded:
We should write to the minister and ask for an explanation.

After the meeting the chief executive officer told the
Dandenong Journal:
The reason could be that this council is so divided that they
(the government) can’t rely on going to them to discuss the
business of the city.

That in itself indicated that there was a problem. In fact
the member for Dandenong and Minister for Gaming is
quoted in this article as saying:
Greater Dandenong council is known to have a problem of
being unable to reach decisions and to leak decisions of
council. We are not taking powers off the council, we are
going to work with them collaboratively …
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This council was never formally asked for input into the
board legislation.

It is clearly an indication that the genesis of this bill is
not as benign as we had been led to believe in the
various releases from the government.
I want to talk briefly about the provisions in the bill.
Essentially the bill sets up a Dandenong Development
Board. In its genesis prior to the last election the board
was to have eight members; but the bill has been
returned with an additional board member, and it is
mostly a board of bureaucrats. I shall come back to the
composition of the board in detail.
Then it is a question of what powers the board has. The
functions are described in clause 6.
I just want to quote a few words from clause 6,
including:
(a) to facilitate …

He went on to say that he was not going to allow this to
be in the hands of ‘councillors who can’t get their act
together’.

(b) to encourage …

There are a number of other articles which appeared in
local papers at the time. One in the Dandenong Leader
of 21 October 2002 notes that the chief executive
officer had told the council again:

(e) to promote …

No council officers have been consulted.

In fact, he is quoted as saying in another article that
there was zero consultation with council officers.
As I said, in response the government said, ‘Hang on,
there have been a lot of meetings’. Yes there were a lot
of meetings, but I refer again to an edition of the
Dandenong Examiner around the same date in which
the CEO is quoted as saying:
The majority of those briefings were at our request — we
were trying to find out more information about the
development board …
Most of the discussions centred around the transit cities
proposals, not the Dandenong Development Board.

It goes on to say:
Mr Heine, the chief executive officer, said that after Premier
Steve Bracks’s announcement of the board in early March,
very little information had been available.
Department of Infrastructure staff have done their best to keep
us informed, but they are not in charge; it is all being run by
the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

He is quoted further as saying:

(c) to recommend …
(d) to encourage …
(f)

to carry out …

Essentially those functions, seemingly benign though
they are, are in all circumstances to do with the objects
of the bill, which are described in clause 4:
(a) to promote Dandenong as a key centre for employment,
housing, service delivery and community activity …
(b) to facilitate the economic, cultural and community
development of, and employment growth in,
Dandenong.

You could not possibly get a wider gamut of functions
than those described in the combination of clauses 4
and 6. The powers of the board are described in
clause 7, and an interesting power is contained in
clause 7(1), which states:
The Board has power to do all things necessary or convenient
to be done for or in connection with, or as incidental to, the
performance of its functions.

That is a fairly comprehensive statement, but essentially
the board’s powers relate, according to the briefing that
opposition members had, to an exercise of influence.
We were assured at the briefing, prior to the election
and subsequently, that no planning power was attached
to this board. But the reality is that the board will have a
major influence and will become the repository of and a
filter for nods, winks and nudges — and that seems to
be where planning decisions are going under this

DANDENONG DEVELOPMENT BOARD BILL
Tuesday, 6 May 2003

ASSEMBLY

government. We have seen that in a number of
instances, and we will come back to that in a bill that is
being introduced later.
Under clause 21 the board is required to produce a
corporate plan on an annual basis. It is all well and
good for a body like this to have a corporate plan, but if
you go to clause 21, you see that the minister gets more
mentions than the board. In almost every one of the
12 subclauses describing the corporate plan it is a case
of its being subject to ministerial approval, control and
direction. When it comes to a corporate plan, the board
will simply be doing the government’s bidding.
Clause 8 once again contains a fundamental power,
which is the power of ministerial direction. The clause
states:
In the exercise of its powers and performance of its functions,
the Board is subject to the direction and control of the
Minister.

Effectively this body, which will be a body of major
influence, will be controlled by the minister.
That brings me to the composition of the board.
Clause 10, headed ‘Constitution of the Board’, shows
that there are to be nine board members, as opposed to
the eight members that there were before. From the
council only one elected officer is to be a member of
the board, and that is the mayor of the City of Greater
Dandenong, and then there is the chief executive
officer. So two of the nine board members could be said
to be members of the council, at least at a senior level,
but obviously the mayor will serve on a changing basis.
From the government bureaucracy there will be the
Secretary of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment, the Secretary of the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
the Secretary of the Department of Infrastructure. There
will also be a representative of the Urban and Regional
Land Corporation. Interestingly, we already have a bill
before us which will see the end of the Urban and
Regional Land Corporation. Presumably we will amend
this clause to make that representative a member of
some new body, which I believe will be called the
urban development authority.
The board will also include a chairman, and we
understand the chairman has already been appointed.
Clause 10(1)(h) states that there will be:
2 persons who have business interests in Dandenong —

and they will be appointed by the minister. In a
9-person body, there will be a chairperson appointed by
the minister, 2 persons who have business interests in
Dandenong and who are appointed by the minister,

1363

3 department secretaries or their nominees, who are
subject to direct ministerial control, and a representative
of the Urban and Regional Land Corporation, which is
subject to direct ministerial control. So of the 9, 7 will
be directly subject to ministerial control and only 2 will
represent the council.
Should we be concerned about that? There are plenty of
reasons for people to be concerned, because there is an
imbalance. Obviously the operation and conduct of the
board will be watched with care by a lot of parties, not
least the City of Greater Dandenong but also the
Municipal Association of Victoria and the Victorian
Local Governance Association.
There are a number of things that the bill does not cover
regarding the capacity and authority of the board. The
opposition asked about a number of those things at the
briefings, including, ‘What obligation is there for the
Dandenong Development Board to work with the City
of Greater Dandenong?’. The answer we got was that
there is no obligation and no requirement in the bill
which would require that to be done. Lest anyone
imagine that this is an unprecedented thing to insert in a
bill, it is not; that sort of required cooperation has gone
into acts on a number of occasions.
Interestingly, despite the board having functions and
powers, it has no responsibilities as described in the
bill. That in itself is an indicator of the potential of this
bill to get out of sync with a number of other bodies.
At the first briefing opposition members had last year,
we were told that the Dandenong Development Board
would not have a definitive role in the saleyards project.
Given that the genesis of the board occurred at the time
of the announcement and that the board has been linked
with that project since, we are told that the role will
remain with the Urban and Regional Land Corporation.
It will be interesting to see how the relationship goes. It
was conceded at the initial briefing that given that there
are other transit cities — at the time this was introduced
5 had been announced, and 13 transit cities have now
been announced under the government’s transit city
program — and that this board is simply facilitating the
development of a transit city, that being the City of
Greater Dandenong, this may be a pilot project. As a
pilot project the legislation we have in front of us is a
template for other bodies. We need to take account of
that in considering what we are doing here.
I note that we elicited from our briefing that there
would be no requirement for the body to table reports.
At the briefing we were also told that, like the Urban
and Regional Land Corporation, the board would not be
required to operate on a commercial basis, which
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perhaps is another facet making it classic Labor Party
legislation.
The reality is that this board duplicates a number of
functions and stretches some relationships in the
process. Obviously those competing agencies include
the local council, the City of Greater Dandenong, for
which there is such love among government members.
In the sense that this is template legislation we can
assume that future development boards of this nature
will have local councils as their competing agencies —
and I will come back to that in a minute.
Another competing agency is what will be described as
the Urban Development Authority, which will be an
amalgamation of the Docklands Authority and the
Urban and Regional Land Corporation. There will be
clashes with smart growth committees under the
Melbourne 2030 strategy, and there will be clashes with
advisory committees already established around a
number of transit cities as these development boards are
brought into place.
A number of transit cities have already been identified,
and we can expect that the government will introduce
development boards in those cases, again to usurp the
influence of existing agencies. The transit cities will
include Frankston, Footscray, Ringwood, Sydenham
and Geelong — and Box Hill is in there as well.
Last year a considerable amount of money, about
$1 million, was spent on the upgrade of the transport
interchange at the southern end of the Geelong railway
station. Despite advice at the time that it was not
appropriate, the upgrade went ahead. Only a few weeks
after it was completed it was resolved that the transport
interchange should be at the northern end of the station,
so something like a million dollars was thrown away. If
a development board is established around other transit
cities — and if there is one in Geelong at some stage, I
am sure the City of Greater Geelong will have
something to say about it — you would hope that the
government would be able to do better than it did
around the Geelong station and its transport
interchange.
The central message is that this is an indication of a
lack of confidence in the local Dandenong council. A
further item we elicited from the briefing was that it is
the intention of the development board that it be
co-located with the Department of Innovation, Industry
and Regional Development in Dandenong. As I said
before, there was no statement of cooperation with the
council required, and it was acknowledged by the
bureaucrats at the briefing that the board could go its
own way if it wanted to.
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We also asked about the resolution of disputes that may
arise between the Dandenong Development Board and
the council. There is no process in the legislation for the
resolution of disputes. When we pressed the point it
was indicated to us that the matter would be up to the
minister to resolve — so it falls back to ministerial
discretionary powers. That is a snapshot of some of the
issues.
There is every reason for councils across Victoria to
watch this with interest. We have consulted with a
number of interested councils and municipal groups,
and they are quietly concerned. They are being polite to
the government in its ascendancy. Some of them have
deep concerns that this may get away in the future and
that additional powers may be assigned to these bodies,
to the extent that they are pluralised to the detriment of
councils.
The irony is that those transit cities are located in Labor
municipalities, so it really is an expression of a lack of
confidence in those Labor councils. Sending the
message that ‘We know better. We do not trust you,
even though you are our mates’ is interesting coming
from a government that claims to be in the ascendancy.
The message is starting to come home to local
government bodies that their powers are being
diminished by this government, despite its rhetoric and
despite there being a minister who says that under the
Melbourne 2030 strategy decisions will be a function of
the council’s desires, not the government’s. But that is
not the case, as has been indicated by ministerial
direction 9 in the Melbourne 2030 strategy, which
requires planning authorities, including the councils, the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal and other
planning bodies, to comply with the government’s
direction.
Under another piece of legislation it is proposed that
17 councils will lose their planning scheme amendment
preparation powers, including some of the councils
potentially affected by these sorts of development
boards. Clearly insufficient resources have been
assigned to councils to implement Melbourne 2030.
Instead the resources are going to bodies like this.
When it comes to resources the Treasurer has assigned
barely $1 million a year at this stage for the Dandenong
Development Board; and no doubt a total of $4 million,
or $1 million a year for four years, will become a
benchmark for similar development boards in the
future.
Council resources are already stretched. Proposals
under Melbourne 2030, others currently before this
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place and still others on the minister’s table suggest that
councils will be required to do work which will
necessitate their disposing of work they have already
done. That will not increase their love of the diminution
of their powers that this government has undertaken.
The Liberal Party will not be opposing this legislation.
We will be watching it carefully to ensure that the
Dandenong Development Board does not get carried
away with itself in terms of power, that its influence is
used carefully and wisely, that disputes with the council
are minimised, and that the balance between the powers
that should rest with the council and those that should
rest with the government is not undermined on a
full-time and permanent basis.
I simply say again that we will not be opposing the bill,
and we look forward to a thorough debate on the issue.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — This bill joins a
number of bills that have been reintroduced into this
session because of the early election called by the
Bracks government in 2002.
It establishes the Dandenong Development Board, the
aim of which is to facilitate the development of
Dandenong as a key centre for employment, housing,
service delivery and community activity in south-east
Melbourne. Its aim is also to facilitate the economic,
cultural and community development of and
employment growth in Dandenong. As the member for
Hawthorn and shadow Minister for Planning said, you
would think they would be the sorts of services and
authorities that the Dandenong council would provide.
As I said earlier, this bill replaces the Dandenong
Development Board Bill 2002, which lapsed when the
election was called. On 12 March 2002 the Premier
announced that the government would establish the
Dandenong Development Board and provide it with
$1 million each year for the next four years, and that
has been confirmed in the 2002–03 budget. Fourteen
months later we are debating a bill to put that board in
place. I put on the record the fact that the National Party
does not oppose the bill, but it has some concerns about
the power of the board, including the powers that the
board will take away from the Greater Dandenong City
Council, as well as the lack of confidence the
government has in the council.
As a result of the briefing on the original bill and the
briefing on this bill last Monday, for which I thank the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, I can
advise the house that the only change in this bill is that
the government has included one extra member on the
board, who will be the Secretary of the Department of
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Infrastructure. That will take the number of board
members to nine, where formerly it was eight.
There is also a change in the date of commencement
from 1 January 2003 to 1 January 2004. I was advised
at that briefing that this board will actually be able to
influence the government’s direction and decisions. I
believe it should be able to do that, given that the
majority of people on the board will be either appointed
or decided by the government.
The constitution of the board, which as I said earlier
comprises nine members, is referred to in clause 10. It
includes the mayor of the Dandenong council, or his or
her nominee. That is the only person on this whole
board who will actually represent the concerns of the
community, having been elected by them. We will also
have the chief executive officer, or their nominee; the
Secretary of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment, or their nominee; the Secretary of the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development, or their nominee; a newly appointed
person, the Secretary of the Department of
Infrastructure or their nominee; the chief executive
officer of the Urban and Regional Land Corporation, or
their nominee; and two people with business interests in
Dandenong. But the two people included for their
business initiatives will be appointed by the minister, so
while they may have business interests in Dandenong
they will be very much directed by the minister.
It was interesting to note that the independent
chairperson, who has just been appointed, is Mr David
Cowlishaw, who does not live in Dandenong. So while
he is there to be the chair of the Dandenong
Development Board, he does not live in the city. I
wonder whether the people of the City of Greater
Dandenong are happy having somebody representing
them on such a big and important board who does not
even live in the municipality.
He has a financial background, so I am sure he will be
well suited to oversee the financial aspects of the board.
Mr Cowlishaw has been approved by the cabinet; and
as I said, most people on the board will be either
government appointees or members of the department.
Clause 5 deals with the establishment of the board.
Clause 5(2) says:
The Board —
(a) is a body corporate with perpetual succession …

The one concern I have is that the board may sue or be
sued in its corporate name. The clause also says the
board:
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(d) may acquire, hold and dispose of real and personal
property …

I was assured at the briefing that the board will be able
to hold land, but it certainly will not be able to acquire
land or buy land. So when clause 5(2)(d) states that the
board ‘may acquire’, it does not mean it will be able to
actually buy land.
An interim body called the Dandenong Transit City
Advisory Committee has been set up, and it already has
four staff — the executive officer, two project
managers and one office manager. I understand that the
advisory committee is located at the state government
offices in Dandenong.
As the previous speaker said, I hope the board is able to
forge good relationships with the Dandenong council
and that they will not really be a long way apart. As
they are in separate locations, I hope the strains of
communication are not such that they do not tell each
other what is happening in the best interests of
Dandenong.
In one of its 1999 election promises the Labor
government said it would have a hands-off approach to
local government. I do not think you could really call
this a hands-off approach to local government.
Mr Carli — What was that?
Mrs POWELL — I will read from the Labor
Party’s election commitments on local government, as
printed and authorised by John Lenders. Labor made a
number of commitments to local government. There are
a number of them, so I will not read them all, but the
one that is probably relevant to the bill before us is
about ensuring:
… democratically elected councillors oversee, manage and
direct the business and affairs of the municipality and resume
responsibility for the performance and accountability of the
chief executive officer.

The next one that is fairly important to this piece of
legislation says its aim is to:
Clearly define and protect local government planning powers,
and allow fewer areas for unilateral ministerial intervention.

The bill before us makes sure that that will not happen,
because in all its aspects the minister is very much
directing and guiding this board.
Dandenong is one of nine metropolitan transit cities that
were identified in the government’s blueprint for its
Melbourne 2030 strategy. We were advised at the
briefing that the reason Dandenong was prioritised and
brought forward as one of the earlier municipalities to
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become a transit city is that it has had a number of
business closures, so unemployment in Dandenong is
fairly high.
I have to say that if that is a criterion for bringing
forward a transit city or giving some sort of special
support for a local community, then I would also urge
the government to look at the City of Greater
Shepparton.
In the second-reading speech I understand four regional
transit cities are referred to — not that I am saying
Shepparton should be a transit city, because I would
like to make sure Shepparton promotes its own
employment and charts its own course and does not
have the state government directing it. However, it
would be good if the same sorts of initiatives in
employment, tourism and infrastructure building that
are happening in some of these transit cities could also
happen in some of our smaller rural establishments,
particularly in Shepparton.
The second-reading speech states that the board is
being set up to tackle the economic, social and
environmental challenges in Dandenong. But as I said
earlier, the government needs to look at the support it
can give to Shepparton, which is suffering under the
impact of the worst drought on record. Farmers have
been paying huge amounts for water and feed, and
some of the smaller dairy farms have lost about
$130 000. The flow-on effect is now hitting the small
businesses that are reliant on agriculture.
In the City of Greater Shepparton we have had quite a
number of job losses — the same as in the City of
Greater Dandenong. We have had the Yakka factory
close, with about 275 jobs being lost, and while the
SPC-Ardmona merger was a good initiative, there have
been some job losses there. Both factories are operating
at a lower level because less fruit is being processed
due to the drought. Tatura Milk Industries is reducing
its staff numbers because of its smaller milk production
as a result of the drought.
Small businesses in the area are putting off staff, and
the advice I have received from the Shepparton
Chamber of Commerce is that businesses are
struggling — not just small businesses that have said
they have had to put off staff because they heavily rely
on agriculture, but also some established businesses are
struggling. Some businesses are down to about 30 to
40 per cent of their normal takings. If circumstances do
not improve, many of those businesses will close. The
situation will be drastic if we do not receive good rain
this winter. I urge the government to look at the plight
of the City of Greater Shepparton and make sure that
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the economic development of that area is considered for
funding, development and economic management.
I now turn to the bill and raise a number of concerns. I
have talked about the constitution of the board and my
concern that it is made up of four representatives of
government departments, two representatives of the
council — with only one being elected — and two
industry representatives, but those industry
representatives are also appointed by the minister.
Clause 15 deals with the procedure of meetings of the
board. It states:
… if voting is equal, the person presiding has a casting, as
well as a deliberative, vote.

My concern is that if there is not also a representative
there from the Dandenong council and somebody else
is chairing that meeting in the chairman’s stead, the
interests of the Dandenong area would not be looked
after. It would be driven by the state government
mandate rather than the community mandate. I have a
concern that the Dandenong council should always be
represented at any of those board meetings to make sure
the community’s targets are being met.
Clause 18 says:
The Board may —
(a) establish any committees it considers necessary …
particular issues.

This is a case of the board getting involved with the
council’s roles. The board could be talking to the
councillors and finding out the direction that the
Dandenong municipality wants to go, but it must do so
by making sure it takes note of the councillors of
Dandenong, who are the elected representatives of the
people, and therefore until they are put out of office
they are the voice of the people of Dandenong.
Another of my concerns is clause 20 dealing with the
use of department or council staff. This provision says
that the board may:
… enter into an agreement or arrangement with the Council,
for the use of the services of any member of Council staff.

We all know that local government has only just
enough staff members to cover their present work
projects. They are under-resourced. I hope this board
does not take away paid workers or officers of the
council when they are needed at particular times.
Clause 21(1) concerns the corporate plan provision:
The Board must prepare a corporate plan for each financial
year.
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I was wondering how this would integrate with the
council’s corporate plan. It raises issues, because the
board may not want to head in the direction that the
council wants to. We talk again about dispute
resolutions. If the council is against the direction the
board wants to take, is there a process of dispute
resolution that can be used so that the councillors, the
elected representatives of the community, are the ones
who have the last say. I ask what processes are in place
to resolve disputes about directions or priorities.
Clause 21(6) states:
The plan, or any part of the plan —

the corporate plan —
must not be published or made available except for the
purposes of this Act without the prior approval of the Board
and the Minister.

There is a requirement on local government to take its
corporate plan to the community. My concern is that
the board is also required to take its corporate plan to
the community to make sure it is moving in such a
direction that the community approves. I raise that as an
issue. As I said, councils must put their corporate plans
to the community, yet I do not think the bill provides
that the board is required to put its corporate plan to the
community.
Clause 21 further says:
(9) The Minister may, from time to time, by written notice
to the Board, direct the Board to include in, or omit
from, a statement of corporate intent, a business plan or
a financial statement of a specified kind, any specified
matters.
(10) Before giving a direction … the Minister must consult
with the Board …

And:
(11) The Board must comply with a direction under this
section.

This is clearly the minister directing the board whereas
the Labor government came into office saying it would
be a hands-off government and it would allow local
government to charter its own course.
Clause 26 is the final part of the bill:
This Act expires on 30 June 2010.

The National Party has concerns about the lack of
confidence of the government in local government and
its ability to govern for its own people. It is diminishing
the mandate of local government. I hope this is not a
blueprint for those other transit cities, where this board

DANDENONG DEVELOPMENT BOARD BILL
1368

ASSEMBLY

becomes a quasi-municipal council. The people in the
electorates would be concerned if they thought the
people they had elected to do the job for the three years
are to be superseded by a board with a term of four
years. That would be of concern to most people,
particularly those who support local government. While
the National Party does not oppose the bill it has a
number of concerns about the relationship between
local government and this board.
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — I am pleased to support
the Dandenong Development Board Bill. Just before
Easter I spent a day at Dandenong with the four people
who have been employed to service the Dandenong
Development Board as well as the network of business
people, the Urban and Regional Land Corporation
(URLC) and a number of the other players who will be
part of the board.
It seems that a visit to Dandenong certainly
demonstrates why there is a need for the Dandenong
Development Board. It is clear that Dandenong has
enormous potential. It is the centre of the largest
manufacturing area in Victoria and is possibly the
largest manufacturing area in the country, with 40 per
cent of manufacturing jobs being centred around the
south-east part of Melbourne at Dandenong.
The area was substantially hit in the 1990s by
substantial economic restructuring, change and job
losses. I think of the closure of the Nissan factory, the
closure of General Motors at Dandenong and the
closure of Heinz. They suffered large job losses. The
community got a terrific kick in the guts, but it has
come back and there have been significant investments.
It is obvious that there are major issues about existing
land uses and urban renewal there. There are significant
areas that provide opportunities for urban renewal. I
think of the significant area covered by the old
saleyards, which the government has identified through
the URLC as an area for development. Also across the
railway line from the centre of Dandenong is a huge
area that will become great for residential development.
There is also great potential for the redevelopment of
industrial land. On that day we were talking about the
Grenda’s bus depot possibly being moved, which
would be a great opportunity as it is just across the road
from Dandenong station. We could possibly develop a
college or institution investment there. There is
enormous potential, but one has to acknowledge that in
the past attempts have been made to coordinate changes
and the revitalisation to make Dandenong into a major
city, but it has not happened. It is not defined as a
transit city. However, it has enormous potential.
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The body that has been set up by the government to
provide the organisational arrangements will achieve
urban renewal and urban change. It is made up of the
City of Greater Dandenong. There is no conflict with
that city. The board will include the business
community, and government departments and agencies.
They are the people we need to advise the minister and
departments, to assist the coordination needed to help
promote Dandenong and to ensure investments are
made in Dandenong.
The board is not a planning body; it does not have
planning powers. It is not an entrepreneurial body; it is
not there to buy up land to provide development. What
it is essentially is a body which is there to advise, to
coordinate, to get ideas, to help promote and to seek
investment. It is fundamental that the agencies referred
to by previous speakers, including the Department of
Infrastructure, the Urban and Regional Land
Corporation (URLC), the council and private investors,
are all involved in this process.
The genesis of the board is the poor development, the
poor urban form and to some extent even the poor
urban design we have in Dandenong. Dandenong has
huge potential as a centre for the south-east, with its
enormous amount of manufacturing and employment,
and it is also a gateway for Gippsland and its cities.
With the fast rail to Gippsland, Dandenong will provide
job opportunities for the townships of Moe and
Morwell and others in the Latrobe Valley. So the
genesis of the board has been the failure in the past to
coordinate development and create a structured master
plan for the whole thing to ensure that everyone, private
and public, had a common vision and knew where
investment could occur.
I must say that that is what is being done at the
moment: a master plan has been prepared by the City of
Greater Dandenong. That should not surprise us,
because it is the planning authority, and this board does
not take away the right of the council to be the planning
authority. There is a growing sense of the need to
ensure that both public and private development and
investment have to be targeted at that urban plan. That
is what makes it so exciting.
Another exciting thing is that the board will expire in
2010. Why? Because it has a limited life and purpose.
There is a process now, and a potential. The kick in the
guts of the big job losses that the area suffered has to
some extent been turned around. There is interest in
increased investments in the City of Greater
Dandenong, so it is a question of realising that interest
in terms of an urban plan that really does build the city
and give it its full potential based on the principles of a
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transit city, focusing both commercial and government
activities in the one centre and building higher densities
around the transport nodes — in this case, Dandenong.
Dandenong is a significant transport node because not
only has it got a railway system, but large numbers of
buses are centred there. It is a node for the movement of
bus passengers. It is also a fundamental part of the
Mitcham–Frankston freeway at the point where the
freeway intersects with the Monash Freeway and the
Princes Highway. So again there is huge potential for
Dandenong to be a real centre of not only
manufacturing but also the freight and logistics
industry.

moved are helped to move. That has happened with
Freight Australia and may happen with Grenda’s bus
depot as well. There is a lot of exciting potential, and
the board is there to help realise it.

It is a very exciting model, but obviously the board will
expire in 2010. It is not a template for other transit
cities. The member for Hawthorn decided that that was
a big problem with the board, that it was being used as
a way for the government to spend more money and
create more bureaucracy. It is not a template for any
other transit city; it is a response to the particular and
unique issues of the City of Greater Dandenong. Other
transit cities have their own models, largely driven by
their council and state government agencies, but
Dandenong has a peculiar situation, and the response to
that has been to set up the board. In particular, there is
no conflict between the board and the Greater
Dandenong City Council. The two previous speakers
identified that as an area of conflict, but they need not
be concerned because the board has no planning
function, therefore there can be no conflict between its
planning role and the planning role of the City of
Greater Dandenong.

Debate adjourned until later this day.

The staff have already been employed, as I indicated. I
had morning tea with them on the Thursday before
Easter at their office at 314 Thomas Street, Dandenong.
They are very excited, and they have a good idea of
where things are going. The URLC is the developer for
the Dandenong saleyards site. That is a huge
development, a residential improvement, if you like, to
what is now essentially wasteland. It is extraordinary to
see this wasteland just across the railway line from the
centre of Dandenong. This huge tract of land has
enormous potential for medium-density housing and
housing of reasonable densities in terms of outer
Melbourne.
There are other issues associated with that, which is
why these sorts of collaborative models are really
important. The saleyards proposal involves integration
with the railway station, which in turn involves moving
Freight Australia away. Having both a vision for the
site and the ability to negotiate and to ensure that those
agencies — particularly those that involve industrial
uses — that are inappropriate in Dandenong and can be

That is what makes it so exciting. It is not about having
planning power or hitting councillors on the head or
telling people what to do; it is about being a broker,
being a facilitator and getting the people together.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Smith) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr McINTOSH (Kew).

SUMMARY OFFENCES (OFFENSIVE
BEHAVIOUR) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 April; motion of Mr HULLS
(Attorney-General).
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr McINTOSH
(Kew) pursuant to sessional orders.

Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — At first blush this bill
appears to be a rather silly, if not trivial, bill dealing
with a minor part of a significant social problem that
this state faces. Of course we are all aware of the debate
we entered into last year about sex tolerance zones.
While sex tolerance zones were opposed by the
opposition and eventually the government backed down
on them, it is worth acknowledging the right
honourable member for Richmond’s contribution to the
debate, and that a member for Monash Province in
another place and members from the community and
from the police have participated in an
Attorney-General’s advisory committee to deal with
this significant social problem.
The social problem I am speaking about is the issue of
street prostitution, which remains an illegal, unlawful
and prohibited act in the state of Victoria. The
Prostitution Control Act, which was introduced by the
former Attorney-General, enabled the provision of
legalised brothels in various areas in Victoria in an
effort to try to clean up the whole issue of prostitution
in Victoria. Regrettably what grew out of that was
probably a traditional market response to a demand for
the supply of particular goods, and over the ensuing
years street prostitution has grown up like Topsy,
particularly, as the Attorney-General identified in his
second-reading speech, in various areas in St Kilda.
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The reason I say that at first blush this may seem to be a
silly or rather trivial bill is that it deals only with a
peripheral part of the problem — a secondary or
collateral problem that has grown up out of street
prostitution, particularly in St Kilda. The issue the bill
seeks to address is the issue of guttercrawling or sex
tourists. To delineate what is being talked about here I
indicate that it is not the sex workers, and it is certainly
not the clients of the sex workers; it is those people who
are attracted by the sex workers, either male or female,
and who yell abuse and behave in an offensive and
unacceptable manner. I think all in this house would
accept that that is something the government ought to
do something about. As I said, it is an ancillary aspect
to what is an overt market in St Kilda.
One of the recommendations of the advisory committee
that the government is relying upon is that there be
some mechanism for infringement notices to be applied
to guttercrawlers. I have no doubt that that is an
appropriate response in this circumstance, but what
gives me concern is that, firstly, it is limited to the
guttercrawlers, the sex tourists; and secondly, it is
limited to a particular geographical area in a designated
area defined by the Attorney-General.
I will deal with the first aspect of the problem. In the
last two weeks since the introduction of this bill I have
had an opportunity of discussing the matter with a
range of different people, not only members and former
colleagues of mine at the bar, but also solicitors. I have
also spoken to members of the police force, to
residents, and to a member for Monash Province about
this matter.
There is no doubt that a significant problem is created
by street prostitution. But rather than dealing with the
issue of street prostitution, we are dealing with a
collateral or ancillary aspect of that activity. That really
leads to alternative conclusions. One is that the
government, in the way this bill is to operate — which
is, to deal with a peripheral part — is not fair dinkum in
dealing with the issue of street prostitution. Having
spoken to the member for Richmond, a member for
Monash Province and others, I have no doubt that the
government, over a long period of time, has
demonstrated a desire to deal with the problem. So it
could not be the fact that it is not fair dinkum in dealing
with the problem.
The alternative conclusion is that this bill will deal with
a peripheral part of the problem and declare an area to
be, in accordance with the criteria prescribed by the
Attorney-General, an area where there is an overt
market for street prostitution somewhere in the state of
Victoria. It really is a de facto mechanism for
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introducing sex tolerance zones into the state of
Victoria, and the government has been dealing with it
by way of stealth and through the back door.
The first and most primary purpose is this. By declaring
a particular geographical area to be an area, within the
meaning of this bill, where there is overt street
prostitution, whether it is in St Kilda, as set out by the
Attorney-General, or elsewhere in the state of
Victoria — and the Attorney-General is able to make
that sort of declaration — the Attorney-General is
saying, ‘We have failed as a government to deal with a
significant social problem’. That problem of street
prostitution is there, it will remain, and it has not been
touched, because of this government’s inability to deal
with that social problem.
I am sure the right honourable member for Richmond
has discussed the matter with residents down there.
They have expressed profound concern about the
guttercrawlers, the sex tourists. They also express
profound concern about street prostitution and the way
it has been conducted openly under the nose of the
government, the police, and the rest of the community.
I have had one resident describe a situation of leaving
on a Friday evening with their young children to go to
visit somebody to discover people copulating in the
front yard. Those sorts of stories have been replicated
by a number of residents I have discussed this matter
with in a variety of descriptions of salacious acts.
All of those I have discussed the matter with raised the
issue that the fundamental problem is the open sex trade
with which this government is not dealing. I understand
that with the open sex trade, with which this
government is unable to deal, the implementation of
mechanisms to deal with that problem creates the
ancillary aspect of the market, which is the sex tourists.
I understand why the government would be very
interested in amending the law to enable the application
of penalty infringement notices in this particular
circumstance. That is because of the cumbersome
process a police officer would have to go through to
prosecute such a sex tourist in St Kilda or elsewhere. It
would be a turgid and slow process of going through a
normal charge and court process which would
ultimately lead to either a conviction or an acquittal.
The most important thing is — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr McINTOSH — The member for Richmond is
actually a right honourable. The most important thing
about this is that the appropriate way of dealing with
this cumbersome process is to impose a penalty
infringement notice. I do not disagree with that at all.
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The police officers I have discussed this matter with
will tell you they have been advocating the application
of penalty infringement notices for this problem for
some considerable time — at least, as far as I am aware,
since the setting up of the advisory committee the right
honourable member for Richmond was involved in.
The most important thing about what the police were
saying is that it was never ever to be confined just to
sex tourists. They felt that penalty infringement notices
were a major step forward in dealing with not only
street prostitutes and street sex workers but also the
clients who may be procuring their services. Similarly,
not only is dealing with offensive behaviour under the
Summary Offences Act a cumbersome process, but
dealing with the crime of soliciting or procuring the
services of a prostitute in a street under the Prostitution
Control Act is also cumbersome.
The police suggest that they should be armed with the
ability to issue penalty infringement notices to street
sex workers and their clients, while also dealing with
the ancillary problem of guttercrawlers and sex tourists.
However, this government’s response is to totally
ignore the fundamental cause of the problem with sex
tourists and not deal with the issue of sex workers or
clients but rather to just deal with the ancillary aspect.
I have said it before publicly and I will say it again
now: if you look at this from the point of view of its
being a pure market, you have the supply and demand
of a particular service. But as an externality to that you
have sex workers who hinder that market. By
introducing this legislation the government is removing
one of these externalities from the operation of the
market to supposedly facilitate it and make it better off.
There may be a collateral benefit, which is that it
improves the local residents’ lot, but only marginally.
However, the fundamental problem is that the
government is doing nothing about a serious social
problem that is occurring down in St Kilda, as defined
by the Attorney-General.
A better response to this serious social problem would
not be limited to the application of penalty infringement
notices. It would certainly require a much more detailed
response. The fact that the government is not bringing
in a package to deal with it suggests that at some stage
in the future it will declare it to be a lawful activity and
allow the market to apply in that particular area. There
appears to be an unwillingness on the part of the
government to enforce the law. We have seen that
apply in other areas in Victoria — for example, in
industrial relations — and we certainly can see it here.
The government is refusing to enforce the law.
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The police have asked for the ability to issue penalty
infringement notices against sex workers and clients,
not just the sex tourists. So what do we get from this
government? Nothing. We get utter silence in respect of
this matter.
There is also the issue of the government expecting the
police to go out there, hide behind bushes and issue
penalty infringement notices. In what way? We were
briefed by departmental officers about the matter. They
said it would require a police officer, not a third party,
to make the observation of the unlawful conduct, or
offensive behaviour, to which a penalty infringement
notice would be applied. However, if the police are
down there and observe a prostitute or a client behaving
in a way which is already an offence under the
Prostitutes Control Act, this legislation still requires
adherence to a cumbersome process — that is, a charge,
followed by court and conviction or acquittal.
Accordingly, it seems the government is not fair
dinkum about dealing with this problem. To a large
extent the government has betrayed the citizens of
St Kilda and elsewhere by not tackling it. I would have
thought the government would have adopted the views
of the police and their being able to issue penalty
infringement notices not just against the sex tourists but
also against the street workers and the clients.
The offence referred to in the bill is constituted
essentially by spoken offensive words or gestures from
a motor vehicle. If you happen to get out of your motor
vehicle and use the same words or the same gestures
while walking up and down the street, you go down the
path of a summary offences procedure. The offence is
defined only in relation to a motor vehicle.
The other aspect of this, and it is one of the complaints
that have been made to me about what street workers
get up to, is that in certain cases people throw things
from a moving vehicle. I have heard instances of ball
bearings having been thrown at street workers. That is
an appalling proposition.
I would have thought that offensive behaviour would
include words, gestures or actions that would enable a
person to be dealt with. Of course throwing something
from a moving vehicle is a serious offence in any event;
but if you want to deal with the problem, the definition
should be extended to include actions as well as words
and gestures.
While the opposition does not oppose the legislation,
one of the amendments I have circulated would remove
the process whereby the Attorney-General could
declare an area where an overt market of sex workers
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and clients is operating. On several occasions he made
reference in his second-reading speech to St Kilda and
the City of Port Phillip. My view is that by dealing with
the problem you may very well move it, and I cannot
understand why something would be illegal in one
geographical area but not in another.

have the application of a penalty infringement notice
for a geographical area with an admission that you
cannot or will not enforce the law? What is the next
step? The next step is decriminalising it in a particular
area. And, if you do that, you have your classic sex
tolerance zone.

I will not go down the avenue of having a car halfway
across the road — and presumably the whole of a road
would be defined as being in a particular geographical
area. But it begs the question as to why yelling and
gesturing in a motor vehicle would not be an offence
attracting a penalty infringement notice if it happened
on the wrong side of the declared area but would
become an offence if it happened 100 metres down the
road on the right side of the declared area? Having to
have a declared area seems to me to be ridiculous.

What criteria will the Attorney-General take into
account to make that sort of declaration? There was an
overwhelming response by the advisory council that
such sex tolerance zones should not be in residential
areas; they should not be near schools or in areas
frequented by children. The problem with the illegal
overt market as it currently stands is that it is exactly
where it is. It will deal with the ancillary problem of sex
tourists by declaring an area where it will not or cannot
enforce the law. That inability to enforce the law or
desire not to enforce the law in an area that can be right
slap-bang in the middle of a residential zone where
children play, where there are schools and the like,
means that the next step will be, as I said, just to say
that it cannot or will not enforce it as a matter of law
and it will thereby decriminalise it.

The government, in its consultation with the police, has
not been telling the police what to do; but presumably
everybody would also be aware that the first priority in
dealing with sex tourists by penalty infringement notice
would be St Kilda. That does not mean the market may
not spring up elsewhere. Why do you have to confine it
to a geographical area? There is no apparent reason, on
the face of the second-reading speech, why the market
should be confined to a declared area? Accordingly the
amendments that the opposition has proposed relate to
removing the requirement for a declared area.
So offensive behaviour in a motor vehicle by the use of
words or gestures should be unlawful right around the
entire state, and the application of penalty infringement
notices (PINs) should apply in relation to those matters.
That is a sensible response to this particular matter, and
it should not be confined to a geographical area. The
only reason I suspect the government has inserted ‘in a
declared area’ is that it wants sex tolerance zones by
stealth. By designating an area government members
are basically throwing their hands up and saying, ‘We
can no longer enforce the law in relation to an overt
market. The law is too cumbersome, it is too slow’, or
whatever, ‘and we cannot enforce it’.
What is worse is that the government is not taking the
view that it cannot enforce the law, it is taking the view
that it simply will not enforce the law. That is the most
reprehensible part of this bill: it is effectively declaring
that it will not enforce the rule of law in certain
designated areas around Victoria.
The most important thing about this is that the
government has consistently said in relation to sex
tolerance zones that it will not rule them out. This is just
the first step in a gradual process that will allow sex
tolerance zones in the state of Victoria. Why would you

On 14 August 2002 the Deputy Premier, the member
for Albert Park, whose electorate also covers St Kilda,
said in relation to the government saying that it will not
proceed with sex tolerance zones:
If you are going to move forward in this area —

that is, sex tolerance zones or street prostitution —
… you have to move forward gradually.

In a press report of 14 August a statement was made by
the journalist Gabrielle Kosta indicating that the
government and the council had said that they had not
given up on the plan. The plan, of course, was sex
tolerance zones. As I have said, the response by the
Deputy Premier was not to say, ‘No, we have given up.
We are ruling it out’. What he actually said was, ‘You
have to go a little bit more slowly. You have to do
things by gradual increments’. What better gradual
implement than to say, ‘Pick an offence like
guttercrawling or sex tourism — pick on a minor part
of the activity, a problem of significance but one that
has only a minor part, a collateral part of the problem,
and deal with that by issuing PINs which effectively
say, ‘We cannot and will not enforce the law’.
The Attorney-General said Labor would pursue its
plans for tolerance zones because ‘for too long people
in St Kilda have been living in an open-air brothel’. I
see the honourable member for Richmond sitting there
turning his nose up, but I will quote what the
Attorney-General said — he can deny it when summing
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up. The Attorney-General said Labor would pursue its
plans for tolerance zones because ‘for too long people
in St Kilda have been living in an open-air brothel’.
Mr Wynne — What is the date of that?
Mr McINTOSH — The date is 14 August last year.
The most important thing is that the Attorney-General
is saying that the government will not or cannot enforce
the law to prevent this problem and that the solution is
to decriminalise it in an area. That is what we are
getting with this: we are decriminalising an activity
because the government is admitting that it will not or
cannot enforce the rule of law for certain aspects of
offences in the state of Victoria.
Even the local council is saying that this is not about
stopping it. On the government’s announcement that it
would not proceed with sex tolerance zones in the
lead-up to the last election, the Age of 14 August quotes
the Port Phillip City Council mayor, Cr Darren Ray, as
saying:
This is not about stopping it. What we are merely doing is
taking a sidestep to ensure the best decision is reached.

This is a little double-shuffle. You have both the
council and the government indicating that they will
proceed down that avenue. On 13 August 2002 the
Premier said:
We will go ahead, but we are not going to put in legislation
until a proper and appropriate site is found.

The Attorney-General is now in favour of it; he will
designate a particular area as being an area for which
the government will not or cannot enforce the law on
street prostitution. The Premier has given his
endorsement, the Deputy Premier has given his
endorsement, and the most important thing is that this
gradual, nice process will continue until we have a sex
tolerance zone dumped on the people of St Kilda
notwithstanding that the residents may take umbrage at
that particular activity — that particular market that is
being applied in their front yards and in the streets
outside their homes. They are crying out for a
government to deal with this problem rather than just
coming up with a cosmetic solution to it. It is being run
by the loony left to ennoble an activity that is still
unlawful in this state. The Premier is in on it, the
Attorney-General is on it, the Deputy Premier is in on
it, and this is the first step.
I cannot understand one iota why it should not be
unlawful for sex tourists to use offensive gestures or
language in a motor vehicle in a designated area. While
the opposition may be compliant in allowing penalty
infringement notices to be issued in relation to sex

1373

tourists, it strongly opposes the issue of the designated
area. Accordingly that is the issue we will seek to have
removed from this bill.
Finally the opposition suggests that this problem needs
serious and cogent solutions. PINs are appropriate, but
the power to issue PINs should be given to the police
generally. They can be used to deal with the particular
market or problem as it occurs — and that can be
targeted at St Kilda, because there seems to be
overwhelming acknowledgment that there is a problem
there — but they ought to have general application.
They should not just be limited to sex tourists or
guttercrawlers, they should also have application in
relation to street prostitutes and their clients, whose
activities are still unlawful acts under the Prostitution
Control Act.
Also, one would have thought there would be a
commitment to the provision of proper police
resources. There is no commitment to proper police
resources here. The point is that this is a serious
problem that warrants a serious solution by a genuine
and valid commitment of police resources. The most
important thing missing from this plan is a solution that
will enable street workers to actually exit from the
situation.
The underlying problem in street prostitution in
St Kilda is probably drugs, but there are other problems
there: there is homelessness, and there is intellectual
disability. The Labor government is betraying those
people because it is simply brushing the matter under
the carpet. It is dealing with a peripheral part of the
problem in relation to guttercrawlers by designating an
area where it says, ‘We are unable or unwilling to
enforce the law’, but it is doing nothing about the
underlying problem. What it is dealing with is the
superficial consequences of the problem, and that is a
matter of deep regret for the opposition. The
government has not shown the strength of character to
deal with this issue in a much more significant manner.
The government failed at the first attempt, but it did not
take its bat and ball and go home. The Premier, the
Attorney-General and the Deputy Premier all want this
to occur. In my view this is the first step towards
legalising prostitution on the streets in certain areas of
St Kilda, and for that the government should be
condemned. The underlying substratum is something
the opposition agrees with — the issuing of PIN
notices — but the bill does not go far enough. The
opposition would see the designated areas removed
from this bill.
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Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I have
the greatest sympathy for many of the participants in
what is an extraordinarily difficult issue. I cannot help
but think that many of those who are caught up in this
appalling trade as sex workers are there for a variety of
reasons. We sometimes attempt to pass judgment on
them, whereas for the main part they are involved in the
trade for reasons of absolute necessity. I say necessity
in the sense of the extent to which their personal dignity
has deserted them or their activities are drug related or
there are other requirements that they see the need to
fulfil financially which reduce them to having to
participate in this trade.

with more appropriately in today’s world by PIN
notices being issued. Therefore I support their use.

Of course it must be remembered that this is a trade
plied not only by females but also by males, and by
both sexes of all ages. It would be wrong for us to think
of this just in the context of females walking the streets
and parading themselves and subsequently being
involved in this dreadful trade. I have a large measure
of sympathy for the people who are caught up in this.
Of course — not to be naive about it — there are those
who are in it simply for the money, although for those
who are intent upon participation on that basis there are
other mechanisms that enable them to be involved in
the trade without having to participate in the way this
legislation contemplates.

I note that over the years PIN notices have been of great
benefit in other forums in bringing about a mechanism
of an immediate judgment, if you like, being passed and
given effect simply by that piece of paper being handed
over. I note also that under new section 60AF the
payment of the infringement penalty is not to be taken
as an admission of guilt or as an admission of liability
for the purpose of any civil claim. It seems to me
therefore that there is a capacity for a wider use of these
notices than is contemplated by this legislation. There
are other people, as I have described, involved in this
trade, and this legislation focuses upon only one
element of what is a much more complex issue.

Apart from those directly involved in the trade there are
the tourists, the crawlers or whatever other term one
might want to use to describe them. These people are
equally despicable. The third group is those who use
the services of the sex workers. Sometimes these latter
two categories become one; in other instances they
remain separate and discrete. I can see that the
government is making an attempt to address a
component of what is a very difficult issue.

It will be interesting to see the attempt to enforce the
legislation. I look, for example, at proposed new
section 18, which describes offensive behaviour by a
person in a motor vehicle in a declared area. I take up
the point made by the shadow Attorney-General about
the apparent contradiction in the fact that these
activities as defined in the bill can occur outside a
motor car without attracting the use of a PIN notice as
contemplated by the bill. That does not seem to me to
be a sensible course. It seems to me that there is no
reason why, as a matter of logic, it cannot be extended.

Most of all I feel great sympathy and empathy for the
local residents who are caught up in the middle of this
and for whom the reality is that they have a brothel
being conducted in their immediate neighbourhood by
night and indeed by day. Many of these people are
desperate to achieve a solution which will bring relief
from what has historically been a very, very difficult
problem for them.
I support the use of penalty infringement notices —
PIN notices. They could be used more extensively
across the law than they are. They could be used in
relation to a range of other relatively minor offences,
such as drunk and disorderly conduct and the various
other offences associated with that charge. I have put
that point of view many times over the years. A lot of
police time is wasted in circumstances where process is
undertaken in a court when the situation could be dealt

I do not understand, though, why the government has
chosen to pursue the legislation in the way it has, albeit
that the PIN notices are being involved. I say that
because I think there is ample scope for the government
to extend the operation and use of the PIN notices to all
the players, as it were — not only those to whom this
piece of legislation is directed. As a matter of logic
there seems to me to be no rationale as to why the use
of PIN notices cannot be extended so that everybody
who participates in this trade can be subject to them.

Then you have the issue of it forever being a burden in
terms of the interpretation of expressions such as
‘words or gestures’, which will be a problem in
enforcing the legislation. A lot of those sorts of
interpretive issues will be overcome simply by the fact
that we have a strict liability process in operation here,
and I suspect people will cop the fine and be done with
it — they will pay up and be gone. But there is
potentially the issue of interpretation of what represents
an offensive word or offensive gesture. I pose, for
example, for consideration by the member for
Richmond the issue of what happens with a whistle.
If a person in a car sees someone to whom they want to
direct a whistle, such as people walking along Spring
Street outside this Parliament, ladies, I am sure, would
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interpret it as being offensive. The member for
Richmond is dismissive, by his gesture, about what I
am proposing, but when you look at other legislation
we have debated in this Parliament about the conduct of
people that can attract penalties in other particular
elements of the law, I do not think he should be so
readily dismissive. This is the sort of example that will
present potentially as a problem in the interpretation of
this legislation.
We also know that it will have to be a police officer to
whom the gesture is made or who overhears whatever
is said, be it a whistle or otherwise. Now that will make
for pretty interesting activity. As a matter of logic, it is
certainly not going to be a police officer dressed up in
the full bells and whistles of uniform standing on the
footpath as a car comes past, waiting to hear these sorts
of comments made or see these gestures occur. By
necessity, by logical extension, this will have to happen
in a situation where the police officer concerned will
have to be operating in, dare I say it, an undercover
sense. That in itself will lead to some interesting
consequences.
For the purposes of giving effect to this legislation,
what has to happen is that the person who is subject to
the PIN notice will have to be served with it. It has to
be delivered to that person personally, or sent by post
addressed to that person’s last known place of residence
or business. I pose this as an example. You have the
young buck from whatever suburb in Melbourne
deciding after he has been out on the rocket fuel for a
while with a few of his mates that he will borrow dad’s
car and go down to St Kilda and have a little bit of
‘fun’. So four of them are in the car down a side street
in St Kilda.
Is this registering a certain acknowledgement in your
mind of events gone before, Minister?
Mr Batchelor — You are stumbling over your
words.
Mr RYAN — As I was making the assertion by
suggestion, I suddenly — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The Leader of the National Party, without assistance.
Mr RYAN — I do not want to embarrass the
Minister for Transport, but you have got four young
fellows — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RYAN — The Minister for Education Services
says that I am embarrassing myself, but I am posing a
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query as to what happens when four young guys in a
car that they have borrowed go down to St Kilda and
conduct themselves in the way that this legislation
contemplates, and a police officer — who I think has to
be conducting his or her duties in an undercover
sense — is supposed to serve the person who is guilty
of this offence as described in the legislation with a PIN
notice. Now it seems to me that it is impossible. As
soon as the police officer identifies himself or herself
there is the distinct prospect that the car is going to take
off.
The police officer is never going to know, firstly, which
person in the car said it, unless he or she has seen the
actual individual doing it — all that is known is that the
noise has emanated from the car — or secondly, who
made the gestures. The car has done a runner and gone.
There is a numberplate taken perhaps so a search can be
undertaken by the police. Then you have the problems
of identifying who was driving the car, you have issues
about who within the car is guilty of the conduct that is
being complained of, you have all these sorts of things
that unfold in the sense of being able to give effect to
this legislation, bearing in mind that the defendant has
to be served with this PIN notice personally or it has to
be sent to the post office address or the last-known
place of residence of that person. So I can see lots of
difficulties in trying to enforce the provisions insofar as
they relate to the PIN notice.
In the end, from a National Party perspective, we accept
the concerns that have been expressed already by the
shadow Attorney-General, in that we have before us
some legislation which may well be very difficult and
impractical to try and enforce — albeit, I grant, that
with the best will in the world the government is trying
to do something in this legislation about an element of
what is presented as a problem.
I move to the point of the amendment. I do not
understand why the legislation is drafted in its current
terms to refer to these declared areas. I do not see the
logic in that. The second-reading speech does not even
seek to explain the logic; there is no reference to why it
is so. As always, I look forward to the contribution by
the member for Richmond, as he provides a fulsome
explanation of why things are so. Aside from that, I
look forward to his explaining why we do not just have
a general application of these provisions. Heaven
forbid! Why do we not apply this in Sale or Mildura or
any other part of Victoria in which there are such
problems? You have to be pragmatic about these
things. This is not an issue that attaches only to the
areas specified in the second-reading speech. There is a
good argument for extending the operation of the
legislation to other areas apart from those set out as
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declared. I look forward to the member for Richmond’s
explanation of that.
I accept that it is never ideal; but ideally we need much
better mechanisms for the enforcement of the law and
more police resources put into this matter. We need to
attack this in a way that the problem deserves. When
you consider this from the perspective of all the
stakeholders, we have to be much better in getting these
people off the street and into facilities where they can
get emergency help, giving them emergency housing as
necessary and putting them in contact with counsellors
and various other elements of drug treatment facilities.
We should be doing something by way of positive
programs which provide these people, in their local area
if necessary, with ways of getting out of the trade. I
would like to hear the member for Richmond talk about
those general concepts as well, because they make up
the core problem that we are all anxious to attack.
Having talked about it for some considerable time at
our National Party meeting, we concluded that we
would not oppose the legislation, albeit that we have
some misgivings about the narrowness of attempts
being made to deal with a problem of a much broader
scope. We support the Liberal Party amendment for the
reasons I have indicated, because we think that if you
are going down the path of using penalty infringement
notices, with which we agree, then there is no rational
reason to confine this process to the declared areas as
contemplated by the legislation.
Finally, National Party members also share the
opposition’s concern that, in some lingering fashion,
the concept of sex-tolerant zones is out there. I am
upsetting the member for Richmond no end here, but he
must understand that we are all fresh from the
announcement of Scoresby tollways and other
absolutely sworn-blind positions which have turned out
utterly to the contrary. I am sure he will forgive my
concern that this is a lingering issue which presents as a
worry to the National Party.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support this
important legislation, which has had a long history of
development. The contributions made by both the
shadow Attorney-General and the Leader of the
National Party were attempts — certainly it was true of
the member for Kew — to revisit and re-prosecute an
argument that is quite inaccurate.
I start by clearly indicating yet again the government’s
position on this matter. When the Attorney-General
provided me with the brief to undertake the
development of a government response to street
prostitution, his instructions were explicit. That is, there
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would be no decriminalisation of street prostitution, and
we needed to find a local solution that was
St Kilda-specific, because that is the place where street
prostitution has flourished for a number of decades, as
is well-traced in the report, and certainly since World
War II. It does not occur in Mildura, Seymour or other
regional centres, or in fact in any other metropolitan
precinct of Melbourne. That has been well established,
not only through our report but also through expert
evidence from the police themselves, who understand
the issues perhaps better that most.
To suggest that this is an attempt by the government to
covertly re-establish sex-tolerance zones is absolute
nonsense. The proposition of establishing tolerance
zones and street worker centres has been ruled out by
the Attorney-General, by the Deputy Premier and, most
importantly, by the Premier himself. It has been ruled
out by the leadership of the party, and I am happy to
reassert that position today. Any suggestion that this is
some covert way of re-establishing sex-tolerance zones
is absolutely wrong, and the Leader of the National
Party knows that to be the case.
The proposition before us is to have a declared area,
which is very much in line with the report of the
Attorney-General’s street prostitution advisory group,
which was set up to provide a local solution to a local
problem. If you accept the proposition that street
prostitution is primarily located in the City of Port
Phillip, and specifically within the suburb of St Kilda,
then the next logical step is to accept that you provide a
local solution to that problem. The declared area links
the offence to the conduct of sex tourists who visit the
area.
My colleague the member for Prahran knows the issue
very well. He lives in the area and knows the problems
being confronted by his constituents. Sex tourists are a
significant menace not only to the residential amenity
but also to the street workers, who are subject to abuse
and offensive behaviour — and sometimes missiles are
thrown at them.
I take up the question asked by the Leader of the
National Party, and that is why the throwing of missiles
is not part of this offence. The Summary Offences Act
covers their discharge in its own right. The proposition
is a relatively simple one: a penalty infringement notice
(PIN) would be imposed upon the perpetrators of these
offences — and their behaviour is quite dangerous and
obnoxious to residents and street workers.
To suggest, as the shadow Attorney-General has, that
the government has turned its back on enforcing the law
is absolute nonsense. It is this government who, for the
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first time, has ensured that the St Kilda police station is
at full strength, with the overall installation of an
additional 800 police. I cannot recall the exact number,
but I think there are of the order of 29 extra officers at
the St Kilda police station. They are back on the beat,
ensuring that the area is properly policed not only in a
general sense but also in relation to offences involving
street prostitution.
Any comment from the shadow Attorney-General that
the government is turning its back on this issue is arrant
nonsense. The arrogance running through his
contribution tonight was quite overwhelming. He does
not understand the issues: he does not understand either
what has been going on down in St Kilda or the lengthy
process that has led us to this bill.
In his contribution the Leader of the National Party
asked why we cannot go further with these penalty
infringement notices and ensure that they apply not
only to offensive behaviours but also to soliciting. I
would have thought that the Leader of the National
Party, who is much better qualified in the law than I
will ever be, would know better than I — —
Mr Hulls interjected.
Mr WYNNE — I have never pretended to be a real
lawyer!
What one has to ascertain is a person’s intent in seeking
to solicit. Do they satisfy — —
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr WYNNE — It is an important proposition,
because the offence of soliciting involves a potential
penalty of three months in jail, and for the street sex
worker it is up to one month’s jail.
You have to establish intent. For example, the Leader
of the National Party might be wandering down a street
in a prostitution area in St Kilda trying to find the home
of a relative or to meet up with someone when all of a
sudden he is pulled up by the police and told, ‘Here is a
PIN for attempting to solicit for the purpose of street
prostitution’. He would have to prove his innocence. He
would have to answer questions like: what was your
intent; what was your mens rea; what were you on
about down there?
The Leader of the National Party knows this better than
I do. Police should not impose a PIN for an offence for
which a person can be jailed. The Leader of the
National Party knows better than that. That is why the
Attorney-General — —
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Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr WYNNE — The Leader of the National Party is
quite right. The Victoria Police came to the
Attorney-General and said that this was a proposition
that should be properly considered. It was properly
considered by the Attorney-General and the advisory
committee, and it was rejected.
This is a decent piece of legislation that deals with
significant amenity problems caused by sex tourists —
that is, hoons coming in from outside the area, throwing
stuff and shouting abusive language at people living in
the area and at street sex workers. The government is
trying to provide a local solution to a local problem.
In the small amount of time I have left I want to thank a
number of people who have made a fantastic
contribution to this debate. I particularly want to
acknowledge the work done by Anne Peterson, Jeanette
Davidson and Sue Humphries from the local residents
action group; the councils, which have been absolutely
sensational not only in supporting these government
initiatives but in providing a humane response to very
difficult issues confronting the women and men on the
streets of St Kilda; and the two mayors, Julian Hill and
Darren Ray, and Cr Dick Gross.
I also thank the two police who were involved in the
advisory committee, Senior Sergeant John Haüer, who
was absolutely sensational at a local command level,
and his Chief Inspector, Chris Duthie, who
demonstrated fantastic leadership and showed the
Attorney-General and me around the issues being
confronted by the community.
It is not often we acknowledge the public servants who
work on these inquiries, but I note the superb work
done by the staff of the Attorney-General’s
department — Rebecca Hiscock, a former student of
mine, Dr Philip O’Meara and Jane Carter, who all did
fantastic work in preparing the report before us.
We are providing a local solution to a local problem,
and we are standing with the community. I commend
the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr MULDER
(Polwarth).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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TRANSPORT (MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 April; motion of
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport).

Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — It gives me great pleasure
to join the debate on the Transport (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill, incorporating the disqualification of
persons to drive a taxi, hire car or bus if convicted of
level 1 or 2 criminal offences.
I must declare an interest in the bill’s provisions as I am
the holder of a current taxidrivers certificate and joint
owner of a Melbourne taxi licence. But I believe my
experience in the taxi industry over the past 20 years
gives me insights and knowledge that might not be
available to other members.
The chief provisions in the bill pertaining to taxis relate
to the suitability of persons to hold a taxidrivers
certificate. The emphasis on driver qualifications and
suitability to drive a taxi with all that entails is vital to
the wellbeing of the industry; equally, though, is an
understanding of the nature and structure of the
industry.
The taxi industry is a vital part of the public transport
sector. Public transport owned by private practitioners
that operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a
year receives no government subsidies, pays for its own
regulation and in general provides a high level of
service and a great deal of satisfaction to its users.
The taxidriver is the key figure in the relationship
between the providers of taxi services and the
taxi-using public. It is essential that the driver be
competent to provide the passenger with a satisfactory
taxi ride to his or her destination. The passenger must
have confidence in the driver and the service. Equally,
the driver should be well dressed, clean, friendly and
knowledgeable. It is also an advantage if the driver is a
psychologist, a diplomat, a political commentator, a
sports expert and has knowledge of a very wide range
of social, philosophical, health, economic and financial
matters.
The Parliament has a duty to require that people with
serious convictions are not placed in this position of
trust. Perhaps, although taxidriving is seen as a likely
career for all, some people would be better suited to
careers where such implicit trust is not required. The
best method of ensuring quality drivers is that they be
adequately remunerated, but we need to remind
ourselves of the wonderful service that is provided
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thousands of times a day to satisfied customers. I am
happy to support improvements to this industry and
therefore to support the passage of this bill.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I rise to make a very
brief contribution to this bill. In relation to either
accepting or refusing the drivers certificate, the
provisions are there for the purpose of public interest —
that is, to protect the public from people who may have
some serious level 1 or 2 convictions for murder, rape,
armed robbery, or whatever else. You can certainly
understand why the government would be interested in
protecting the public in relation to those matters. They
more or less mirror the original provisions that were put
in by the previous government, which still remain, but
this just strengthens them and makes them a bit clearer.
The only thing I raise with the minister is the issue of
retrospectivity. For some reason the bill has a provision
that says that, in determining whether you should grant
or not grant a licence, the authority — the
directorate — should not consider any antecedent prior
convictions. I think that defeats the whole purpose, and
certainly the directorate should be able to look at any
past convictions, because something like murder, rape
or armed robbery would be a matter that the directorate
would want to take into account in determining whether
a licence should be granted to protect the public.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — In
summing up the debate on this bill I want to thank the
members for Polwarth, Lowan, Brunswick, Kilsyth and
Kew for their contributions. It is a debate where much
of the contribution has concentrated on the protections
that the government seeks to introduce into the taxi
industry to provide comfort and security to the
travelling public.
During the second-reading debate the member for
Polwarth indicated that if the bill went into committee
he would be seeking to move some amendments. The
government will seek to make sure that it can go into
committee, because during the weeks that this bill has
been before the Parliament but adjourned to allow the
government to consider these matters, it decided that it
would support the amendments that will be moved by
the member for Polwarth. We do that because we think
it provides a greater degree of clarity and certainty, and
it seeks to address the issues that were raised by himself
and more recently the member for Kew.
The operations that have existed for some time in the
taxi industry provide for a fit and proper person test,
and the taxi directorate has in the past — and it will
continue to do so under these provisions — required
applicants for drivers certificates or for renewals to
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furnish an agreement to have a police check carried out.
In carrying out a check obviously the police look at
prior convictions, and they are relevant to satisfying
whether they are a fit and proper person. The provisions
that we are including in this bill provide, in addition to
the fit and proper test, a framework or a guidance. The
amendments that the member for Polwarth is putting
forward provide for symmetry between the practical
operations of the fit and proper person test and the
guidance that will be provided by these changes.
I thank all members for their contributions and signal
now that the government will be voting to support the
member for Polwarth’s amendments. I thank him and
the opposition for making a constructive contribution to
this legislative reform.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 5 agreed to.
Clause 6

Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I move:
1.

Clause 6, page 8, lines 11 to 13, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
“(2E) Sub-sections (2A) and (2B) apply with respect to
a conviction for an offence regardless of whether
the offence was committed before or after the”.

In doing so I wish to thank the member for Kew for his
assistance in helping me prepare these amendments. I
am not a lawyer and do not pretend to be a lawyer, but
the issue of retrospectivity and some of the
complications with this legislation were somewhat
difficult to grasp. However, in viewing them from
purely a public interest point of view I felt it was
important to ensure that people who are convicted of a
level 1 or 2 offence — those who are covered after the
bill receives royal assent — should include those who
may have been convicted of a level 1 or 2 offence prior
to the royal assent of the bill.
As I say, retrospectivity is not an issue that we like to
deal with on a regular basis. However, in this particular
case where we are dealing with the vulnerability of our
younger people, the vulnerability of women who can be
picked up and taken anywhere by a taxi, and children in
buses, the Liberal Party felt it was important that it
pursued this amendment. I note that the Labor Party
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caucus summary in relation to no. 1, ‘Political issues’,
states:
To refuse this amendment is to leave ourselves open to the
false accusations that we are creating a loophole that allows
past murderers and rapists to drive taxis.

When in actual fact it does. Under ‘Legal’ it states:
The bill specifically states that the VTD’s broad discretion
should not be limited. Arguably the provisions in the bill limit
that discretion by directing the VTD to only consider
convictions recorded after commencement. The Liberal’s
amendment resolves this ambiguity by making it clear that all
offences must be considered. Hence it would be clear the
VTD’s broad discretion would remain.
The Liberal amendments do not affect the provisions
requiring notification of convictions. Only convictions
recorded after commencement of the legislation shall be
notified to the VTD. Caucus accepts the Liberal Party’s
proposed amendment.

Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The amendment
effectively deletes proposed section 156(2E) relating to
the ability of the director to take convictions into
account. At the moment the convictions are only
prospective. The whole purpose of the bill and of the
principal act is the protection of the public. As I said,
people who have been convicted of serious level 1 or 2
offences within the meaning of the act should have their
conviction taken into account. We are trying to protect
the public.
I certainly understand why a provision like proposed
section 156(2E) would be included in an act that dealt
with sentencing and why, if you are increasing the
penalties that could be attributable to a particular
offence, that should have no retrospectivity, but it is
actually the retrospectivity that gives the whole section
cogency. It enables the directorate to look at whether or
not an applicant is a fit and proper person. Certainly
people who are convicted of serious level 1 or level 2
offences — murder, rape, armed robbery — have been
involved in matters that the public would view, no
matter how antecedent, as being significant issues
relating to whether a person is a fit and proper person.
Accordingly, I support the amendment of the member
for Polwarth.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 7

Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I move:
2.

Clause 7, page 9, lines 5 to 7, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
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“(b) applies with respect to a conviction for an offence
regardless of whether the offence was committed
before or after the”.

This amendment has the same effect as my
amendment 1 to clause 6, which deals with the refusal
of a drivers certificate. Clause 7 deals with the grounds
of revocation of a drivers certificate. The amendment
makes the provision retrospective, as occurred to
clause 6.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — For
the record during this committee stage, the government
is prepared to support the amendments moved by the
member for Polwarth in relation to clauses 6 and 7.
Again I thank the member for making these
constructive suggestions.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 8 to 20 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

CONSTITUTION (WATER AUTHORITIES)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 April; motion of Mr BRACKS
(Premier).

Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — How often do you
have the chance of reading a bill twice and then seeing
a fundamental change in government policy? On this
occasion it is a complete reversal of the policy of this
government. We have seen this bill come in here prior
to an election, when the government wanted to
convince every person in Victoria that it was dead
against the privatisation of the water industry and the
privatisation of any part of that water industry, no
matter what — any of the infrastructure, any of the
dams, any of the pipes, any of the major works that
constitute the water industry not only in rural Victoria
but in metropolitan Victoria as well.
I have to ask why. Because this is an occasion when we
have seen a complete about-face by this government. It
has come into the house with two bills — the bill prior
to the election and the bill after the election. When the
original bill was introduced on 12 September 2002 the
Premier wanted to convince the people of Victoria that
the Labor Party, going into that election, had the true
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intention of not wanting to privatise the water industry.
Now he is not quite so sure, because when you read
both bills you see that they are fundamentally different.
I have never seen two bills so small and yet so different.
I suppose it comes back to the fact that there is a level
of hypocrisy here that I find difficult to accept. This
government has always said of the current opposition
that it wants to privatise the water industry. I can tell
you, as a member of the former government over the
past 10 years, that the last thing the Liberal Party
wanted to do was to privatise the water industry.
Clearly, as a necessity of life, water should never be
controlled by private industry. It is one of those things
that needs to stay in public hands, and in that respect I
have no argument at all with the government. But you
have to ask: why has the bill been changed so
dramatically?
Irrespective of how the service is delivered and no
matter whether it is delivered in the metropolitan area
or in the smallest of rural communities, there has to be a
sense of equality in the water industry. We have to
know that the water industry is going to give every
individual the same right to water at an affordable price
and at an absolutely acceptable quality.
Later this week we will debate a bill that deals with safe
drinking water right across the state, which I will not go
into now. We are concerned to ensure that every person
in the state has a sense of equality in respect of the
delivery and quality of the water supply. When you
look at what determines a water service — this bill is
really all about the government wishing to restrict the
private delivery of water — you see that it means a
service relating to a water supply, not actually
delivering it but relating to a water supply, to sewerage,
to irrigation, to water collection and storage or to
sewage treatment, for ensuring the delivery of which a
public authority has responsibility.
You can have a responsibility for delivering that service
without owning the assets. Here is the difference: when
the original bill was introduced the Premier said on
12 September 2002, ‘I am sure that all members will
support the retention of water authorities and their
primary resources in public ownership for the benefit of
future generations’. However, what has happened
since? Proposed section 98, set out in clause 5 of the
initial bill, states, under the heading ‘Register of
publicly owned dams and associated works’:
(1) The Minister must establish and maintain (in any form
that he or she considers appropriate) a register of
publicly owned dams and associated works for the
purposes of this Part.
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In other words, this part of the bill could not be
effective unless there was a register of all those assets
that were acquired for the delivery of water treatment
services right across Victoria, not only in country
Victoria but in the metropolitan area too — services of
which Melbourne is so proud. Melbourne has a water
supply that is without parallel for a city of its size
anywhere in the world. That is because of the past
planning of the people responsible for those catchments
for Melbourne going back over 100 or 150 years and
for the management and treatment of water.
The minister must establish and maintain a register of
publicly owned dams and associated works. The second
part states:
(2) The Minister, after consultation with the Treasurer, may
record in the register details of any dam vested in the
State or a public authority.
(3) If the Minister records details of a dam in the register,
the Minister may also record in the register details of any
associated works.

We are looking at not only the major assets like dams
and structures but all the associated works that go with
them. The reason for all these works being included in
the first bill was that the first bill made it quite clear that
the government did not want any of these assets to fall
into private hands and so enable the private owner of
those assets to control the water industry.
Proposed subsection (4) states:
(4) Any dams or associated works details of which are
recorded in the register must not be sold unless the sale
of the particular dam or associated works is expressly,
and not merely by implication, authorised by this or
another Act.

It could not be made much clearer that the government
of the day, the Bracks government, did not want any of
these assets sold unless the legislation allowed it to
happen. The only way the legislation could allow it to
happen was set out in the further subsections:
(5) Any purported sale of any dam or associated works in
contravention of this section is absolutely void against
all persons whomsoever.
(6) The Minister may only remove an entry in the register
relating to any particular dam or associated works if —
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(7) If any particular dam is, or associated works are, no
longer necessary, the Minister may remove an entry in
the register relating to that dam or those associated
works …

That makes good sense. If the government of the day
deems that a certain structure, reservoir or dam is no
longer needed for the delivery of a service to
Victorians, those associated works may be excluded
from the register and therefore sold. I have no argument
with that. The argument I have is about why all these
parts of the initial bill were excluded from the bill
before us? Clearly the government’s intention was to
ensure that these assets were never sold if they were
required by Victoria to provide those services. Yet this
bill has nothing in it that even mentions these assets.
You have to ask why.
The new bill we are debating has no reference to dams,
pipes or associated works. The second point I wish to
make is that there is nothing in the bill to stop the sale
of any assets — any at all, no matter how important
they are for the delivery of these services; and
contracting out the delivery of these services to a
corporate entity is absolutely possible. Again, that is the
crux of the difference between the two bills: not only
can those assets be sold, but the delivery of the service
can be sold to a corporate entity.
In other words, I believe this bill is meaningless. It does
not do what the initial bill set out to do. The initial bill
set out to say to the people of Victoria that the Bracks
government was against the privatisation of the water
industry. This bill has taken away the parts — the
teeth — in the initial bill which would have virtually
stopped privatisation under any terms, because unless
you had ownership or control of those assets and
services you could not privatise the industry. Now those
parts are not in the bill I have to ask what is stopping
this government, or any future government, from
privatising the industry.
Certainly the bill says that the delivery of a water
service has to stay in public hands, but someone could
still have responsibility for the delivery of that service
without necessarily having control of it. Again, that is
the point I wish to make in this debate.
A learned friend wrote to me, saying:

(a) that dam is, or those associated works are, sold and
the sale was authorised as set out in sub-section (4);
or

On reading this bill it is clear that it does not do what the
government said it would do, namely prohibit privatisation of
the water industry or water assets.

(b) that dam is, or those associated works are, no
longer necessary for the delivery of a water service
and the Minister has complied with sub-section (7).

Dams, pipes, treatment plants and even water itself can be
sold to private operators, provided the relevant water
authority remains (in some undefined way) responsible for
ensuring the delivery of a water service and accountable to a
minister for so ensuring …

I will conclude with subsection 7:
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There is a level of accountability, but how does the
minister determine it? If the water authority that has
responsibility for them contracts out those services —
and in our briefing on this bill it was clearly identified
that those services could be totally contracted out —
how will the authority be accountable to the minister
for ensuring that the delivery of the services is retained
in public hands?
Finally, the note from my learned friend says that it is:
… not a difficult requirement to achieve.

I have to agree. Given that, it is of concern to me that
the government has been purporting to be opposed to
the private ownership and control of the water
industry — and it is really the control that we are
talking about. If you own the assets and you are
contracted to deliver the service, you virtually control
the industry. I think there is a level of hypocrisy here. I
do not mind the government coming out and saying
quite openly, ‘We are prepared to let this happen,
because we think it is in the best interests of the water
industry’, but there is a level of hypocrisy here, given
that it said for the seven years it was in opposition that
the previous government was hell-bent on selling the
industry. If the previous government had been hell-bent
on selling it, it would have done so and would have
privatised that industry. But clearly that was not its
intention. So there is a level of hypocrisy here, with this
government saying that it is totally opposed to the
privatisation of the industry yet introducing a second
bill which totally defies the objectives of the first.
To show how that occurs I refer to the explanatory
memorandum on clause 4, which inserts new
subsection (6) into section 18 of the act. The
memorandum states:
The effect of the addition of the new subsection is that a bill
that —
enables a water authority to enter into an arrangement
for the delivery of services by another person or an
independent contractor …

I have no argument with that. But if you read on, what
is to stop that person or independent contractor having
control of that industry? Unless there are further
restrictions introduced by this bill, there is clearly
nothing to stop that from happening. It goes on to say:
… allows a public authority that has the responsibility
for ensuring the delivery of water services to alter its
structure or composition …

Again, that means that the body that has that
responsibility can change its very structure while
purporting to hold that service in public hands. You
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could also read that another way. It might mean that
this allows the industry to have the flexibility to change
as required. I know full well that when the industry was
first broken up into corporate entities some of them
appeared to be less than the size required to give the
same level of competitiveness as the bigger authorities.
There is now a need for some of those smaller
authorities to look at the possibility of increasing their
size in order to give a better delivery of service.
So you could read that part of the bill two ways. It
could give those authorities the chance to merge or
grow to provide an improved service. But equally,
when it comes back to saying that the water authority
may enter into an arrangement for the delivery of
services by another person or independent contractor, it
opens up the way for that independent contractor or
independent person to be involved in the delivery of
that service. I again ask the question: is the government
determined to ensure what it was determined to ensure
when the first bill was introduced by the Premier? My
initial response is that it has had a change of heart.
In conclusion, it would appear that the government does
not now have the same intention to ensure that this
industry is not privatised. If that same intention were
there, the government would have left in those initial
clauses. If the government intended to stick to its
promise to the electorate at the last election, I think
these clauses would have been retained in the bill.
The bill, unlike the first bill, makes no mention of the
private resources such as the dams and the major
structures or the possibility of a private operator coming
in to control them. This conflicts greatly with the
purported intention of the initial bill and therefore the
intention of this bill.
I conclude by saying that every person in this house
must question why the two bills are so different and ask
what is the intention of the government now that it has
left out of this bill the major clauses of the original bill,
which denied the opportunity to sell all those assets that
were saleable and all those assets that were valuable,
and which denied the opportunity for an individual or a
corporate entity to control the industry by being
subcontracted to do so by the authorities that control the
water industry.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I start by quoting the
last sentence of the Premier’s second-reading speech on
the Constitution (Water Authorities) Bill, which says:
I am sure that all members will support the retention of water
authorities for the benefit of future generations.
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The National Party most certainly does. We support the
retention of public schools for future generations too.
We also support the retention of public hospitals for
future generations. For that matter we support the
retention of public roads and bridges for future
generations as well. So I find it strange that we would
have a bill which purports to have the intention of
keeping water for the benefit of future generations but
which actually does not do so as we walk through it.
Why do we not have bills that ensure we keep public
schools, public hospitals or the roads and bridges for
future generations? If we are having a bill to ensure it
does not happen to water, is there some sinister plot
behind the scenes to sell off our schools, our hospitals
or our roads and bridges? Let us come clean on this: let
us have a bill on everything that the government owns
to ensure the government does not sell it!
The shadow minister spoke about the fact that this is a
meaningless bill. I do not think it is a meaningless bill.
The bill is very meaningful. There is a major change in
direction and focus from this government in what is not
in this bill, as has already been outlined and as I will
outline further as we move through it.
The major difference between the two bills comes
down to one word — that is, ‘ownership’. There is no
mention anywhere in this bill of ownership. If we read a
couple of extracts from the second-reading speech
presented in 2002, it says:
… at the last election, this government made a commitment
to ensure that our water authorities remain publicly owned
and directly accountable to the people of Victoria …
The bill implements that commitment. The ownership of our
water authorities and the dams and major pipes that deliver
water to Victorians will be entrenched in state ownership by
amendments to the Constitution Act 1975.

That is quite contrary to what was said in the
conclusion of the second-reading speech this time
around, which says:
This does not exclude public/private partnership
arrangements whereby the private sector provides
infrastructure or performs services under contract with a
water authority. This bill makes it clear that a public authority
may enter arrangements with the private sector for the
provision of water services but cannot abdicate its ultimate
responsibility for ensuring the delivery of water services
under these arrangements or have that responsibility removed
from it.

It defies logic that there would be such a total change of
direction in the last six months between the same
government that purports to represent the same people
of Victoria.
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In the current bill there is a clause missing — that is,
what was clause 1(b) in the old bill, which says:
… the public ownership of dams and associated works that
are integral to the delivery of water services by public
authorities and that are recorded in a public register.

There is no public register to be set up in the new bill.
We are going to have no register of the assets. Is this
because the government wants to sell them in the
future?
Proposed section 97(3) of the current bill, which is
inserted by clause 5, states:
Nothing in this section prevents a public authority that has
responsibility for ensuring the delivery of a water service
entering into an arrangement of any kind with a person or
body (including an independent contractor) relating to the
delivery of that service while itself retaining that
responsibility and remaining accountable to a responsible
Minister of the Crown for ensuring the delivery of that
service.

Are we going to find that the public water assets will
gradually be traded away in public-private partnerships
and a community service obligation put in place that
will guarantee the service and meet the requirements
under this bill? Are we going to see that the sunk assets,
which the Crown and particularly the irrigators in the
last decade have built up, traded off to private
enterprise? Under full cost recovery, which we have
been operating under for something like a decade now,
the irrigators have been paying off that infrastructure. If
the government is going to trade that away in a
public-private partnership, are those irrigators going to
get a dividend out of that sale in the future for the
capital that they have sunk into it over the time it has
been there?
Proposed section 98, which was to be inserted by
clause 5 of the old bill, contains many subsections. For
instance proposed section 98(1) states:
The Minister must establish and maintain (in any form that he
or she considers appropriate) a register of publicly owned
dams and associated works for the purposes of this Part.

There is going to be no register in the future, there is
going to be no public record of what is and is not there
to be monitored. Further on proposed section 98(4)
states:
Any dams or associated works details of which are recorded
in the register must not be sold unless the sale of the particular
dam or associated works is expressly, and not merely by
implication, authorised by this or another Act.

There is no guarantee in this bill, as compared to the old
bill, that public assets will not be traded off in
private-public partnerships into the future.
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Proposed section 98(5) says:
Any purported sale of any dam or associated works in
contravention of this section is absolutely void against all
persons whomsoever.

Compared to what is being proposed this year that
clause definitely says that assets could not have been
sold under what was proposed last year. The
government needs to come clean on what it intends to
do with this bill.
Last week we sat here and listened to the member for
Morwell becoming quite agitated about the previous
government selling off assets. That is absolute
hypocrisy given that we are now here with this bill in
front of us. Where is the member for Morwell in light
of the comments he made last week? No register will be
set up under this new bill to be available for public
inspection, as was proposed under the previous bill.
Where is the commitment to open and transparent
government? Where is the commitment to consultation
with the public on any issues that may arise in the
future?
To my mind this bill makes an absolute mockery of the
government’s commitment to open and transparent
government or to future consultation with the public, in
this case with the irrigation industry. It has the potential
through public-private partnerships to trade off an asset
that has been built up over decades both by the Crown
and by the irrigators, particularly in the last decade.
It treats Victorians with contempt. I do not know how
gullible it thinks we are on this whole issue. If we trade
off those assets under the public-private partnerships,
any of the issues involved with privatising assets for
which the other side of the house has blamed the
Kennett government in the past will pale into
insignificance. If we allow some of these things to
happen — if we allow the separation of water rights
from the land, which at the moment are tied together,
we could end up with large institutions owning not only
the assets in Victoria, which are then subject to
community-service obligations, but also the water being
leased to the farmers.
There are a lot of nimbies in this house who say, ‘Not
in my backyard’. A lot of people are very critical and
want to run the rural water industries when they would
be better off focusing their attention on Melbourne and
Geelong where there are some major issues, and I will
talk about those in the debate on the next water bill. We
do not want to see the assets being sold off. There is
only one reason for a private business getting involved
in a public-private partnership — that is, for profit.
Most of those sorts of businesses want a return on their
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investment of somewhere between 20 per cent and
30 per cent, otherwise why would they want to invest in
it compared to some of the other investment options
around that are more attractive to them?
Currently rural water authorities operate as
not-for-profit organisations, and that helps to keep the
cost of water down. As we all know, irrigation is one of
the key drivers of the food and agriculture sector in
Victoria. It is the second-largest employment sector
across the state, and in regional Victoria it is the largest
employment sector. As I have said in one of the other
speeches I made in this house, the agriculture sector,
particularly the dairy industry, is the largest user of the
Melbourne container port.
One thing not addressed in the bill is the possibility of
having public-private partnerships, and we would like
an assurance from the minister about that. As I
understand it, the irrigators involved with the First
Mildura Irrigation Trust have been very unhappy about
the way things are structured at the moment. There
have been intense discussions over a number of years
now, and they would like the opportunity of setting up a
public-public partnership with the government so they
could manage their own infrastructure up there. There
is a major need for investment and upgrades, and with
the focus that this government currently has on
water-use efficiency there is the need for some seed
funding from the state government. There is a need for
some public-public funding as the irrigators want to set
up a public-public partnership, which would be a
win-win situation, instead of having under this bill the
risk that we could end up with a public-private
partnership whereby the assets that have built up over a
long time could be traded away and the benefits could
end up in private ownership.
The concern I have as we move through this issue of
public-private partnerships is that they could lead to a
significant increase in the price of water and an agenda
whereby irrigators could be priced out of the water
market. The majority of what is produced in our
industry, the majority of what is value added into our
food chain, is destined for export. About 70 per cent of
the production of agriculture and food in this state is
exported, and we enjoy a high standard of living
because of that. But it is price sensitive. We are price
takers on a world market, and if we see the price of
irrigation water going up significantly because of what
is happening with this bill we could find that we are
very easily priced out of those markets, and that would
be a lose-lose situation. We would lose the irrigators,
we would lose people out of rural communities and we
would lose jobs in our country towns.
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A public-private partnership would be responsible for
the pricing of water and the regulatory orders that
determine the community service obligations
concerning the environmental costs that would be
shifted to the irrigators, which would push up the price
of water. The minister would then be able to wash his
hands of this problem, particularly given the Essential
Services Commission Bill that we debated last week.
As we said during debate on the Essential Services Bill,
he would be able to hide behind the Essential Services
Commission and say it was not his problem because
there is an independent commissioner who has said that
the price of water has to go up because there are
regulatory orders that make sure that there are a lot of
obligations on the rural water authorities. That would
then price us out of some of our overseas markets, and
it would start to destroy some of our rural communities.
This bill is a mockery. It is a 180-degree turnaround
from the bill that was introduced last year. It is a total
reversal of this government’s commitment to the public
ownership of our water assets. I would like the minister
to give us some assurances that this is not the case. On
my reading of the bill, it will leave it open for
public-private partnerships to trade away our water
assets for future generations.
I am sure all honourable members will support the fact
that the retention of water authorities for the benefit of
future generations should actually be the intent of this
bill. Although the National Party does not oppose the
bill it is quite concerned about what may happen in the
future.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — On behalf of
the government I certainly welcome the support of the
former coalition partners for this legislation. But I think
there is no clearer sign of the degree of political trauma
that has gone through the ranks of the conservative
forces in Victoria than this debate, in which after the
experience that the Victorian community went through
during the 1980s — when in particular the former
minister, Mr Coleman, on behalf of the then Kennett
coalition government was manoeuvring very
deliberately towards a water privatisation strategy and a
water privatisation outcome — we now have an attempt
by the conservative forces to frame the debate in terms
such that it is the Labor Party that is intending and is
looking for the space and the means by which to
privatise the water assets and the water industry and it
is the Liberal and National parties that would protect
the public ownership of water — in other words, that
they are here to save us. How extraordinary!
The intent and the structure of the legislation are very
clear: only public authorities and water authorities can
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be responsible for water services, they can only be
owned by the government and are under the control of
government, and they can only be disposed of or their
ownership transferred via a three-fifths majority of the
Parliament to amend the constitution to do that. It is a
very clear bill. It is a very simple bill. It is amazing to
see the National and Liberal parties sitting here and
suspecting that the legislation provides the means by
which the government may well look to dispose of
those assets by privatising them.
There are many examples through the 1990s of the then
coalition’s intention to privatise water assets, including
the speculation by former minister, Mr Coleman, that a
public float — an interesting term for water
authorities! — might achieve a $4 billion return to the
government. Regardless of the Damascus-like
revelation that came across the then Premier,
Mr Kennett, in 1995 he set about that well-known
course of action of fattening up the water authorities for
potential privatisation. Indeed he had suggested that the
year 2000 might be an appropriate time to reconsider
the issue. The traditional course adopted by the
conservative forces of corporatising the authorities,
paying off their debt, fattening them up and making
them right for privatisation continued apace regardless.
I would have thought this legislation is quite clear. The
Liberal and National spokespeople talked about the
changes from the previous bill and said that heralded a
different approach. In fact the truth is that it is a
simplification to try to avoid all the complexities and
details of any process by water authorities that may
involve the sensible disposal of assets and the
rearrangement of their operations consistent with their
responsibilities of operating water services.
The suggestion was made that there is nothing to
prevent a water authority from contracting out all its
operations or getting rid of its assets, but I think there
are two essential protections here. One is that the
responsibility for ensuring that those services are
delivered to customers is entrenched in the legislation.
That cannot be contracted away, that is very clear.
Control over prices will not be lost. I think the National
Party representative, the honourable member for Swan
Hill, talked about the role of the Essential Services
Commission, but that will operate within the
framework determined by government, and the
government’s intentions are very, very clear that the
water industry is not up for privatisation; it will remain
publicly owned and publicly controlled.
Indeed another protection is that currently section 139
of the Water Act 1989 requires that water authorities
obtain the approval of the minister before the
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decommissioning of any major works. That is the
essential forerunner to any sell-off, and it is very clear
that the minister retains the whip hand over that process
as well. The government’s intentions and commitment,
which have been repeated and indeed parroted by the
coalition since its near-death experience in 1999,
remains a unanimous view of Victorian Parliament now
among all parties — that the water industry should be
retained in public ownership.

Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — The Water
(Victorian Water Trust Advisory Council) Bill is a
further bill in the string of water bills that have been
introduced in recent days by the government in order to
try to indicate to the community of Victoria that this
government — it is flooding the market, the Leader of
the National Party suggests; I would have to say I agree
with him — is intent on making a difference to the
water industry.

That the Liberal and National party representatives are
looking for every available construction of this bit of
legislation to try to establish another meaning for it I
guess is part of the scrutiny that legislation comes under
in this place, but it is a bit remiss of the member for
Benambra to talk about proposed section 18(6)(b),
which is in clause 4 at page 3 of the bill, giving the
government the ability to alter the structure and
composition of a public authority provided it still
retains its responsibility for ensuring delivery of a water
service and suggest that that might allow the
restructuring of a water entity to allow its privatisation
or the loss of control. He did not read out the end of that
particular paragraph, which includes:

Unfortunately this bill, like so many others before it,
does very little to bring a change into effect. It is there
by name, not by substance. It is disappointing that when
we debate all these bills we are not looking at
something that is really going to make a difference. I
know those of us who have any rural background, any
knowledge of the water industry and any knowledge of
the need to change the water industry in rural Victoria
would like to see this government actually introducing
changes that are going to make a difference.

… if the alteration does not affect its status or the status of a
successor body as such a public authority accountable to a
responsible Minister of the Crown for ensuring the delivery of
that service.

Wherever you look in this legislation you see that those
riders and those protections are there. It is a strange
experience to hear the suspicions of the Liberal Party
and the National Party that the government is intent on
selling off the water supply. I am sure anyone who has
followed the argument for more than the last
10 minutes will be amazed that that is the proposition
put to the Parliament by the Liberal and National
parties. Let me again reassure the house: water
authorities will stay in public ownership under public
control, and there is no intent or move towards any
privatisation at all.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr INGRAM (Gippsland
East).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

WATER (VICTORIAN WATER TRUST
ADVISORY COUNCIL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 April; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water).

The opposition has no argument with the introduction
of the Victorian Water Trust. The opposition has no
argument with the introduction of an advisory council
to that water trust. But members of the opposition need
to make sure that that water trust has the means of
making a difference to the water industry. When you
look at it you realise that the water trust has embedded
in it a sum of $320 million, of which $160 million has
already been committed. You would then have to say
that we are dealing with a trust that over the next four
years has to administer $160 million of new money
allocated in this budget, and the advisory council is
there to give advice to the government about this.
On first reading the bill my reaction was, ‘This is a
nonsense. This is a means of giving jobs to a few
friends of the government that might then give it the
information it needs to convince the public of Victoria
that it is actually making a difference to the water
industry’. But I must say that my initial reaction did not
actually carry real weight, because I think this industry
is the most important industry in Victoria. The water
industry — the way we manage the water resources of
this state — is as important to the state’s future as any
other single challenge Victoria has before it. Therefore,
the introduction of a water trust is a good idea. It is a
start, but it is a long way away from meeting the actual
needs of the water industry at this stage. The
introduction of the advisory council, again, is a good
move in order to bring in different views with different
people from outside the government, outside the
department, who might well be able to liaise with
people in the community and might well be able to
liaise with people who wish to be involved in the water
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industry and who may well be able to improve the way
we manage this industry in Victoria.
I heard very recently that Professor Peter Cullen is to be
the chairperson of this advisory council, and I support
that choice. I know Peter Cullen and have had an
involvement with him over some years. I believe he is a
man of integrity with a great knowledge of the industry.
Sometimes he has views that I do not agree with, but
that is by the bye. The point is that he is a man who has
an enormous capacity to consider all the alternatives
available to the industry, and therefore I believe he will
be an eminent chairman of this water advisory council.
I have no idea who the other members are, and I hope
the government will think independently about its
choices, because the council has the opportunity to
bring to the department and the government of the day
a range of opinions from throughout the community.
On a first reading the establishment of the council
appeared to be unnecessary, because when you look at
it the department carries out almost all the functions
that the council is asked to perform. New
section 305CC states:
The functions of the Council are —
(a) to advise the Minister on the allocation of funds (from
money appropriated by the Parliament for the
purpose) —

clearly that is the role of the department —
for initiatives —
(i)

to enhance the health and sustainability of the
water resources of Victoria …

(ii) to provide greater security for meeting the future
water needs of Victorians;
(iii) to encourage the increased re-use and recycling of
water …
(iv) to improve efficiencies in the use of water across
Victoria;

That is the role of the department; that is what it is there
for. My initial feeling was that as this would also be the
role of the council it would be superfluous, because we
have a department which has generations of experience
within it, with an enormous wealth of experience and
understanding of the industry, and which is there to
give advice to the minister and the government of the
day.
However, the second part of the new section suggests
that the council’s additional function will also include
advising the minister on additional sources of funding
for these initiatives and on any other related matter on
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which the minister may seek advice. That is the
important role of this advisory council, and I look
forward to seeing how well it effects it. In recent years
we have seen a growing community understanding of
the importance of water and its management, and we
have seen the same with corporate interests. They want
to play their part in ensuring the best environmental
management of those resources. That being the case,
there is a real opportunity to harness the desire of
corporate Australia to be involved in the state’s water
industry and in the environmental management of the
state, and you cannot separate the two.
The council has a real role to play in meeting with those
industries and people who want to be involved in the
management of the state’s resources and in its
environmental management and who are prepared to
offer funds by way of benefaction to do so. If the
advisory council is able to do the job that it has been set
to do, it will enhance the opportunity to deliver not only
the funds appropriated by government but funds by
way of benefaction, which can add substantially to our
ability to find the resources that are required to improve
the way we manage Victoria’s water industry.
I listened to the member for Footscray talk on the
Constitution (Water Authorities) Bill, and I cannot help
repeating that there is a sense of hypocrisy about a
government which on the one hand says it does not
want private involvement in the water industry because
it does not want to be seen in any way to be allowing
the privatisation of this industry but which on the other
hand is more than happy to accept private benefactions
and is in fact establishing this advisory council to do so.
I do not argue with the intent of having the advisory
council do so and that the benefit to the state will be
substantial. But I believe there is an element of
hypocrisy about a government that is quite happy to
encourage private enterprise to be involved in the water
industry without intending to privatise the industry,
while being hell-bent on putting down the opposition
for being intent on privatising.
As I said in the debate on the Constitution (Water
Authorities) Bill, if the opposition had been intent on
privatising during its seven years in government it
would have done so, because there was nothing to stop
it. And if that is the intent of this government, I am sure
the industry will be in private hands. Clearly that was
not the intention of the former government, and it was
not my intention as a member of that government.
Certainly it is not the intention of the opposition today.
The industry is paramount to the future development of
the country. Again I refer to the fact that this is not just
about the water industry in metropolitan Melbourne,
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where it will get the increased water resources it needs
and how we can maintain those resources to the
standard that Melburnians expect. It is also about the
80 per cent of water that is used for agricultural
purposes in Victoria. That 80 per cent is used to great
effect, because nowhere else in the country do we make
better use of that resource than we do in Victoria.

I look forward to seeing the council operate. It has my
support and the support of the opposition. The bill has
the support of the opposition. We are intent on seeing
the water industry improve and believe the introduction
of the water trust is a first step, but only a first step. The
introduction of the advisory council is an opportunity to
introduce greater expertise into the water industry.

Nowhere else does it provide a major aspect of our
export earnings in Victoria and Australia. The major
export from the port of Melbourne is dairy industry
products from the value-added milk produced largely
from irrigated areas in northern Victoria — not totally
but largely. The value of that irrigation water to the
dairy industry is incalculable.

I conclude by saying that if the government is intent on
improving the water industry and the way we manage it
in Victoria, it must put the money where it is required.
Over the next years of this government it will be
interesting to see whether that promise is followed up
with more money going into the water trust to meet the
needs of the industry. During its seven years the
Kennett government put $1.4 billion into the industry to
improve the quality and delivery of water services, not
only into country Victoria but also into metropolitan
Melbourne — $1.4 billion which this government has
not even considered worth putting into the water
industry. This government does not understand that this
could be worth doing. The Minister for Agriculture
would not understand how necessary it is for the future
of agriculture in this state. The government does not
understand and does not care, and until it and the
minister decide to care about the future of the industry
we will have a mealy-mouthed approach to the water
industry in this state. Until they are prepared to put their
money where their mouths are, and to invest in excess
of $1 billion in the industry to meet the needs of the
next 50 or 100 years, those needs as they are apparent at
the moment will not be met.

The interesting thing about irrigation is that it is
changing and we are now seeing a much greater use of
water for higher production horticultural crops such as
viticulture. This applies all over the state of Victoria,
but again predominantly in those areas where irrigation
industries use 78 per cent of the water in Victoria that is
available to it. If the industry is to grow and if the
requirements of the state are to be met we must manage
that resource better.
Therefore I believe this advisory council has a far
greater role than that set out in the objectives of this
bill. The role of that advisory council is to look at the
way water is managed elsewhere in the world, not only
in agricultural pursuits in other countries but in the way
it is distributed and stored, and in particular in the way
deep water storage can be better controlled by having
more than one storage in the one catchment line. It
needs to look at all sorts of means of improving the
service delivery of the water industry — how we can
reduce the extraordinary losses that currently occur and
the means through which we can overcome those
losses. If the trust accepts that challenge and does half
the things it has the possibility of doing, it will be an
extraordinary benefit to this state. I hope the
government of the day will be prepared to back this
advisory council and give it resources to look at all
those issues which I see as important for the industry.
The advisory council has an interesting challenge and I
look forward to working with it. It has the capacity to
influence the future of the water industry, and in so
doing it will influence the future development of this
state and the security of water to every Victorian,
particularly Melburnians and residents of cities such as
Geelong, a city that has gone through water restrictions
for many years. The major role of the advisory council
is to advise on the conflicting interests of the water
industry and to accommodate them. That is the
council’s responsibility.

I support the bill, I support the advisory council, but it
is dependent on the government of the day supporting
the Victorian Water Trust and the advisory council and
funding them appropriately.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I find it rather amusing
that we have a government whose main agenda for this
term of Parliament is water. We have had a major
ministerial statement on water and two or three water
bills every week. It is such a hugely important issue for
this government that we currently have four members
of the government in this house. So if the minister at the
table would listen for a minute — —
Mr Cameron — I am talking to your colleague,
who has more important business.
Mr WALSH — Given that your government has
decided water is its key issue, why do we only have
four members that are interested in the water debate —
four members for an issue that you have said is your
major issue for this term of Parliament. We have four
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people now, and we had four people here in the
previous debate, a debate that was — —
Mr Cameron — And how many Nationals on that
side? Not anyone.
Mr WALSH — There are now. But quite seriously
it is a major issue, the biggest issue. The previous
bill — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WALSH — Percentage-wise we have more
than you have. For the last bill, which was
supposedly — —
Mr Cameron — Two to one.
Mr WALSH — If you keep talking, someone else
might come in, Bob, with a bit of luck.
For a government that has just dealt with a bill that
supposedly enshrines the ownership of the water
authorities in public hands forever, to have four people
in the house for a bill in which one of its keystone
election promises — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The Minister for Agriculture!
Mr WALSH — You have now put the bill in place
so you can flog off water. We have had the bill that was
supposedly going to enshrine — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I ask honourable members at the table, other
than the Deputy Leader of the National Party, to be
quiet.
Mr WALSH — So some people have come in. This
is great. The keystone for this government for the next
four years is water, and we have had four people sitting
here through the debate on the bill that was going to
enshrine water authorities in public hands for the rest of
our lives, and now we have the keystone legislation.
An Honourable Member — Who is the shadow
minister or spokesperson?
Mr WALSH — We are here. We are speaking.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr WALSH — Definitely, because water is such a
big issue for this side of the house. It might be treated
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with contempt by that side of the house, but it is a big
issue for this side of the house. We now have the
Victorian Water Trust Advisory Council bill, which is
the keystone of the election promises of this current
government — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr WALSH — I agree with the principle. As
always it is the implementation that is the issue. So we
have the water trust advisory council — —
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr WALSH — They say the same about you. You
should be able to design a train track then.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I know it is 10 past 9, but Hansard is having
great difficulty in following the debate. I ask that the
Deputy Leader of the National Party be the only one
speaking; that would be appreciated.
Mr WALSH — The water trust advisory council is
being set up. When is a water trust not a trust? When it
is an advisory council. The term ‘trust’ has been used
very loosely in this whole thing. I searched at length
through the Oxford dictionary for a definition of ‘trust’
that would fit this legislation and this trust, but I could
not find one anywhere. A trust is something that should
be managed by trustees. They should have some
fiduciary and decision-making responsibility. They
should be the trustees that care for the funds that are put
into their hands. There are no funds put into the hands
of trustees under this bill.
A trust should be accountable to someone. This trust is
not accountable to anyone. It is only an advisory
committee. It is actually the government which is going
to implement its normal business program based on that
advice. The members have no accountability for what
happens. They have no authority to make any decisions.
All they are there for is to advise, so they are most
definitely not a trust, and there is no certainty about the
money that will be provided to them.
If the government had set up a proper water trust, it
would have put $320 million into a trust that the
trustees would then manage on behalf of the
government to implement its policies. Here we have a
trust that is not a trust, a trust that has no money to
spend unless the budget apportions funds to it over the
next 10 years. As we know from some of the things that
have happened on that side of the house, like the rail
standardisation and the Scoresby freeway, if the budget
does not appropriate it, it will never happen into the
future. To my mind, if this were going to be a serious
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trust, $320 million would have been put in trust to be
managed by the trustees while implementing the
government’s intentions with this legislation.
Mr Plowman — It is a hollow trust.
Mr WALSH — It is not even a hollow trust; it is
not a trust at all. We have had Peter Cullen appointed as
the chairman of this trust, and we have some more
people to be added to the panel. They are supposedly
going to give advice to the government on how this
money will be spent in the future to implement the
objectives of this trust. But on 18 November 2002 the
Premier, in a press release, announced how
$160 million of the money that is going to be allocated
out of this trust would actually be spent.
So an advisory trust that is not actually a trust has been
set up, it has no money to spend, and the Premier has
spent $160 million of the money it is supposed to have
even before it has been set up and before it has had the
opportunity to give any advice to the government. That
includes $20 million for the Mildura Sunraysia
irrigation upgrade, $20 million for the Gippsland Lakes,
$30 million for country infrastructure for water supplies
for small towns and sewerage, $16 million for the
government’s Victorian River Health strategy,
$10 million for Water Smart Homes and Gardens, and
$10 million for water recycling for the Werribee
project. So we have an advisory trust being set up that
is not a trust, and on its behalf the Premier has already
spent $160 million of the money it has not got before it
even starts business.
One of the things the trust is also going to be charged
with doing is advising the minister on additional
sources of funding for initiatives referred to in proposed
section 305CC(a). Given the current history of this
government and listening to its members in question
time and at numerous other times, no doubt this clause
has been included in the bill so that we can hear a
constant barrage from the other side of the house crying
poor by saying, ‘We want the federal government to
give us some money to implement these programs’,
when natural resource management and water are
actually a state constitutional issue.
We constantly hear the other side of the house bleating,
‘We want the federal government to pay for this. We
want the federal government to pay for that’.
Constitutionally it is the responsibility of the state to
look after water and natural resource management, so
the state should actually pay. The state is getting quite a
large take out of the GST income. It has an income
source, a growth tax revenue base from which to
actually fund these projects into the future. It talks
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about water being precious and a finite resource. I think
those of us who live in country Victoria have known
that water is a precious and finite resource for all the
time we have been alive. It is interesting that
Melbourne and Geelong and the communities
surrounding them are only just realising that water is a
finite resource. It is rather strange that it has taken so
long for them to catch on. I think it is the current
drought that has finally brought that fact home to
metropolitan people.
What is a concern to me is that I do not think it is the
farm-based drought that has brought it home to the
people of Melbourne. I do not think they really care all
that much about what is happening out in country
Victoria. What — —
Mr Cameron interjected.
Mr WALSH — Who is now withdrawing it on
7 May, and it has not rained.
Mr Cameron — Everyone who wants to apply can
apply. Under your policy — —
Mr WALSH — Hansard will not be happy with
you.
Mr Cameron — Disgraceful! In sharp contrast to
the — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The Minister for Agriculture!
Mr WALSH — It is not the farm-based issues that
have brought it home to the people of Melbourne, it is
the fact that they can no longer go on their waterskiing
holidays, that they can no longer go house boating or
that they cannot throw water around their gardens
willy-nilly because there are water restrictions in place
and they now have to hold a hose to water the gardens
or have triggers on their hoses to wash their cars. Lots
of people in country Victoria would love the luxury of
having green lawns or being able to wash their cars at
the moment because the water is just not available.
It is the fact that Melbourne and particularly Geelong
are finally running out of water that is bringing home
the issues about water to the people of Melbourne and
Geelong. As I said in debate on the previous bill, there
is this nimby — not in my backyard — attitude out
there. It is fine to criticise people in the rest of
Victoria — —
Mr Cameron interjected.
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Mr WALSH — I know, because they are living
beyond their means. It is great that finally the people of
Melbourne and Geelong realise that water is such a
critical issue when they have been some of the worst
culprits in the past for wasting water. Geelong and
Melbourne people have been living beyond their means
for far too long. No consideration has been given to
putting a cap on water consumption in Melbourne or
Geelong.
In 1994 the Murray-Darling Basin Commission
introduced a cap on water consumption for
communities in northern Victoria, but the people in
Melbourne and Geelong have been living way beyond
their means for far too long. The whole process of
sharing the Murray River was quite torturous for the
communities up there. They spent two years developing
it and actually worked out a fair share for the
environment. They worked out a fair share for
consumptive users along the river. We have not had
that sort of process take place in Melbourne or
Geelong.
If you take Geelong as an example, in 1995 the then
Department of Natural Resources and Environment
produced a report that recommended that the average
long-term extraction from the ground water aquifer that
supplies some of Geelong’s water should be
4000 megalitres a year, but currently Barwon Water is
drawing 12 600 megalitres from that aquifer because it
is short of surface water. But what is even worse is that
it has an application lodged to increase that extraction
to 20 000 megalitres a year. What makes it even worse
is that it now has an application lodged to take some of
the Colac water authority’s bulk entitlements so it can
get an environmental flow down the creek that the
Geelong water authority has actually dried up.
It is about time the people of Geelong and Melbourne
stopped pinching water out of other catchments to make
up for their own extravagant uses. If you take
Melbourne as an example, the Thomson Dam takes
7 per cent of the flows that should go into the
Gippsland Lakes. We often discuss the state of the
Gippsland Lakes and the problems there, but if you put
the 7 per cent that goes from the Thomson Dam to
Melbourne back down the river into the Gippsland
Lakes I imagine you would have a lot better outcome
for the lakes. Melbourne should not be pinching other
people’s water.
Ms Beattie — Pinching other people’s water?
Mr WALSH — Pinching other people’s water! You
should be living on water out of your own catchments.
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Mr Cameron — For how long?
Mr WALSH — I do not know. Not many members
will have heard about King Parrot Creek in north-east
Victoria. The people of King Parrot Creek have been
going through the agony of doing a stream flow
management plan. It was the first community in
Victoria to attempt to do a stream flow management
plan. Members of that community have been tearing
themselves apart over how they should share the
limited resource they have in the King Parrot Creek,
but — surprise, surprise! — Melbourne Water actually
takes 12 000 megalitres a year from the top of the King
Parrot Creek. The community there is trying to share a
very limited resource, but for decades Melbourne has
been taking 12 000 megalitres a year from the top of
that creek. If you were to put that water back in, the
people at King Parrot Creek would have a hell of a lot
better creek to live on.
I believe both the cities of Melbourne and Geelong are
facing their moment of truth. As the National Party
advocated before the last election, there definitely needs
to be a cap placed on water usage. If we can put a cap
on it we might get some people who actually
understand the real value of water in Australia and
particularly in our cities. Australian cities actually waste
92 per cent of their stormwater run-off.
Sewerage main mining as a way of reusing water is
technology that is now readily available and quite
economical, and it would save a huge amount of
potable water. It would supply cheap water for a lot of
our golf courses, parks and recreational facilities. We
can easily put a sewerage mine and cleaning filter on
top of some of the mains, take the water, use it on our
parks and gardens and save potable water for other
purposes.
Under the government’s water statement and under the
objectives of the trust a reuse target of 20 per cent by
2010 has been set. I suggest there should be a bare
minimum of reuse for Melbourne. If you take the
agricultural sector, farmers have now had reuse systems
on their farms for the last two decades. The majority of
farms would have reuse systems because they
appreciate the value of water. They know that any
water they lose is water lost. A reuse target of 20 per
cent by 2010 should be the absolute minimum, and I
would like to see the government increase that target to
something more ambitious. Let us raise our sights and
make it something we can really strive for.
The other goal is to reduce Melbourne’s per capita
water consumption by 15 per cent by 2010. That
sounds a great target, but it is a per capita consumption
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reduction, not a total reduction. If we had a cap on the
water use for Melbourne we might find that there could
be serious reductions in the future. If, over a period, the
population of Melbourne increases by 15 per cent there
will be no reduction in the total water usage; you will
still be living beyond your means and pinching water
from the Thomson Dam and from the King Parrot
Creek to keep Melbourne alive.
Ms Beattie — Who owns it?
Mr WALSH — The people who live in the
catchment own it. You have no right to it. I would like
to see this advisory committee set up.
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr WALSH — They are entitled to it. One of the
things that the advisory committee could do, which is
one of the things we have all been derelict about doing
over time, is set out a recreational water policy. If you
take all the communities in northern Victoria you
would find that most of the lakes up there are dry. We
have had no recreational water policy that enables those
lakes to get their fair share of water, which has had a
huge impact on the tourism industry in that area and has
cost those communities quite a deal of money. It is one
thing we have actually overlooked as we moved
forward.
We had a commitment from the then environment
minister last June to instigate a study about how we
could improve the social amenity of Lake Boga.
Despite frequent letters from the Rural City of Swan
Hill, the former member for Swan Hill, Barry Steggall,
and now me, we still have not had the satisfaction of a
response from the present Minister for Water.
In conclusion, the bill will enhance the sustainable use
of Victoria’s water, including the whole issue of river
health. The River Murray has been spoken about in this
house quite a bit during these sittings. The Living
Murray process that is now going on is something that
concerns all of us, because there is the issue of
returning one of three reference points of environmental
flows to the river — 350 000 megalitres,
750 000 megalitres or 1.5 million megalitres.
We all have major concerns, and there is not a good
scientific base to make the appropriate decisions at the
moment. There has been poor community consultation,
and we would like to see that process extended for quite
a while to come. In extending the time frame we would
insist that the government actually acknowledges water
rights and licences as a property right and that any
clawback of water must be legislated for and paid for
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on just terms. We want the government to stay out of
the water market.
Here we have a trust that is not a trust, a trust that has
no power, a trust where the government has actually
spent most of the money allocated for it. So if I were
someone who was asked to put in an application to join
the trust, I wonder if I would even bother making the
effort to do it.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — It gives me pleasure to
follow the contributions of the members for Benambra
and Swan Hill on a water bill. As the member for
Benambra said, the house has dealt with a number of
water bills during these sittings, which indicates that
water is extremely important to the government.
Somehow it is seen as fairly sinister by the members for
Benambra and Swan Hill. I have to say I have never
heard comments like theirs, to the extent that if you live
in the catchment you own the water and that if someone
downstream wants to use some of it, heavens above,
they are robbing the legitimate owners. There are some
philosophical problems with that.
Mr Cameron — They have a right to it!
Ms LINDELL — They certainly do have a right to
water. In fact one of the key elements of the Victorian
Water Trust Advisory Council is that it will look after
water rights across Victoria, wherever we live and
wherever and however we use it. It will endeavour to
make sure that all Victorians, particularly those who
live in urban areas, change the way they view and use
water. For the National Party to try to have a city versus
country debate when it comes to our most precious
resource is very disingenuous indeed.
This bill enacts part of the government’s election
commitment on Water for the Future. The four main
targets of that policy are to — —
Mr Ryan — Irrigate, irrigate, irrigate, irrigate!
Ms LINDELL — They include increasing the
efficiency of irrigation systems across the state — I
thank the Leader of the National Party — by 25 per
cent through replacing channel systems and reducing
Melbourne’s use of drinking water per capita by 15 per
cent by 2010, which is not very far away. That is a
remarkable challenge that those of us who live in
Melbourne are going to have to embrace. I expect that
the water trust advisory council will be advising the
government very well on exactly how we can achieve
those changes.
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We wish to improve the health of Victoria’s rivers. As
we know, many of our rivers are very degraded. We
have had a discussion in this house about my favourite
river, the Loddon, as it runs near Canary Island, which
is also very dear to the member for Swan Hill. We have
set a target of recycling 20 per cent of Melbourne’s
wastewater by 2010. This all revolves about ensuring
the long-term sustainability of Victoria’s water
resources. The Victorian Water Trust Advisory Council
is being established to advise the minister on additional
sources of funding. It is there for other related matters,
including advising the minister on the allocation of
funds for projects that enhance the health and
sustainability of our water resources, providing greater
security for meeting the future water needs of
Victorians and encouraging the recycling and reuse of
water and improving efficiencies in its use.
I am very pleased that the Liberal Party and the
National Party are supporting this very important
legislation. I concur with the generous comments of the
member for Benambra about Professor Peter Cullen,
who is to be the chair of the advisory council. He will
be a fine and worthy chair of the council. In fact only a
couple of years ago he won the Prime Minister’s award
as Environmentalist of the Year.
The purpose of the trust is to provide secure sources of
funding for new investment in Victoria’s water
resources. Some of the projects that will be eligible for
funding by the trust include those that demonstrably
meet the objectives of the trust and have a holistic
approach to the management of the state’s water
resources, including value-for-money outcomes for
new assets or enhancements of existing assets. It will be
there to encourage the efficient use and allocation of
water resources and to demonstrate appropriate funding
support from a range of sources, including the
commonwealth and local governments, the community,
the private sector and regional organisations.
I must say that water and the opportunities for its
recycling are on the minds of many people, given the
number of suggestions from constituents that have
come to me in the last couple of months about how we
as a community can work together to better use our
water resources. One of the very exciting things we can
look forward to over the next couple of years is the
wide range of suggestions that will come forward from
the general public about innovative ways in which we
can use and reuse water in Melbourne.
Dr Napthine interjected.
Ms LINDELL — The member for South-West
Coast is asking me to give some examples. I will be
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glad to give him some. I had a letter just the other day
from a constituent in the Patterson Lakes Retirement
Village
Mr Ryan — How is your mum?
Ms LINDELL — No, not from my mum — unless
my mum has had a sex change and a name change!
The gentleman is most concerned. There is a very nice
ornamental lake — Patterson Lakes has many nice
ornamental lakes, but there is a particularly nice one at
the retirement village — and it is actually water from
the Patterson River. His suggestion is that the water
could be taken from the lake and used on the gardens
and that that would be an ideal way for the retirement
village to reuse some of the stormwater the member for
Swan Hill referred to in his contribution. We do not
make enough use of stormwater. I think those of us on
my side of the house would agree that we do need to do
much more with our stormwater. This gentleman had
the very fine idea that the stormwater that drains into
that lake and a bit of the overflow from the Patterson
River could be diverted for use on the gardens and
common ground around the retirement village.
As time goes by I think we will find more and more
people — maybe it will be those from the older
generation — coming forward with such ideas. My
mother always had the hose from the washing machine
when it was in the rinse cycle diverted out onto the
garden. It is something she has done all my life. She
was from the Mallee and knew what droughts were
about, and she would never waste water. I think my
generation, particularly those of us who live in
Melbourne, has always taken the easy option and
turned on the tap. I do not see this debate as being rural
versus urban, I see it as being about having to have a
certain mind-set, particularly in our urban communities,
so that we catch up with our rural communities in how
to use water. But let us not go down the track of having
city and — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.
Debate adjourned on motion of Dr NAPTHINE
(South-West Coast).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENT FUND (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 9 April; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Minister for State and Regional Development).

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — Firstly, the
bill provides for funds from the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund (RIDF) to be used to facilitate the
extension of natural gas to areas of rural and regional
Victoria. Secondly, it recognises the split of the former
Delatite shire into the Benalla Rural City Council and
the Mansfield Shire Council, and ensures both those
new municipalities are eligible for program funding
under the RIDF. Thirdly, it provides for the nine
so-called interface councils, which are listed at clause 6
of the bill and become new schedule 2 — Cardinia
Shire Council, Casey City Council, Hume City
Council, Melton Shire Council, Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council, Nillumbik Shire Council, Whittlesea
City Council, Wyndham City Council and Yarra
Ranges Shire Council — to also be eligible for funding
under the RIDF for the extension of natural gas.
I note that the second-reading speech states that the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund would
develop guidelines to ensure that only rural areas within
those interface councils would receive assistance under
these provisions. However, that is not in the legislation.
The legislation makes no such provision, and we have
to trust the minister and the government that what the
second-reading speech says will actually happen. The
track record of the government in the area of trusting it
is not too good. Therefore, if it is the intention of the
government to ensure that only rural areas of the
interface areas receive assistance I suggest the safest
course of action would be for the government to
propose an amendment while the bill is between here
and another place to ensure that it is in the legislation
and not just in the trust-us category.
I can assure the government that the opposition will
closely monitor this, because there are real concerns
throughout regional and rural Victoria that dollars from
the Rural Infrastructure Development Fund should not
be used to fund natural gas extensions as part of
housing developments in the urban sprawl as it grows
into those interface areas of Melbourne.
There is also concern among many rural and regional
councils about the direction the government is taking
with the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
itself. This bill extends the fund to cover interface
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councils with respect to natural gas extensions. In 2002
the Regional Development Victoria Act was enacted. It
provided power to the minister to give written
directions to the chief executive of Regional
Development Victoria to exercise its powers under the
Regional Development Victoria Act with respect to
interface councils. Again there is real concern in
regional and rural Victoria that that, plus the direction
on the extension of natural gas to the interface council
areas, is showing the government’s propensity to use
and likelihood of using the Rural Infrastructure
Development Fund to fund a range of projects in the
interface areas, particularly to use its political
pork-barrelling in some of those interface areas.
I recognise, and the Liberal Party strongly recognises
the special needs of interface areas, where there is a
rapid population growth and a need for significant
transport, road, preschool, school and health
infrastructure. That is the sort of thing that needs to be
done in the interface council areas, but that should not
be done at the expense of proper funding for regional
and rural Victoria. It should not be done out of the
Rural Infrastructure Development Fund, and it should
not be done out of Regional Development Victoria.
That is the clear position of the opposition.
There is a need for special funding and for special
provisions and assistance for interface councils. The
opposition supports the extension of natural gas to rural
communities through their use of the RIDF, but it does
not support the creeping extension by this government
which is threatening rural-designated funds and putting
them at risk of being used on interface infrastructure.
The Liberal Party supports programs to extend natural
gas to regional and rural Victoria. It was one of our
strong policies at the last election. We recognise that
providing natural gas to areas in country Victoria has a
positive, economic benefit. In terms of attracting
industry and investment, being connected to a natural
gas supply is very important, very advantageous and
one of the key criteria used by businesses when
selecting where they invest in the future. Country and
regional communities that have access to natural gas
have a significant advantage. Therefore extending
natural gas will provide an economic infrastructure
framework which is important for the growth and
development of regional and rural Victoria.
It is also important for individual households. As the
Bracks Labor government continues to deny people
access to firewood by restricting access to its harvesting
and collection, more and more households are relying
on very expensive and inefficient bottled gas or
electricity for heating. In terms of environmental
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benefits, reduced greenhouse gases, energy efficiency
and lower prices, there are advantages in having
additional households connected to natural gas.
I am pleased that in my time as a member of Parliament
for south-west Victoria I have been involved in
programs that have extended the natural gas supply to
the south-west. Portland and Hamilton have been two
major communities in the electorates I have
represented — and Portland will be well into the
future — where I have personally played a leadership
role in having households connected to natural gas. I
look forward to fighting for many other country
communities in their efforts to get access to natural gas
under this program and under programs delivered by a
subsequent Liberal government.
In the lead-up to the election the government made two
parallel promises. Firstly, it promised $70 million for
natural gas extensions over four years. I quote from its
policy document entitled Energy for the Future, which
says Labor would:
… provide $70 million over the next four years to expand
reticulated natural gas to regional and rural Victoria.

That is a very good promise, and we will hold them to
it. The government also promised $180 million for the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund (RIDF)
over five years. At the same time it promised
$20 million for the development of rural towns.
However, after the election the government came clean
on these promises.
Ms Asher — Oh no! They didn’t merge them, did
they?
Dr NAPTHINE — No, but when I read that
sentence about the $70 million I did not see anywhere
in that line or indeed anywhere in this energy policy
that the $70 million would actually be coming out of
the $180 million RIDF funding. It is one of those
pea-and-thimble, funny-money tricks that the Labor
Party is renowned for. The $70 million will come out of
the $180 million, and the $20 million for the
development of small towns will come out of the
$180 million, so the RIDF is starting to erode very
rapidly.
At page 227 of budget paper 2, which was released
today and which outlines the expenditure to come from
the RIDF over the next five years, we can see how this
funny-money scheme takes us even further. The
$180 million that we have been promised now includes
the $70 million and the $20 million. In 2003–04 there
will be $20 million for the fund; in 2004–05,
$25 million; in 2005–06, $35 million; and in 2006–07,
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$50 million. Before the next election — that is, if you
look to 2006–07, which is in the term of this
government — we will see only $100 million in the
RIDF.
As I have said, of that $100 million, $70 million is
already allocated to gas and $20 million is allocated to
the development of small towns. That is $90 million, so
for the whole term of this government there is only
$10 million in new money for the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund. If that is not a
pea-and-thimble trick or a funny-money deal, then I
will go he for tiggy, because this is an absolute
disgrace.
The government has conned the people of country
Victoria again. It has pulled the wool over their eyes. It
has lied to them and deceived them, in just the same
way as it lied to and deceived the people of the eastern
suburbs over the tolls on the Scoresby freeway.
The funny-money deal goes even further. In 1999 this
government said it would provide $180 million for the
RIDF. Up until April of this year the government had
allocated only $128 million. It said there were a couple
of other projects in the wings and that it would be up to
$133 million in a few weeks time. In its briefing the
government said, ‘Oh no, it will all be allocated before
30 June’. We are waiting, we are waiting and we are
waiting!
We hope that when he gets on his feet in this debate the
honourable member for Ripon will tell us where that
extra $50 million is going to be spent between now and
30 June, or should we presume the $50 million is going
to be hived off and taken away from the people of
country Victoria? There is plenty of evidence to suggest
that there will be another funny-money deal over that
$50 million.
Then we come to the fundamental question of which
towns in country Victoria will get gas under this
scheme. Interestingly, during the last six months of
2002 — in the six months prior to the election on
30 November — every town, village and hamlet, and
just about every car, caravan and anything that stopped
still for 30 seconds in country Victoria was promised a
connection to natural gas by the Labor Party candidate
or Labor Party member.
Let me give you a few examples, because unfortunately
time will not permit me to go through the lot of them.
On 20 November 2002 the Mansfield Courier
published an article with a photo of the previous
member for Benalla, Denise Allen, saying:
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Bonnie Doon, Yea and Alexandra are set to benefit from the
Bracks government’s $70 million plan to extend Victoria’s
natural gas network.

Further on it states:
Mr Brumby said he was confident Labor would deliver for
the Yea, Alexandra and Bonnie Doon communities if it won
the 30 November election.

An article in the Myrtleford Times of 20 November
2002 says:
Bright and Myrtleford are set to benefit from a $70 million
plan to extend country Victoria’s natural gas network.

The article quotes the Treasurer as saying:
We will work with the local community and relevant gas
distributor to ensure — —

An honourable member interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — We will come to it. I continue
the quote:
… Bright and Myrtleford are among the towns to benefit
from the Labor government’s plans to extend country
Victoria’s natural gas network.

In my area the Labor candidate, Roy Reekie, promised
Port Fairy that it would get natural gas, he promised
Koroit that it would get natural gas and he promised the
rest of Warrnambool that it would get natural gas. But
of course we know what happens with the Labor Party.
A couple of weeks ago when we raised the promises
Mr Reekie had made the Labor spokesman said, ‘Hang
on, they are not government promises, they are only
candidate promises’. That is what the Labor Party said.
It told the local media, ‘Don’t worry about them, they
are only candidate promises’.
On 11 November the Treasurer said in a media
statement that Woodend, Gisborne and Romsey were
set to be among the first towns to benefit. There were a
lot of first towns that would benefit from this program.
He said:
Woodend, Gisborne and Romsey are set to be among the first
towns to benefit from a Bracks Labor government’s
$70 million plan to extend country Victoria’s natural gas
network.

I think they had a template press release and they just
went out to every town and said, ‘Insert name of town’.
That is what happened; they went right across the state.
There were promises for areas such as Woodend,
Romsey, Gisborne, Bairnsdale, Somers, Swan Hill,
Lorne, Whittlesea, Hurstbridge, Creswick, the Yarra
Ranges community, South Gippsland from Koo Wee
Rup to Leongatha, Heywood and Camperdown — we
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could go right across the map. Promises were made left,
right and centre by every candidate. Every Labor
person who went near a town promised natural gas
whether it had it or not. They said, ‘You are going to
get it under this program — more natural gas’.
Certainly those towns got heaps of hot air and natural
gas!
But what happened after the election? The press
releases were running thick and fast up until
30 November. On 19 March the Honourable Bill
Forwood, a member for Templestowe Province in
another place, asked the Minister for Energy Industries,
Mr Theophanous, whether the natural gas would be
extended to Bonnie Doon. Members will recall the
press release in which the minister said Bonnie Doon
was going to be one of the first to be connected. The
minister said in his response — unfortunately, I cannot
quote it so I ask members to read Hansard for
themselves, but I will paraphrase — that commitments
were made by the government to involve Barwon
Heads, Bairnsdale and Creswick and that all other
towns were subject to a process yet to be determined.
So Bonnie Doon was given a promise in November but
got short shrift as soon as the election was over.
Ms Beattie — Leadership speech!
Dr NAPTHINE — Thank you very much, I
appreciate it! I will make sure that I send a copy to Kim
Beazley.
Mr Cameron — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I just want to ensure that Hansard recorded
that conversation.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Dr NAPTHINE — The Honourable Graeme
Stoney in another place asked the Minister for Energy
Industries about Myrtleford and Bright. Again the
minister said, ‘No, the only ones given real promises by
the Labor Party were Barwon Heads, Creswick and, of
course, Bairnsdale’. We do not know who will get this
gas and who will miss out on it. There was a bit of a
fuss in the Macedon Ranges, because people were
saying, ‘Hang on, you promised us’. On 21 April a state
government spokesman was quoted as follows in a
press comment:
… [he] yesterday confirmed that a promise made in
November by state and regional development minister, John
Brumby, to connect Gisborne, Romsey and Woodend would
be honoured.

So the Minister for Energy Industries said it would only
include 3 towns, the Treasurer added another 3 towns
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and another 50 have been promised by candidates and
visiting ALP members and ministers. We really do not
know who is going to get the natural gas under this
program.
While the Liberal Party supports this bill and the
concept of extending natural gas to country Victoria it
is very concerned about the con that has been
perpetrated on country Victoria with regard to this
whole program. It is appropriate that the Minister for
Transport has joined us and is at the table, because we
have to talk about where this money is coming from to
fund the extension. It is a $70 million program, and I
suggest that perhaps the government has got the money
from some savings it has made by not doing something
else in country Victoria. I am trying to think what else
is it not doing in country Victoria that might save it
enough money to fund the gas program and perhaps the
small rural towns program to the tune of $20 million.
What does 70 plus 20 add up to? It is about $90 million.
Perhaps it has shelved a promise to standardise rail
across regional and rural Victoria. I think that is what
has really happened here. What we have is a
government con trick on the people of Victoria, because
it promised $96 million to standardise the rail freight
network in the 2001 budget but now it has withdrawn
that promise. It has misled the people of country
Victoria; it has lied to the people of country Victoria.
Mr Batchelor — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the member for South-West Coast said the
government had withdrawn money from the rail
standardisation project. That is not the case. The
member for South-West Coast is deliberately
misleading the Parliament, and I suggest that in no
circumstances should he deliberately mislead the
Parliament. He should come back to the facts, the truth
of the matter, and he should not deliberately mislead the
Parliament.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Dr NAPTHINE — There is no point of order, and
there is no rail standardisation either! There is no point
of order, no rail standardisation and no credibility for
the Treasurer or the Minister for Transport on that
issue.
The Treasurer in his budget speech of 2001 — or
perhaps it was the fudge-it speech; I think it was the
2001 budget fudge-it speech — said:
In this budget the government addresses more than 120 years
of different rail gauges in Victoria by providing $96 million
for the standardisation of regional railway gauges.
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Further on 30 May, in answer to a question by the
honourable member for Ripon, the Treasurer said — —
Mr Batchelor — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the member for South-West Coast appears to
be quoting from Hansard in the current session.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The time has come for the adjournment of the
debate. The honourable member for South-West Coast
will have the call the next time this matter is before the
Chair.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
Centenary Medal: privacy breach
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — I wish to raise a matter
with the Attorney-General, and I ask him to investigate
whether there has been a breach of the Privacy Act.
Honourable members will recall that some time ago
they were asked to nominate a number of citizens for a
Centenary Medal. Great thought and care went into the
nominations, and it was truly an honour to be
nominated. A list of nominees was forwarded to the
protocol department in the Prime Minister’s office. The
successful nominees were absolutely delighted and
humbled when they were informed by letter, signed
personally by the Prime Minister, the Honourable John
Howard, that their community service had been
recognised, acknowledged and rewarded.
A follow-up letter of congratulations, personally
addressed and stating the service for which they had
been recognised, was then sent to them by the
Honourable Tsebin Tchen, a senator for Victoria. That
letter also expressed the senator’s disappointment that
the Victorian Governor would not be presenting those
medals.
I ask the Attorney-General to investigate, through the
Privacy Commissioner, how the senator obtained the
names and addresses of those who were nominated for
those medals when the list of nominees was forwarded
to the Prime Minister’s protocol office. Honourable
members will understand that Senator Tsebin Tchen is
not a parliamentary secretary and he has no reason to
have that list at all. This is at a time when databases are
obtained by anybody and everybody for certain matters.
I do not know why the senator would have this database
and why he would demean the very citizens he purports
to represent by using their service to the community to
try to score cheap political points.
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This is indeed an outrage. Many of my constituents
who were nominated for these medals felt they were
cheapened. In all, some 15 500 people throughout
Australia were to have received these medals, and the
people feel that the rewards they had expected were
cheapened by Senator Tsebin Tchen in this outrageous
act of privacy — —

could be helped. These people are in a special area that
has catered very heavily for the Asian community.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

I ask the minister to come and see me, talk to me a little
about these people. Let us find out where the problems
are and let us see if we can help them get through the
effect of the SARS virus that is currently sweeping
across the Phillip Island area.

Severe acute respiratory syndrome: Phillip
Island
Mr SMITH (Bass) — I address my adjournment
question to the Minister for Tourism. The severe acute
respiratory syndrome (SARS) virus is hitting the people
on Phillip Island, although not necessarily as the deadly
virus that we have seen in other parts of the world.
Nevertheless it is hitting the small business community
and causing those businesses problems that they may
not overcome. It is believed that the Phillip Island
community is losing about $1 million a week in tourism
revenue.
Let me give just one example of the way this is
affecting one of the very good Chinese restaurants in
the area. And let me say that if you want to eat real
Chinese food you go to a restaurant that serves and
caters for the Chinese community. One of those
restaurants is the Wing Ho Chinese Restaurant in
Thompson Avenue, Cowes. The owner, Stephen Zanca,
an experienced restaurateur, purchased his business in
September 2001 and promoted and improved it quite
dramatically. He has done this by putting all his life
savings into the business and promoting it to the Asian
visitors who come to Phillip Island, which he has done
by getting in two great Chinese chefs on contract,
employing local people to staff the restaurant and
promoting his business to the Asian tourist market.
Since the SARS scare commenced around February
2003 his Asian custom has dropped from about 80 per
cent to about 10 per cent. This man needs help, and so
do many other people in that area. It is not his fault that
the SARS virus has badly affected his business. The
Cowes region caters for the Asian market, for Asian
visitors who come to see the penguins — they used to
come to see the seals — the koalas, the kangaroos and
the natural beauty of that area. As I said, this is just one
example of a struggling business in that area.
These people need the minister’s help, even if it is just
to help them with some loans, even if it is help with the
interest payments on some of those loans — the
security of their businesses could be used and they

Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr SMITH — There would not be too many of
them in Melton, Don.

Poowong Preschool: funding
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Community Services. This relates to issues that have
been brought to my attention by the Poowong
Preschool. On 12 March I was at Poowong to meet with
a number of the local community groups and speak
with people in this beautiful town on matters pertaining
to their respective interests. On behalf of the preschool
group those representations were made to me by
Mrs Rachel Harms, the president, and Mrs Leanne
Lancey, the secretary of this fine organisation.
The matters they raised with me were twofold: in the
first instance they brought to my attention issues arising
from the shortfall in funds which is experienced by the
preschool, primarily due to its small enrolment
numbers. I am told that 10 children attend the
preschool. Under the current funding system the
preschool attracts $2500 for each student, thereby
providing a gross amount of $25 000. The difficulty is
that it costs something in the order of $38 000 to run the
preschool for one financial year, and accordingly there
is a shortfall of some $13 000 which has to be made up
from somewhere.
These two wonderful ladies, the preschool committee
and various other people in and around the town have
historically come together for the purpose of raising
these extra funds to enable the preschool to be
maintained. Parliament will appreciate that this facility
is essential to the ongoing future of this delightful
location.
The second matter which was discussed with me
related to the incredible amount of work the volunteer
committee contributes to the running of the preschool. I
had outlined to me in some detail the many hours and
the personal financial contributions and sacrifices
which are made by committee members for the purpose
of ensuring that the preschool is able to keep running.
In this day and age there is, of course, inevitably the
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pressure upon these facilities to merge with others. But
given the location of Poowong and the importance of
the preschool retaining its individuality within the town,
the option of merging with anybody else or any other
such organisation is simply not available. The practical
fact is that the preschool would need to continue in its
own right.
It is on these two matters that I seek the assistance of
the minister. The community is most anxious that it
obtain support from whatever source it might be able to
be provided, with regard to both filling that gap of
$13 000 in relation to the fee structure and also
enabling the facility to have assistance concerning its
general administrative costs. Assistance would be most
appreciated.

Schools: speed limits
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise an issue for
action by the Minister for Transport. It relates to the
initiative of the minister and the government to reduce
speed limits around our schools. As the chair of the
parliamentary Road Safety Committee and the parent of
two school-age daughters, I am well aware of the
dangers on our roads around our schools.
In fact statistics from Vicroads show that there are
approximately 250 casualty accidents outside Victorian
schools on a yearly basis. In recognising this, this
government has moved to introduce 40-kilometre speed
restrictions around most Victorian schools. The action I
seek from the Minister for Transport is that he ensure
that these speed zones around our schools are
implemented as a matter of high priority. As I said, this
government has committed to reducing speed limits
around every Victorian school. This initiative will
ensure that Victoria’s 820 000 students arrive safely
and depart safely from their school, or at least their risk
of accident is minimised. This includes both state
schools and private schools, a total of more than 2300
schools across the state.
In my own electorate this issue has caused many school
communities, parents, teachers and lollipop people or
attendants great concern. I have met with numerous
school communities in my electorate, including South
Geelong and East Geelong primary schools, Kardinia
International College and Geelong High School, just to
name a few, to discuss this important issue. I can assure
this house that the government’s initiative is welcomed
by the schools in the Geelong electorate. Parents have
generally been concerned about the safety of their
children around the schools and have raised the issue
with the government.
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A hallmark of the Bracks government is that the
government has listened to these concerns and it has
acted on these concerns. However, it is important that
the government move with urgency to implement these
new speed restrictions. I have little doubt that this will
happen, because this government recognises that speed
does kill, a message that escaped the opposition at the
last election, where it argued for implementation of
121 kilometres an hour on the Melbourne–Geelong
road where we now have 100 kilometres an hour
and —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.

Fitzsimons Lane, Templestowe: traffic lights
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport, and it is good to
see the minister at the table. It has to do with the
installation of traffic lights in Fitzsimons Lane in
Templestowe. I ask the minister to investigate the
possibility of installing traffic lights and other
improvements to ensure the safety of the residents. I
have been approached by many residents, including
some who are elderly, and I have also written a letter to
Vicroads — unfortunately, with no success.
There has been significant concern raised about access
issues and safety on Fitzsimons Lane arising from the
continuous stream of traffic caused by the roundabouts
at Porter Street and Main Road and the high-speed
environment which is made worse by the arterial road
function and the high proportion of elderly residents
whose homes abut Fitzsimons Lane.
The residents of Templestowe Retirement Village,
which is situated on Fitzsimons Lane, are fearful for
their safety and wellbeing when they attempt to cross
the road. Equally residents wishing to turn into
Parkwood Place are in danger of being hit by speeding
cars. I ask the minister to investigate the feasibility of
installing traffic lights at an appropriate location along
the length of Fitzsimons Lane as well as improving
access to Parkwood Place.
Also as part of this investigation I ask the minister to
look not only at the installation but also at the possible
linking of traffic signals on Fitzsimons Lane to create a
safer and more efficient road environment. I am sure
the minister will agree that the safety of the residents is
paramount and that it is also important to ensure that
people are able to turn into their own street without the
fear that another car is going to hit or smash into them.
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I hope the minister does not stand up and give me the
same rhetoric about the former Kennett government.
He has been the minister for four years; this has been a
problem for the last few years, so I ask him to
investigate. As I said, I have written to Vicroads with
no success. I understand the Manningham City Council
has also written to Vicroads. I ask the minister to
investigate the possibility of installing traffic lights
along Fitzsimons Lane.

Harold Stevens athletics track
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Sport and
Recreation in another place. I ask the minister to
favourably consider a funding application to provide
track terracing and shade at the Harold Stevens athletics
facility in the City of Moreland. The city has received a
great amount of support from its local community to
advocate for terracing and shade at the Harold Stevens
track.
I congratulate a number of people who have worked on
this over many years, particularly the staff at Moreland
City Council, and over the last seven years Kevin and
Pauline Nippard, two of the club’s greatest stalwarts.
Sadly, Mr Nippard is no longer with us. I also
congratulate Ken Carter, who has given many years of
service to the club.
The project focuses on the construction of terracing on
the existing viewing area of the slope next to the
running track. It really is a great running track. The
project includes shading of the spectator viewing areas
so that the high prevalence of skin cancer in Victoria
will be minimised as people enjoy their outdoor
recreation. Many clubs use the track, including the
following Little Athletics clubs: West Coburg Little
Aths, Pascoe Vale Little Aths, West Breen Little Aths,
Fawkner Little Aths, Newlands Little Aths, Moreland
Little Aths, Oak Park Little Aths and St Oliver’s Little
Aths. If that is not enough to convince the minister,
among the many other clubs that use the track are the
Coburg Veterans, the Coburg Harriers and some of our
local schools and special schools from Coburg,
Fawkner, Broadmeadows and Preston.
It is an excellent facility that is used by many locals,
and it is in the City of Moreland. All of the above
groups and clubs utilise the sloped spectator area,
which is located in the 100-metre straight. If you are
there cheering on your son or daughter in Little Aths,
you want to be sure to be covered. We are keen to make
sure that the track is accessible to people with
disabilities and the parents who are there barracking for
their sons and daughters. They might have with them
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littler people than those in Little Aths, and their prams
and pushers should be safe and on an accessible site.
The City of Moreland is allocating $63 971 in its
budget. It has done its bit; the state government should
also help.

Workcover: asbestos
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I have a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Workcover. I seek
action from the minister to do something to fix a grave
loophole in the regulations concerning the handling of
asbestos-based products.
In February this year I wrote to the minister drawing his
attention to the fact that a private householder could
work on asbestos-based products with impunity from
the present regime of controls. The particular case I
drew to his attention concerned a householder using an
angle grinder to remove the fixings of a corrugated
asbestos cement roof. The householder was not wearing
any protective gear and had not warned his neighbours
that he was going to carry out the work. This meant that
he and his neighbours were all liable to the health risks
associated with asbestos particles becoming airborne.
The constituent who drew this matter to my attention
advised me that he had contacted the Environment
Protection Authority, Worksafe, the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council and the Department of Human
Services. Each of those authorities advised him that
there is no authority responsible for public safety where
such work is being done by a householder on their own
property.
In my letter to the minister last February I asked him to
take immediate action to correct this anomaly. Two
months later I received a reply from the minister which
can only be described as extremely disappointing. He
confirmed that the Occupational Health and Safety
(Asbestos) Regulations 2003 do not prescribe any duty
of care to homeowners. He then went on to tell me that
the government was going to prepare a booklet about
the dangers of asbestos and that this publication would
be freely available to householders on request. Does the
minister expect anyone to believe that publishing a
booklet will deal with this threat to health?
That response by the minister to this major issue is just
not good enough. He seems happy to gloss over this
issue and to not regard it as serious. Building unions
recognise the seriousness of asbestos to the health of
their members, and they would not put up with this
inaction from the minister for one second if it impacted
on a building site, and rightly so. The health of private
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householders is just as important as the health of
building workers, and I am calling on this minister and
the government to recognise that fact and to take
immediate action to plug this loophole in the
regulations. To continue to avoid taking proper action
on this matter is to put the lives of Victorians at serious
risk.

High Street, Preston: clearway
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I raise with the
Minister for Transport a matter concerning the clearway
in High Street, Preston. I seek the removal of that
clearway. As far as I am concerned, especially in the
evening peak hour, the clearway becomes a freeway.
When drivers have two lanes available at 4.30 p.m.,
their mentality is to plant their foot on the accelerator
and treat the road as a freeway, including the area
through the busy High Street strip shopping centre.
That section of High Street, which also affects
Northcote, is 7.2 kilometres in length and is considered
by Vicroads to be one of the 10 worst black spot links.
Over a five-year period the City of Darebin had the
second-highest number of pedestrian fatalities, only one
behind the City of Melbourne. Thirty per cent of those
pedestrian casualties occur in High Street.
Since the Labor Party won government in 1999 it has
been doing a lot with its black spot program. Traffic
lights have been installed at the intersection of High
Street and Wood Street. Several years ago, as one of the
more innovative measures, variable speed limit signs
restricting the speed to 40 kilometres an hour were
trialled during the day time at the northern end of High
Street in Preston. That was the only trial in the state. It
proved successful, and it has now been extended to
other areas of Melbourne, as well as further along High
Street, starting at Dundas Street and running up to
Henry Street, Reservoir.
To give members an idea of the safety implications, in
the past five years there have been 55 casualty crashes
involving pedestrians in the section of High Street now
being trialled. As well as pedestrian safety there are
substantial economic implications. At 4.30 p.m. each
afternoon, the start of the clearway period, economic
activity drops right off for the local traders.
The City of Darebin has done a lot of positive work,
particularly through its integrated transport study. It has
been involved in intense discussions with Vicroads.
The council wants to ensure that public transport is a
priority and that pedestrians can safely alight from
trams and buses. The City of Darebin is willing to
support any measures that are needed. Scrapping the
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clearway would be a change for the better. It would be
a win-win situation for road and pedestrian safety and
for local traders.

Mornington Peninsula Freeway: sound barriers
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I ask the Minister for
Transport to fund the installation of traffic sound
barriers on the Mornington Peninsula Freeway,
especially in the Dromana and McCrae areas.
The problem with this section of freeway is not only the
noise caused by the traffic, as well as the large amount
of rubbish that comes off the road and is blown through
holes in the fence and into neighbouring properties, it is
also the chain wire fence running the length of the
freeway, which is consistently damaged. People use the
gaps as a shortcut. It is certainly a safety issue, because
children also use it as a shortcut. Even when the traffic
is running at 100 kilometres an hour I have seen
children cutting across the freeway on bikes, taking
their lives into their own hands.
Over the past four or five years I have noticed that as
traffic increases on the freeway I have received more
and more complaints from local residents. To the credit
of Vicroads it has responded. It has not been able to put
up noise barriers, but it has tested the noise levels,
which it has found are increasing. It has repaired the
fences as quickly as possible, but the increasing traffic
and increasing number of residents in the area outweigh
the action taken so far.
The Mornington Peninsula Freeway is the main
thoroughfare to the southern peninsula. It is extremely
busy in summer, throughout school holidays and on the
weekends. A huge number of people come down on
Friday nights, so that is a very busy time now, and so
are Monday mornings, because a lot of people stay the
weekend and return to Melbourne quite early on the
Monday. As well as the heavier traffic, more people are
living permanently along the freeway. The population
of the Mornington Peninsula is increasing rapidly. Not
as many houses in the area are holiday houses
anymore — increasingly the residents are permanent.
As well as the natural tourist attractions of the
Mornington Peninsula, we have a number of major
events. The next major event is the Australian Golf
Open, which is to be held in November in Rye. The
amount of traffic that that will bring midweek — —
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr DIXON — Yes, perhaps the minister can use
some of the spare steel from the rail tracks that he no
longer requires to make some noise barriers. That is a
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very constructive suggestion from the member for
Hawthorn. This is a safety issue, an amenity issue and
an environmental issue for the people of the area.

Northern Hospital: extension
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I raise a matter
for action by the Minister for Health. As a member of
the Bracks government I believe in the better treatment
of patients in our public hospitals. The Bracks
government is turning around Victoria’s public health
system and undoing the damage caused by the previous
Kennett government. I am pleased to see that the
Northern Hospital has been a beneficiary of the advent
of the Bracks Labor government in 1999 and that the
benefits will continue.
The Bracks government has already committed
$900 million to rebuilding Victoria’s health facilities —
the largest health-building program in Victoria’s
history. Constituents in my electorate of Mill Park look
forward to seeing Labor deliver on its election
commitments for the Northern Hospital. They know we
will deliver: our record to date shows this.
Since the last election Labor has delivered a better
health service to the Mill Park electorate, with
178 additional nurses at the Northern Hospital — an
increase of 33 per cent. Labor has provided $12 million
for the stage 1 extension of the Northern Hospital,
which is due for completion by the middle of this year.
I look forward to attending the official opening of this
extension with the minister. It will enable the treatment
of a further 3800 patients a year and reduce waiting
times for elective surgery.
Labor will continue to expand the Northern Hospital
following a commitment made during the 2002 election
campaign to build two new wards accommodating
64 beds; to expand the number of outpatients treated
from 80 000 to 100 000 a year; to extend the
emergency department waiting area; and to fund
improvements to the co-located Plenty Valley Health
Centre through a total funding commitment of
$23 million.
I am proud to say that the number of patients treated in
the Northern Hospital emergency department was up by
9.7 per cent between the December quarter 2001 and
the December quarter 2002 — from 11 207 patients to
12 298 patients. According to the December Hospital
Services Report, 100 per cent of category 1 emergency
patients were treated immediately on arrival at the
hospital.
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We have come a long way from the days of the Kennett
government, when the plans for the then Northern
Hospital proposal were drastically hacked down to
levels that were desperately inadequate for the needs of
the growing population of the Mill Park electorate and
surrounds.
The Labor government has achieved a fantastic result.
However, I am also concerned about information and
communication technology at Northern Hospital. I
therefore ask the minister to take action to revamp it.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr Batchelor — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, I would like to raise with you a matter. I have
deliberately decided to wait until the end of the
adjournment debate in order to prevent cutting into
members’ contributions. At least two members tonight,
and I notice this has happened on other occasions, have
raised multiple issues during the adjournment debate.
The standing orders require that only one issue for the
attention of a minister be raised in the adjournment
debate. The first one was the Leader of the National
Party who raised two issues relating to the Poowong
Preschool. He indicated in his own contribution that he
was raising two matters: the first was the shortfall of
funds that stemmed from the small enrolments, and the
second was what he described as the excess work hours
of the committee. I have no doubt that the committee
there works hard and long, as they do elsewhere, but
these are two — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr Batchelor — I am taking a procedural point of
order, and I will answer the substantive part later on.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Just stick to
the point of order.
Mr Batchelor — He raised two specific points.
Secondly, the member for Nepean raised three points in
his contribution. He identified them separately as three
separate and individual points. They firstly concerned
the noise issues relating to the lack of sound barriers on
the Mornington Peninsula Freeway. That is a matter in
its own right. I understand the issues surrounding that.
But he went on to raise a separate point relating to
rubbish on the Mornington Peninsula Freeway, and
then thirdly went on to raise a matter about fence holes
on the boundary fences.
I would like you to take this on board, Deputy Speaker,
to examine the Hansard, and to advise the chamber
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whether multiple issues can be raised on the
adjournment in spite of previous rulings, customs and
practices of this house or whether the traditions of the
house will in fact be maintained and, if they are to be
maintained, that you ask members to respect those
traditions and abide by them. Otherwise we will be
forced to take points of order during their contributions
and that will be an issue.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I have heard
enough on the point of order. While the minister is
correct that only one matter can be raised on the
adjournment debate, that only one action can be sought
and that members should raise their adjournment
matters in that way, I listened to both the members that
the minister referred to, and I believe the Leader of the
National Party sought one action — that was funding
assistance for student administrative costs at the
Poowong Preschool — and the member for Nepean
sought action on funding noise barriers on the
Dromana–McCrae section of the Mornington Peninsula
Freeway. While I think the Leader of the National Party
referred to discussions with local constituents that
ranged over a number of matters, he sought, I believe, a
single action, and similarly, the member for Nepean.
So while the minister is absolutely correct that only one
matter may be raised and only a single action can be
sought on the adjournment debate — and all members
should bear that in mind — I believe that in this
instance both members were in order.

Responses
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
member for Geelong raised with me the issue of speed
limits around schools and the government’s new
initiative to increase safety around schools by lowering
the speed limits.
The government has made an announcement as part of
its road safety strategy — the Arrive Alive road safety
strategy — to reduce speed limits around schools. This
is a commitment that was reinforced in today’s budget,
and over the next two financial years the government
will spend some $23 million — some $5.8 million in
2003–04, the coming financial year, and some
$17.3 million in the financial year following. It is a
policy designed to protect some of the most vulnerable
members of our community on their way to and from
school, whether they are attending a government school
or a private school.
Mr Smith — Are you going to fully fund it or are
you going to put that back on the schools?
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Mr BATCHELOR — The member for Bass asks:
are we going to fund it? This is the Labor government
that he is talking about, and of course we will fund
these initiatives. We are not like the previous Liberal
government, of which he was a member, that did not
want to fund these sorts of projects. We are
implementing a whole-of-state initiative to make sure
that our children are safe, so we differentiate ourselves
from the Liberal Party that does not want to fund safety
initiatives in our primary schools, secondary schools,
private schools and government schools. We will do
that, unlike the Liberal Party that does not want to fund
it.
The member for Bass might be new to this chamber but
he is certainly not new to government. He was a
member of the Kennett government that would not fund
these sorts of proposals. He was a member of the
Liberal government that did not care about kids going
to school and trying to make it safe for them. The Labor
government is going to do it for the first time, and we
are proud of it — unlike the member for Bass, who
does not care about kids going to or coming home from
school.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Bass!
Mr BATCHELOR — We care about road safety.
The Liberal Party, the member for Bass, the Leader of
the Opposition and the member for Hawthorn are
absolutely hopeless in terms of caring about their kids
and other people’s kids going to school, and we are
going to fund it. I do not mind. I think it is a terrific
idea. Who thinks it is a terrific idea?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The minister,
without assistance.
Mr BATCHELOR — Who thinks it is a terrible
idea? All the people on the Liberal Party side. Not even
the National Party supports the Liberal Party on this.
The National Party is a keen supporter of reducing
speed limits around country and city schools, just as the
Labor Party is — in stark contrast to the Liberal Party
and the member for Bass. So I can assure the member
for Geelong that in terms of today’s budget we will
contribute to making schools safer.
The member for Geelong as chairman of the
parliamentary Road Safety Committee is going to play
a great role in making our roads safe. He has been a
member in the past of this important committee. We
only plead and pray that the Liberal Party want to
support a bipartisan approach to road safety.
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We are reducing the number of fatalities, the number of
injuries and the number of accidents that are occurring
across Victorian roads. We are saving lives. We say to
the Victorian Liberal Party, ‘Please come on board.
Join the Labor Party, join the Independents and join the
National Party in demanding that our roads are made
safer’.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! There is far
too much cross-chamber conversation.
Mr BATCHELOR — Liberal Party members
should not be out there by themselves. They should
come on board, because this is too important an issue,
particularly around schools.
The member for Geelong wanted an undertaking that
we would treat this as a high priority. He is lucky that
this is the Bracks Labor government because the Bracks
Labor government will treat it as a high priority.
The honourable member for Bulleen raised with me
issues along Fitzsimons Lane. He raised with me the
need for a series of traffic lights, particularly around
Porter Street and Main Road in relation to the
Templestowe Retirement Village. I will have Vicroads
have a look at that issue. Fitzsimons Lane is a busy
road. There are adjoining property uses where traffic
lights may be of assistance. It is an important through
route, and we have to achieve the appropriate balance
between the adjoining property owners and pedestrian
traffic.
This government is concerned about road safety issues,
but Fitzsimons Lane is not a new road; it is not newly
developed, it is a road that has been in place for some
time. It is a road that was in place when the member’s
party was part of the government, but once again the
opposition is asking this government to deliver major
road improvements and road safety initiatives across
Victoria, including to Fitzsimons Lane. I will ask
Vicroads to have a look at that to see what can be done.
The member for Nepean raised with me the issue of
sound barriers on the Mornington Peninsula Freeway.
With increasing traffic volumes on a large number of
our freeways there is an attendant increase in noise
coming from those roads. I will ask Vicroads to have a
look at that. The simple fact of the matter is that the
policy that existed under the former Liberal government
has continued through. If a road has a noise problem
that grows over time we will measure that over time
and once it reaches the threshold in accordance with the
policy we will slot it in with the other competing noise
barrier needs across the state and ask for it to be
addressed. It is not the sort of thing we can address
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overnight. It is not a problem that has arisen from one
day to the next, it is an incremental issue that has
developed over time. The member for Nepean has
raised a serious matter, and we will take that on board
to make sure that it is dealt with.
The member for Preston raised a matter regarding the
High Street, Preston, clearway. He indicated there is an
issue in High Street that would be assisted by the
removal of a clearway, particularly in the evening. He
identified, I think, some 7.2 kilometres that would be
assisted. The government has been working with the
Darebin City Council, and the relationship between the
government and the council has definitely improved
over recent times. The concern I as transport minister
have always had in making these sorts of changes to
important arterial routes is that all the needs of the road
are taken into account, including the through traffic and
pedestrians but importantly including public transport.
The member for Preston has identified that public
transport is a key priority that he acknowledges. If we
can work through those relationships with the Darebin
council we will go a long way to achieving those
objectives that he has asked the government to look out
for.
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — The Leader of the National Party raised
with me an issue at Poowong Preschool, or essentially
two problems — the first was the gap of some $13 000
in costs of running the preschool compared with
income, and the second was the excessive workload of
the committee, which is not unrelated to the problem of
funding.
The Leader of the National Party correctly identified
that there are a lot fewer four-year-olds at kindergarten
this year, and because the funding is per capita funding
the funding has dropped. However, because the number
of children has dropped below 15 this year — in fact, it
is only 10 compared with 22 last year — the
kindergarten is funded on a higher rate. It is not just the
rural per capita rate, it is the small rural rate now, so
there is an increase of $918 per child. By my
calculations that means around $8300 less in funding
this year.
We all understand the importance of the preschool
years. They set children up for a positive experience at
school. The research shows that the early childhood
years are absolutely vital in producing positive adults
with good futures. The government is certainly
committed to preschools and has increased funding
considerably and lifted the participation rate of
four-year-olds at preschools.
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I understand the member’s concern and I can advise
him that the Gippsland region of the Department of
Human Services has been working with the preschool
committee. We are trying to work through it. It has
been suggested to me that the committee might like to
meet with neighbouring preschool committees in Loch
and Korumburra, not necessarily to amalgamate but to
discuss the possibility of working together to share
resources. I am told that Korumburra, for example, has
an administrator. Under our group employment model
we can have one employer employing and being
responsible for several preschool teachers’
employment, and all the work that goes with that. That
happens in four other places in Gippsland. It not only
gives the preschool teacher some certainty, but it lifts
the workload of the committee and it is cheaper. It
saves some resources.
More broadly the department is commencing a review
of the preschool funding model which was brought in
by the previous government. We are looking at that and
are implementing the group employment model which
takes some of the workload off the committees, but
allows them to concentrate on things they often enjoy
doing, which are the services provided in their
preschool. I make those suggestions for Poowong
Preschool and suggest it pursues that line. I will ask the
Gippsland region to make sure it follows through and
provides any assistance it possibly can.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
member for Yuroke raised an issue for the attention of
the Attorney-General relating to apparent serious
breaches of the Privacy Act by Senator Tsebin Tchen
that really undermine the Centenary Medal process. I
advise the member that I will take that up with the
Attorney-General and ask that an investigation be
undertaken into those apparent breaches. We regard the
Privacy Act as an important part of state legislation and
are concerned to hear of these apparent breaches, as I
am sure the Attorney-General will be, and will launch a
full-scale investigation.
The member for Bass raised a matter for the attention
of the Minister for Tourism relating to the impact of
declining tourism numbers on a Chinese restaurant in
Cowes operated by Mr Stephen Zanca. I will take that
matter up with the Minister for Tourism who will get
back to the member for Bass.
The member for Pascoe Vale raised for the attention of
the Minister for Sport and Recreation in another place
track terracing and shade for spectator viewing areas at
the Harold Stevens athletic facility within the City of
Moreland. The member extensively outlined how this
facility in Moreland was widely appreciated by a whole
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range of community groups, ranging from little
athletics to other organisations.
Of particular interest to me was that members of the
fantastic little athletics group in Fawkner in my
electorate go down to this particular facility within the
City of Moreland as part of their regional visitation
program for a bit of friendly competitive interaction.
They would also support the member for Pascoe Vale
in trying to improve the physical facilities in her
electorate.
The member for Mornington raised a matter for the
Minister for Workcover regarding the handling of
asbestos products in the domestic environment. I will
ask the minister to see how the current regulations
apply to that. The issue of the danger of asbestos has
long been known, notwithstanding the fact that in the
past the producers of asbestos have sought to deny it,
both to the workers who produce it and those who use it
in the workplace environment subsequently, as well as
those who are using it in a domestic situation as the
member for Mornington described. I will ask the
Minister for Workcover if it is an appropriate matter for
him to look at. If it is not within his area I will ask him
to pass it on to the appropriate minister.
The member for Mill Park raised a matter for the
Minister for Health in relation to the Northern Hospital,
outlining the importance of this hospital to the people
of the northern suburbs. As the member of Parliament
in whose electorate this hospital is located, I support the
comments of the member for Mill Park. The Northern
Hospital is a great resource to the northern suburbs, not
just to the electorate of Mill Park, or indeed to
Thomastown, but to the whole of the northern suburbs.
It is a great community resource and we ask the
Minister for Health to take on board the matter the
member for Mill Park has raised and see what can be
accommodated there.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The house
stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.52 p.m.
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